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Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, Oregon 
PO Box C 

Warm Springs, OR 97761 
Phone: 541-553-1161  

Fax: 541-553-1924

June 1, 2026 

VIA E-MAIL TO KURT.BECKETT@EFSEC.WA.GOV

Kurt Beckett, Chair 
WA Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
Post Office Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98503 

Re: Cascade Renewable Transmission SEPA Scoping Comments 

Dear Chair Beckett: 

I am the General Manager for the Branch of Natural Resources for the Confederated 
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon (“CTWS” or “Tribe”), a federally-
recognized, self-governing, sovereign Indian tribe and the legal successor-in-interest to the 
Indian signatories of the Treaty with the Tribes of Middle Oregon, dated June 25, 1855, 12 Stat 
963 (“Treaty” or “1855 Treaty”).  I am writing to provide comments and information in response 
to the Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (“EFSEC”) Request for Comments 
on the Scope of the State Environment Policy Act (“SEPA”) Environmental Impact Statement. 
(“EIS”) for the Cascade Renewable Transmission Project (“Project”).  

The Tribe provides these preliminary comments into the scoping phase of the EIS 
process.  These comments are not a substitute for consultation with the Tribe, and I encourage 
EFSEC to continue to seek formal and staff consultations with the Tribe.  The Tribe expressly 
reserves the right to supply additional comments relevant to the EIS scoping and related matters.   

The Project proposes to establish a new transmission corridor in the Columbia River 
which is the Tribe’s traditional, cultural and spiritual heartland.  The environmental effects of 
this are likely to be significant not only directly by the Project but also from a policy perspective.  
Developing a new transmission corridor has regional energy planning and development 
implications – which can further environmentally impact the Columbia River Basin (CRB).  It is 
imperative that the EIS explores a fulsome and independent scope to assess whether the Project 
is duplicative of existing or planned transmission capacity and whether less harmful alternatives 
could attain or approximate the Project’s identified needs and/or better serve the region’s energy 
reliability needs.   

The CRB resources do not respect jurisdictional boundaries, and it is therefore imperative 
that the scope of the EIS consider the full impacts of the entire Project. SEPA requires that 
EFSEC investigate “the profound impacts of a human being’s activity on the interrelations of all 
components of the natural environment * * *.”1 Accordingly, the Tribe supports a 

1 RCW 43.21C.020(1).
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comprehensive scope for the EIS and robust engagement with the Columbia River Treaty Tribes2

who possess technical and Indigenous Knowledge necessary to evaluate the application.   

I Overview of the Tribe and Its Interests in Washington State 

The Tribe is a federally recognized, self-governing, sovereign Indian tribe and the legal 
successor-in-interest to the 1855 Treaty. The Tribe is also organized under a constitution and 
bylaws ratified by the members of the Tribe on December 18, 1937, and approved by the Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior of the United States on February 14, 1938, pursuant to Section 16 of the 
Act of June 18, 1934, as amended. The Tribe consists of a confederation of Indian tribes: the Warm 
Springs, the Wasco and the Paiute. Pursuant to the 1855 Treaty, the Tribe ceded approximately 10 
million acres of land (“ceded lands”) to the United States and reserved approximately 640,000 
acres for exclusive use and occupation of the Tribe and our members as a permanent homeland 
(“Warm Springs Reservation”).  

Our people have utilized and occupied the CRB since time immemorial. In the 1855 Treaty, 
the Tribe’s predecessors ceded much of those lands to the United States, including the lands upon 
which the cities of Arlington, The Dalles, Hood River, and Cascade Locks, Oregon, now exist. 
The northern boundary of the ceded lands runs down the middle of the Columbia River from 
Willow Creek east of Arlington, downstream, to approximately Bonneville Dam. The western 
boundary is the crest of the Cascade Mountain Range south to the 44th parallel and over to the 
headwaters of Willow Creek in the Blue Mountains. The eastern boundary runs from the 
headwaters of Willow Creek downstream to its confluence with the Columbia River.  

