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RE: Cascade Renewable Transmission Project, Agency Docket No. EF-23002 
 
Dear Interim Executive Director Walker: 
 
As Counsel for the Environment for the Cascade Renewable Transmission Project (“Project”), I 
encourage Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (“EFSEC”) to develop an 
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) with an in-depth analysis of the Project’s impacts to 
wildlife, consideration of potential harms from a no-action decision, and consideration of 
alternative locations. EFSEC should continue to meaningfully consult with affected tribes 
regarding the mitigation of any adverse impacts of the Project. 

I. The Environmental Impact Statement Should Consider All Reasonable 
Alternatives. 

The State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”) requires consideration of reasonable alternatives 
that will feasibly meet the proposal’s objectives at a lower environmental cost or decreased level 
of environmental degradation.1 The “required discussion of alternatives to a proposed project is 
of major importance, because it provides a basis for a reasoned decision among alternatives 
having differing environmental impacts.” Weyerhaeuser v. Pierce Cty., 124 Wn.2d 26, 38 
(1994). In this case, EFSEC should consider all reasonable alternatives including alternative 
routes for the Project and a least impactful alternative that mitigates the Project’s potential 
harms.  

A. The Environmental Impact Statement Should Consider Alternative Route 
Locations.  

The EIS should consider alternative routes with transmission potential that have smaller impacts 
and do not tread on habitat. Considering feasible alternative locations is well within EFSEC’s 

 
1 See WAC 197-11-440(5)(b). 
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SEPA authority,2 and EFSEC has done so previously.3 As EFSEC considers options to mitigate 
the Project’s adverse environmental impacts, consideration of the most viable sites is critical. 
One of the most critical best practices to utilize is selecting the appropriate route corridor for 
underwater cable laying to reduce a Project’s environmental impacts.4 For example, EFSEC and 
Columbia River Transmission, LLC should consider alternative sites in close proximity to the 
planned route. The EIS should also consider overland transmission routes, including highways, 
railways, and existing utility corridors capable of expansion.  

B. The Environmental Impact Statement Should Consider Measures to Mitigate Any 
Potentially Harmful Effects on Wildlife.  

The EIS should also consider a range of mitigation measures to mitigate the potential 
environmental harms from development at the proposed site. The laying of cables on riverbeds 
leads to riverbed disturbance and associated impacts like damage, displacement, or disturbance 
of flora and fauna, increased turbidity, and the remobilization of contaminated sediments.5 The 
following is a non-exclusive list of potential environmental harms and potential mitigation 
measures that should be considered:  

• The DEIS should consider alternative construction methods and timelines to 
mitigate potential habitat and species loss 

The Project site includes a variety of unique environmental features such as cold-water refugia, 
spawning areas, fishing platforms, cultural sites, contaminated sediments, benthic habitat, and 
areas of exposed bedrock. The DEIS should consider construction windows with the smallest 
impact on sensitive biological periods such as migration and spawning seasons for anadromous 
fish.6 It should also consider other measures like reduced cable operating temperatures, 
directional drilling to avoid sensitive areas, seasonal construction restrictions, real-time 
monitoring with shutdown protocols, and electric and magnetic field shielding. 

• The DEIS should consider appropriate burial depth and post-construction 
monitoring to reduce the thermal impacts of the Project 

 
2 Id. 
3 See, e.g., EFSEC, Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Final Environmental Impact Statement § 2.6, 
(Feb. 1, 2007), https://efsec.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2025-06/20070201_2_Action_Alternative.pdf. 
4 OSPAR Commission, Guidelines on Best Environmental Practice (BEP) in Cable Laying and Operation 
(Feb. 2012), https://www.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2025-07/12-02e_agreement_cables_guidelines.pdf. 
5Id.     
6 See Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Times When Spawning or Incubating 
Salmonids Are Least Likely to Be Within Washington State Freshwaters (Jun. 1, 2018), 
https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2019-02/freshwater_incubation_avoidance_times.pdf. 
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Underwater electrical transmission lines can harm sensitive marine organisms at even a minor 
increase in ambient temperature.7 Elevated temperatures can impair migration, holding, growth, 
and survival of certain species, including salmon and steelhead. The increased thermal impacts 
of underwater transmission lines may also adversely impact lamprey8 and sturgeon.9 The EIS 
should further analyze the appropriate burial depth of the cable to mitigate any thermal impacts 
of the underwater portions of the Project in addition to previously mentioned consideration of 
alternative routes. The EIS should also consider conducting post construction monitoring to 
verify that any applied mitigation measures function as intended.  
 