The 1855 Treaty recognizes the Tribe as a sovereign entity, possessing inherent rights to 
provide for the general welfare of our people, including the right to manage our natural resources 
and the right to take salmon, lamprey, sturgeon and other fish.  The 1855 Treaty expressly reserves 
rights, to the Tribe, for our members to go outside (or “off”) the Warm Springs Reservation to all 
of the lands and waters that it had used prior to the treaty to hunt, fish, gather roots and berries, 
and to pasture livestock.  The 1855 Treaty also protects rights in areas beyond the ceded lands if 
those areas were used by the Tribe’s ancestors since time immemorial. This includes, without 
limitation, lands and waters on the Washington side of the Columbia River including Stevenson, 
North Bonneville, Bingen, Dallesport, and the Vancouver area as well as downstream of 
Bonneville Dam on the Oregon side such as the Willamette River and Portland, Oregon. 

Retaining the Tribe’s right to continue our traditional fishing practices was a primary 
objective of the Tribe during the treaty negotiations, and tribal rights to fish, unimpeded, at all 
usual and accustomed places has long been enforced in the federal courts, meaning that the Tribe 
has legally enforceable Treaty-protected rights for the entirety of the proposed Project in Oregon 
and Washington.  

2 The Columbia Basin Treaty Tribes include the Tribe, the Confederations Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, 
the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and the Nez Perce Tribe.
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The Tribe’s sovereign objective is to maintain and enhance traditional and Treaty-protected 
fish and wildlife resources within the CRB, and the Tribe is integrally involved in the major 
institutional structures governing anadromous fish restoration in the upper Columbia Basin, 
including without limitation: (i) the 2018-2027 United States v. Oregon Management Agreement; 
(ii) the Pacific Salmon Treaty; (iii) the Fish and Wildlife Plan adopted under the authority of the 
Pacific Northwest Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980 (Northwest Power Act); (iv) the 
orders of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”); (v) the processes authorized 
under the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), specifically the processes growing out of the 
continuing jurisdiction federal court case of National Wildlife Federation, et al. and Oregon v. 
National Marine Fisheries Services, et al., 3:01-cv-00640-SI (D. Or.), and (vi) the efforts to 
implement the Columbia Basin Restoration Initiative among the Tribe, the States of Oregon and 
Washington, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, the Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, and the Nez Perce Tribe.  Without limitation, it is also: (i) a 
member of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (“CRITFC”), formed in 1977 by the 
four sovereign treaty tribes of the Columbia Basin and dedicated to protecting and restoring tribal 
fisheries; (ii) a member of the Wana Pa Koot Koot Cooperating Group for cultural resources 
affected by the operation of the Columbia River System in the Zone 6 area of the Columbia River; 
and (iii) a regulatory participant as a rotating tribal member of the Columbia River Gorge 
Commission. 

The Tribe’s off-reservation hunting rights are explicitly protected under the 1855 Treaty, 
and the Tribe has entered into the 2018 Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) with the State of 
Oregon relating to the co-management of this resource.3 The collaborative management approach 
embodied in this agreement underscores the Tribe’s ongoing commitment to sustainable practices 
while safeguarding our treaty-protected rights, which are integral to both our cultural identity and 
subsistence practices. Any project that threatens wildlife resources or the Tribe’s ability to exercise 
these rights must be carefully scrutinized and should not proceed without thorough consultation 
and appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures.  This is true for projects that may occur in 
Washington as well. 

II Comments on the Scope of the EIS  

A Scope of the EIS 

As an overarching comment, it is imperative that the scope of the EIS consider the full 
impacts of the entire Project.  The Columbia River and its natural and cultural resources do not 
respect jurisdictional boundaries, nor does the proposed Project. Piecemeal environmental reviews 
are inconsistent with SEPA’s legislative policy which recognizes “the profound impacts of a 
human being’s activity on the interrelations of all components of the natural environment, 

3 OAR 635-043-0140 (“MOA”).
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particularly the profound influences of population growth, high density urbanization, industrial 
expansion, resource utilization and exploitation, and new and expanding technological advances.”4

B Alternatives Analysis 

The EIS is required to consider “reasonable alternatives * * * that could feasibly attain or 
approximate a proposal’s objectives but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of 
environmental degradation.”5 Under Washington Administrative Code, EFSEC “recognize[s] the 
pressing need for increased energy facilities.”6 Applicant states that the Project is needed because 
it “would transmit renewable energy to help the State of Washington meet its goal of making its 
energy supply carbon neutral,”7 while “maintaining and enhancing electric transmission system 
reliability and resiliency.”8  Applicant also states that there is a “need for additional transmission 
directly into the greater Portland area” in Oregon.9

In discharging its obligations to consider if there are alternatives “that could feasibly attain 
or approximate a proposal’s objectives,”10 it is not appropriate for EFSEC to limit its consideration 
between two points selected by Applicant. The application acknowledges that transmission 
facilities are not stand-alone facilities.  They are generally defined as high-voltage infrastructure 
for the bulk transport of generating plants to substations (or between substations). They are heavily 
regulated by FERC on a rate and operational basis, and integration into regional utility frameworks 
must satisfy applicable regulatory requirements such as state integrated resource planning. These 
facilities also cannot discriminate against or restrict the type of electricity interconnected and 
transported on the facility under FERC open access policies, and stated transfer capacity is 
dependent on path rating approvals by the Western Electrical Coordinating Committee which can 
require significant system reinforcement improvements to obtain transfer ratings.   Instead, in light 
of the regulatory context and Applicant’s stated need for the proposed Project, EFSEC must 
include an evaluation of alternatives that is cognizant of the public interest regulation relevant to 
energy services in the State of Washington and region.11

The Tribe acknowledges that the EIS will be utilized by decision-makers along with other 
relevant considerations or documents.  However, Applicant has proposed its project in the Tribe’s 
traditional, cultural and spiritual heartland.  To discharge EFSEC’s tribal consultation obligations, 
it is necessary to scope the EIS to enable the Columbia River Treaty Tribes to supply their technical 
and Indigenous Knowledge about the primary resource impacted.  This includes a robust 

4 RCW 43.21C.020(1). 
5 WAC 197-11-440(5)(b). 
6 WAC 463-60-021. 
7 Cascade Renewable Transmission, LLC, Draft Application for Site Certification § 1.3, at 1-2, Cascade Renewable 
Transmission Project, EFSEC Docket No. 230002 (Wash. Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council Sept. 2025), 
8 Id. § 3.2.1.1, at 3-23.   
9 Id. § 2.22.2.1, at 2-55. 
10 WAC 197-11-440(5)(b) (emphasis added). 
11 See WAC 197-11-448(1) (“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic, and other requirements 
and essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing alternatives and in 
making final decisions”). 
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alternatives analysis to enable a determination of whether the proposed Project’s objectives can be 
attained or approximated by a range of alternatives that will have lower impacts to this sacred 
cultural and natural resource.  Accordingly, the Tribe takes the position that it is imperative for 
EFSEC to include the following elements into the EIS and alternatives analysis:  Air, Water, 
Vegetation, Energy and Natural Resources, Environmental Health, Noise, Light and Glare, 
Historic Resources and Cultural Resources.   

In short, the EIS needs a fulsome and independent alternatives analysis to  assess whether 
the Project is duplicative of existing or planned transmission capacity and whether less harmful 
alternatives could attain or approximate the Project’s objectives and/or better serve the region’s 
energy reliability needs. 

C Wildlife/Habitat Element 

The Tribe supports the comments submitted by CRITFC. In addition to the issues raised in 
CRITFC’s comment, the Tribe wishes to highlight the following information.  

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that the EIS should contain a detailed analysis 
of wildlife and habitat impacts associated with the proposed Project. The Columbia River serves 
as a critical spawning, rearing, foraging, and migratory corridor for 13-runs of threatened or 
endangered Pacific salmon, Pacific eulachan, and bull trout. Many of these threatened or 
endangered species also depend upon designated critical habitat within the Project area, including 
Columbia River chum; Lower Columbia River Coho and steelhead; Middle Columbia River 
steelhead; Snake River fall Chinook, sockeye, and steelhead; and Upper Columbia Spring Chinook 
and steelhead. The EIS must therefore contain sufficient site-specific information to determine 
whether, and to what extent, the Project could adversely affect these species and their critical 
habitats. 

It is inevitable that a project of this nature will have direct, negative consequences for 
multiple invaluable species to the Tribe, including: Pacific lamprey, White sturgeon, freshwater 
mussels, and suckers.  These species are directly reliant upon benthic habitats that may be disturbed 
during Project construction and operation.  These resources are of profound cultural importance to 
the Tribe, and have long served as staples in tribal diets, traditional medicine, and ceremonial life. 
The Tribe has already experienced substantial declines in many of these species as a result of prior 
development in the region. Absent adequate surveys and assessments, there is no assurance that 
these crucial resources can be adequately protected.  

Applicant’s assertion that the cable route will avoid direct impacts to Treaty Access Fishing 
Areas is insufficient. Applicant lacks the cultural, historical, and technical expertise necessary to 
determine the full scope of impacts to treaty-protected fishing resources and practices. Under the 
1855 Treaty, the Tribe retains the right to fish at all usual and accustomed places, and the Tribe—
not the Applicant—is the appropriate authority to assess how the proposed Project may directly or 
indirectly affect our treaty-reserved resources and rights. Moreover, the Tribe’s treaty fishing 
rights are not confined solely to formally designated Treaty Access Fishing Areas. Rather, those 
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rights extend throughout the Columbia River within the Tribe’s ceded lands and usual and 
accustomed fishing stations, including throughout the broader Project area.  In short, information 
supplied by Columbia River Treaty Tribes reflecting their technical and Indigenous Knowledge 
regarding treaty fishing sites and practices in all respects will be superior to any Applicant 
information. 

EFSEC should require Applicant, at a minimum, to conduct comprehensive Pacific 
lamprey and freshwater mussel surveys within the Project area. EFSEC should also require 
detailed fish salvage, monitoring, avoidance, and mitigation plans sufficient to avoid or minimize 
impacts to tribal fish and wildlife resources. As it relates to the Tribe’s fisheries and treaty-reserved 
resources, EFSEC must coordinate and consult directly with the Tribe and other Columbia River 
Treaty Tribes to solicit our technical and Indigenous Knowledge to ensure that the proposed 
Project does not impair treaty-reserved fishing rights through either direct disruption of fishing 
activities or indirect degradation of aquatic habitat and subsistence resources. 

D Visual/Aesthetics Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that the EIS should contain a detailed analysis 
of the visual and aesthetics element.  The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by 
CRITFC. 

E Hazardous Materials Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that the EIS should contain a detailed analysis 
of the hazardous materials element.  The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by 
CRITFC.  In addition to the issues raised in CRITFC’s comment, the Tribe wishes to highlight the 
following information. 

Although Applicant states that it will avoid known National Priority List (“NPL”) 
Superfund sites, including the Portland Harbor Superfund Site (“PHSS”) and the Bradford Island 
Superfund Site (“BISS”), substantially more information is necessary for the Tribe to evaluate 
whether the Project can in fact avoid disturbing or exacerbating contamination associated with 
those sites. Both PHSS and BISS contain persistent organic pollutants, including polychlorinated 
biphenyls (“PCBs”) and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (“PAHs”), which pose serious risks to 
human health, aquatic ecosystems, and the tribal subsistence resources central to the Tribe’s 
cultural practices and treaty-protected rights.  

The Project’s termination point at the Harborton Substation is located in close proximity 
to the highly contaminated PHSS. The Tribe therefore urges EFSEC to require Applicant to 
provide detailed information explaining how Project construction and operation will avoid 
mobilizing or spreading contaminated sediments and other hazardous materials associated with the 
site. The EIS should include a comprehensive mitigation and risk management plan addressing 
how Applicant will prevent further contamination of PHHS, including specific monitoring 
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protocols, sediment disturbance controls, spill response procedures, and contingency measures in 
the event contaminants are encountered or disturbed during construction or operational activities. 

Similarly, the proposed transmission cable’s point of re-entry near Hamilton Island is 
located immediately downstream of BISS. EFSEC should require additional information regarding 
the extent of downstream contamination and the potential risks associated with cable installation 
activities in this area. The NPL Site Listing Narrative (March 2022) does not clearly define the 
full geographic reach of contamination downstream from BISS, so Applicant’s current reliance on 
a generalized “avoidance” strategy is insufficient absent site-specific mapping, sediment 
characterization, and analysis demonstrating that contaminated areas will not be disturbed. This 
concern is particularly significant given the documented presence of high concentrations of PCBs 
and PAHs in the vicinity. The Tribe accordingly requests that EFSEC require a detailed risk 
assessment and contamination avoidance plan describing how contaminated sediments and 
associated pollutants will be identified, avoided, monitored, and managed during both Project 
construction and operation. 

F Cumulative Impacts Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that the EIS should contain a detailed analysis 
of the cumulative impacts element.  The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by 
CRITFC. 

G Socioeconomic Impacts Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that the EIS should contain a detailed analysis 
of the socioeconomic impacts. As explained in the June 2024 report prepared by the Department 
of Interior, Historic and Ongoing Impacts of Federal Dams on the Columbia River Basin Tribes 
(“Tribal Circumstances Report”),12  tribal identities center around the Columbia River, its 
tributaries, and the species those waterways support. Development projects altering the natural 
flow of the river and altering ecosystem functions have disproportionately harmed tribal 
communities, including dams and other large-scale energy and transportation infrastructure 
projects. Over decades, these projects have systematically degraded the ecosystems upon which 
tribes depend for cultural plants and foods, disrupting both traditional practices and the overall 
well-being of tribal members and impeding the Tribe’s ability to realize the benefit of its treaty-
reserved rights. As detailed in the Tribal Circumstances Report, these impacts have compounded 
over time, leaving tribal communities particularly vulnerable to additional environmental harms, 
including the loss of access to critical natural resources and traditional hunting and fishing grounds.  

Against this backdrop, the Tribe urges EFSEC to ensure that the EIS fully evaluates the 
proposed Project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative socioeconomic impacts on tribal communities 
and treaty-reserved resources, including adverse and inequitable impacts on the Tribe’s spiritual, 

12 See attached.
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cultural, physical, and economic health. The proposed Project risks affecting treaty-protected 
fishing access, traditional cultural practices, and fisheries-dependent economies.  The Project area 
crosses usual and accustomed fishing locations, fishing platforms, and areas important to the 
available of First Foods that support tribal subsistence, commerce, and cultural continuity. 
Construction and operation and maintenance of the cable line risks disruption of tribal enforcement 
of its treaty rights as well, as CRITFC law enforcement jurisdiction includes the in-river portions 
of the Project corridor and fisheries monitoring and enforcement activities depend upon continual 
patrol of these critical, sustaining waters.  

The proposed Project route runs directly through the North Bonneville Treaty Fish Access 
site, an area of significant cultural value to the Tribe and an exclusive tribal use area, and snakes 
through and proximal to other usual and accustomed fishing areas where the Tribe’s members 
exercise their treaty-reserved fishing rights. The probable impacts of construction activities, 
including in-water work, vessel traffic, exclusion zones, and underwater noise all risk impeding 
tribal fishers along the cable route. Operation and maintenance of the fixed cable infrastructure 
imposes reasonably foreseeable, detrimental, long-term impacts on the Tribe’s ability to exercise 
its treaty-reserved fishing rights as well, with changes to fish behavior, migration patterns, and 
spawning success due to thermal effects, destruction of cold-water refugia, electromagnetic fields, 
contamination of the water column and bioaccumulation of legacy contaminants, and habitat 
alteration all risked by this proposed Project. Impacts to fish populations could further reduce the 
availability of cultural and traditional plants and foods, undermining cultural practices and tribal 
economies that depend on healthy fisheries and adding administrative and operational costs for the 
Tribe.  

Approval of the Project based on incomplete or vague environmental assessments risks 
injuring the public interest and perpetuating the same harmful patterns of the past, further 
burdening tribal resources. Comprehensive analysis of primary and secondary socioeconomic 
impacts to treaty-reserved fishing activities, tribal fisheries management and conservation, fish site 
maintenance and restoration flexibility, tribal and federal government services, and local 
economies, with particular focus on the impacts of construction and long-term operation and 
maintenance of the cable facilities on the Tribe’s ability to exercise its treaty-reserved fishing rights 
and tribal subsistence, ceremonial, and cultural fisheries, is essential. The Tribe therefore requests 
that EFSEC carefully consider the Tribal Circumstances Report and ensure that no Project 
approval is granted absent a thorough analysis demonstrating that the Project will not impose 
additional burdens on tribes, tribal members, or the critical resources they rely on, and have relied 
on since time immemorial. 

H Air Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
air element of the EIS. The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by CRITFC.  
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I Water Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
water element of the EIS, including additional information on wetlands, water quality, and water 
resources.  The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by CRITFC. 

J Vegetation Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
vegetation element of the EIS. The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by CRITFC. 

K Energy and Natural Resources Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
energy and natural resources element of the EIS. Applicant is proposing that its Project serve the 
regional energy needs: a) “transmit renewable energy to help the State of Washington meet its goal 
of making its energy supply carbon neutral”13; b) meet the “need for additional transmission 
directly into the greater Portland area” in Oregon14; and c) “maintain[] and enhanc[e] electric 
transmission system reliability and resiliency.”15 This is a cross-border transmission project meant 
to address cross-border/regional energy system needs. EFSEC must ensure that its analysis 
encompasses the broader regional regulatory and planning context associated with the Project. The 
EIS should evaluate not only Washington’s energy planning objectives and regulatory framework, 
but also relevant FERC policies and Oregon energy policies, regulations, Executive Orders, and 
regional resource management considerations. While the region does not have a regional 
transmission operator, there is nevertheless unprecedented activity and coordination in the region 
to evaluate and plan for regional transmission expansion needs.  It is imperative that EFSEC seek 
independent expertise to inform the EIS about these activities which include, for example and 
without limitation, 

� State of Washington, Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council Transmission 
Corridors Work Group, Final Report (August 1, 2022).16  Washington’s Clean 
Energy Transformation Act (CETA) of 2019 triggered recognition of the need for 
upgrades to electricity transmission and distribution infrastructure across the state 
to meet the goals of the act.  Noting the significant planning horizon needed to 
deliver these facilities in a timely manner, the work group prepared this report 
establishing overarching principles, transmission planning principles, expedited 
environmental review and permitting principles, siting and construction principles 
and best practices. 

13 Draft Application for Site Certification § 1.3, at 1-2. 

14 Id. § 2.22.2.1, at 2-55 
15 Id. § 3.2.1.1, at 3-23.  
16 Transmission Corridors Work Group Final Report, Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (Aug. 1, 
2022), https://efsec.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2025-05/Final_TCWG_Report%20_2022_0801.pdf.  
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� 2023 Portland General Electric Clean Energy Plan and Integrated Resource Plan 
(June 20, 2023) and 2023 Clean Energy Plan and Integrated Resource Plan Update 
(August 15, 2025).17  Portland General Electric (“PGE”) is Oregon’s largest 
electricity supplier and is subject to Oregon’s least-cost, least-risk planning 
obligations to meet projected future energy needs, consistent with Oregon energy 
policy, including House Bill 2021, Oregon’s Clean Energy Target law.  

� Bonneville Power Administration Grid Expansion and Reinforcement Portfolio.18

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is a federal power marketing 
administration that operates approximately 75 percent of the transmission in the 
Pacific Northwest.  In 2023 and 2024, BPA announced over 20 new transmission 
line and substation projects which will help improve transmission capacity and 
reliability throughout the Northwest. 

� State of Oregon, Office of the Governor, Executive Order 25-29.19  On November 
18, 2023, Oregon’s Governor Tina Kotek signed an executive order on Reducing 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Advancing Oregon’s Clean Energy Future. The 
Executive Order directs Executive Branch agencies to, among other actions, 
develop a framework for strategic transmission siting.  

� Western Transmission Expansion Coalition (WestTEC).20  The Western Power 
Pool coordinated this coalition as a West-wide effort to develop an actionable 
transmission study to support the needs of the future energy grid.  Its West-Wide 
Transmission Study, 10-Year Horizon Report was released in February 2026.    

� Northwest Power and Conservation Council, 2021 Northwest Power Plan (March 
10, 2022).21  The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act 
of 1980 (Public Law 96-501) established the Northwest Power and Conservation 
Council, a compact between Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana. One of the 
council’s primary responsibilities is to craft a 20-year, least-cost power plan for the 
Pacific Northwest and update it at least every five years.  This plan includes an 
electricity demand forecast, electricity and natural gas price forecasts, an 
assessment of the amount of cost-effective energy efficiency that can be acquired 
over the term of the plan, and a least-cost generating resources portfolio.  The 

17 Integrated Resource Planning and Clean Energy Planning, Portland General Electric,  
https://portlandgeneral.com/about/who-we-are/resource-planning/combined-cep-and-irp (last visited May 31, 2026).
18 Grid Expansion and Reinforcement Portfolio (GERP), Bonneville Power Administration, 
https://www.bpa.gov/energy-and-services/transmission/grid-expansion-and-reinforcement-portfolio (last visited May 
31, 2026). 
19 Or. Exec. Order No. 25-29, Executive Order on Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Advancing Oregon’s 
Clean Energy Future (Nov. 18, 2025), https://www.oregon.gov/gov/eo/eo-25-29.pdf.  
20 Western Transmission Expansion Coalition, Western Powerpool, 
https://www.westernpowerpool.org/about/programs/western-transmission-expansion-coalition (last visited May 31, 
2026). 
21 The 2021 Northwest Power Plan, Northwest Power and Conservation Council (Mar. 10, 2022), 
https://www.nwcouncil.org/fs/17680/2021powerplan_2022-3.pdf. 
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Council is working on developing its 2026 Northwest Power Plan by the end of 
2026.  

This information is necessary for the EIS because it is relevant to understanding whether 
the proposed Project is duplicative of existing or planned transmission capacity and whether less 
harmful alternatives could attain or approximate any identified need and/or better serve the 
region’s energy reliability needs.  It is also necessary to fully understand the cumulative impacts 
of establishing a new transmission corridor in the Columbia River, for example the possibility of 
future co-location of transmission facilities within the newly established transmission corridor and 
the likelihood of generation development in proximity to the transmission corridor for 
interconnection access.   

Furthermore, because the CRB resources do not respect jurisdictional boundaries, it is 
imperative that the scope of the EIS consider the full impacts of the entire Project. As noted above, 
piecemeal environmental reviews are inconsistent with SEPA’s legislative policy which 
recognizes “the profound impacts of a human being’s activity on the interrelations of all 
components of the natural environment, particularly the profound influences of population growth, 
high density urbanization, industrial expansion, resource utilization and exploitation, and new and 
expanding technological advances.”22

L Environmental Health Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
environmental health element of the EIS. The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by 
CRITFC. The EIS should evaluate not only the immediate environmental impacts associated with 
Project construction, but also the long-term environmental health consequences arising from 
disturbance of contaminated sediments, degradation of aquatic resources, and impacts to tribal 
subsistence practices. The Tribe faces disproportionate health risks when the environmental 
resources upon which its treaty rights depend are contaminated or disturbed. Tribal members 
continue to rely on fish, wildlife, and other natural resources from the Columbia River for 
subsistence, cultural, and ceremonial purposes. Accordingly, the EIS should specifically evaluate 
whether the Project could further compromise the subsistence resources relied upon by the Tribe, 
including through the disturbance, mobilization, or spread of existing contaminants. EFSEC 
should require a comprehensive environmental health risk assessment analyzing both short- and 
long-term impacts, cumulative impacts, and the potential for the Project to exacerbate existing 
contamination in the Project area. 

M Noise Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
noise element of the EIS. The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by CRITFC.  

22 RCW 43.21C.020(1).
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N Light and Glare Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
light and glare element of the EIS.  

O Historic Resources Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
historic resources element of the EIS.  

P Cultural Resources Element 

The Tribe supports EFSEC’s determination that additional information is required for the 
cultural resources element of the EIS. The Tribe further supports the comments submitted by 
CRITFC. In addition to the issues raised in CRITFC’s comment, the Tribe provides the following 
additional comments.  As an initial matter, Applicant has not supplied sufficient studies to enable 
detailed comments on contents or omissions.  The scoping request on this element, therefore, is 
premature and the Tribe reserves the right to provide scoping comments once further study 
information is supplied by the Applicant.  The Tribe offers the following preliminary comments.   

The Project presents significant potential risks to historic properties, archaeological 
resources, and cultural sites located within and on the banks of the Columbia River. In particular, 
the proposed use of horizontal directional drilling and hydroplow installation methods raises 
substantial concerns because both are inherently invasive construction techniques with the 
potential to cause irreparable harm to submerged cultural sites and archaeological resources. 
Additional information is therefore necessary to explain how these construction methods will be 
monitored, controlled, and limited to avoid damage to tribal cultural resources.  

At a minimum, mitigation measures should include comprehensive pre-construction 
cultural resource surveys, real-time monitoring during construction, and post-construction 
assessments to ensure that any potential disturbances are quickly identified and addressed. The 
Tribe must be directly involved in the development of any cultural resource mitigation and 
monitoring plan, including the creation of contingency procedures governing inadvertent 
discoveries of archaeological materials, cultural items, or human remains. Any mitigation plan 
should also include enforceable commitments to restorative actions should any damage occur 
during Project construction or operation. Close coordination with the Tribe throughout the life of 
the Project is necessary to prevent long-term harm to irreplaceable cultural heritage resources.  

Similar to the assessment of impacts to treaty fishing resources, Applicant does not possess 
the cultural knowledge, historical understanding, or expertise necessary to determine whether the 
proposed route and construction methods will adversely affect tribal cultural resources. The 
Columbia River is one continuous cultural site that is extremely sensitive with hundreds of 
archaeological and cultural sites that were inundated by prior dam construction and related 
projects. EFSEC must coordinate and consult directly with the Tribe and other Columbia River 
Treaty Tribes to solicit our Indigenous Knowledge to ensure a comprehensive analysis of the 
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Project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources, including impacts 
extending beyond the immediate Project route. 

III Conclusion and Request for Meaningful Consultation 

CTWS tribal members have utilized and inhabited our ancestral lands since time 
immemorial including those areas proposed for the Project.  The Tribe, and other Columbia River 
Treaty Tribes, have deep cultural ties to the Columbia River as well as federally-protected rights 
and ongoing pervasive co-management obligations and expertise.  

In order to provide a complete analysis of impacts, EFSEC must consult with the Tribe to 
incorporate the Tribe’s technical and Indigenous Knowledge and expertise related to the 
management and preservation of Treaty-protected and traditional and cultural resources that are 
threatened by the development of high-voltage transmission lines.  

The Tribe appreciates the opportunity to provide these initial comments. 

Sincerely, 

Austin L. Smith, Jr. 
General Manager, Branch of Natural Resources 
The Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs 
Reservation of Oregon 

ALS 

cc:  Edward Henderson, Secretary-Treasurer 
Andrew Hofstetter, Government Affairs Director 