• The EIS should consider alternative construction methods and alternative routes 
to reduce turbidity impacts 

The proposed hydroplow construction method will temporarily excavate and redeposit sediment 
across a 78.9 mile corridor.10 The installation of any underwater transmission cable will increase, 
at least temporarily, the turbidity of the water along the route path. While this impact is generally 
limited to the construction, repair, and removal phases, the EIS should include a full range of 
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. Specifically, the EIS should analyze mitigation 
measures such as careful selection of the cable route and the cable burial method.11 Factors 
determining the path of the route corridor that would result in the least amount of environmental 
disturbance include: avoiding environmentally sensitive and valuable areas, constructing the 
shortest length possible and, where possible, bundling with existing cables, and minimizing the 
number of crossings with other cables.12 The choice of cable burial method also plays an 
important role in turbidity.13 The EIS should consider maximizing the use of cable burial 

 
7 OSPAR Commission, supra note 4. 
8 Water temperature increases from climate change likely affect the physiology and phenology of 
lampreys as well as their distribution and contributions to communities and ecosystems. Christina J. 
Wang et al., Impacts of a changing climate on native lamprey species: From physiology to ecosystem 
services, 47 Journal of Great Lakes Research S186 (Dec. 2021), 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0380133021001520. 
9 Sturgeon are susceptible to changes in water temperature, turbidity, and depth. Sturgeon populations in 
the lower river of the Columbia Basin are the most stable – this Project may affect these sturgeon 
populations. Sturgeon, Nw. Power and Conservation Council, 
https://www.nwcouncil.org/reports/columbia-river-history/sturgeon/ (last visited May 31, 2026, 11:00 
AM). 
10 EFSEC, Determination of Significance and Request for Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact 
Statement: Cascade Renewable Transmission (CRT), Docket No. EF-23002, at 8 (Apr. 28, 2026), 
https://efsec.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2026-
04/Notice%20of%20SEPA%20Determination%20of%20Significance%20and%20Scoping%20MEMO.p
df.  
11 OSPAR Commission, supra note 4.  
12 Id.  
13 Id. 
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methods such as horizontal directional drilling or other trenchless technologies where 
appropriate.14  

II. The Environmental Impact Statement Should Consider the Potential Harms From a 
No-Action Decision.  

Just as EFSEC must fully consider potential adverse impacts to wildlife from the Project, it must 
also consider the potential harms if the Project is not developed.15 For renewable energy projects, 
a no-action alternative does not necessarily preserve the environmental status quo if the 
renewable energy moved through the Project would have reduced the State’s greenhouse gas 
emissions.  

As EFSEC is aware, it is hard to overstate the actual harms from climate change in Washington. 
Each year, hundreds of Washingtonians lose their homes to wildfires, flooding, and sea level 
rise.16 Last month, Washington’s Department of Ecology declared an unprecedented fourth 
drought emergency in a row, with snowpack sitting at about half of its normal levels.17 By the 
2050s, climatologists expect drought conditions to occur seven years out of every decade.18 

The Legislature has recognized the urgent need to address the climate crisis. “Extreme weather, a 
warming Pacific Northwest, reduced snow pack, and sea level rise are four major ways that 
climate change is disrupting Washington's economy, environment, and communities.” 
RCW 80.80.005. The State determined that replacing fossil fuels with renewable energy is 
critical to addressing this issue, through passage of the Energy Independence Act, RCW 19.285 
(2006), the Clean Energy Transformation Act, RCW 19.405 (2019), the Climate Commitment 
Act, RCW 70a.65 (2021), and the Clean Fuels Program, RCW 70a.535 (2021).  

 
14 Id. 
15 SEPA regulations state that a “no-action” alternative shall be evaluated and compared to other 
alternatives. WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)(ii). 
16 See, e.g., Joe Sutton et al., Washington town sees 75% of homes damaged by floodwaters, CNN (Nov. 
17, 2021, 19:48 ET), https://www.cnn.com/2021/11/16/weather/washington-severe-weather-flood-
threat/index.html; Joseph O’Sullivan, Washington state’s wildfires have now destroyed more than 
626,000 acres, 181 homes, The Seattle Times (Sep. 11, 2020, 20:45), 
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/environment/washington-states-wildfires-have-now-
destroyed-more-than-626000-acres181-homes/ 
17 Conrad Swanson, WA declares unprecedented fourth drought emergency in a row, The Seattle Times 
(Apr. 8, 2026, 14:25), https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/climate-lab/wa-declares-unprecedented-
fourth-drought-emergency-in-a-row/. 
18 Id.  
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EFSEC should carefully consider the critical importance that additional interregional 
transmission offers to resource adequacy with rising renewable and energy storage usage.19 
EFSEC should also consider whether Washington can meet its clean energy mandates without 
renewable energy being moved through transmission projects such as this one.  The ability to 
transmit clean, renewable energy while enhancing transmission system resiliency may be 
adversely impacted if the Project is not developed. 

III. EFSEC Should Continue and Expand On Meaningful Consultation With Tribes as 
Part of the EIS Process. 

The Columbia River is important to tribes such as the Cowlitz, Yakama, Warm Springs, 
Umatilla, and Nez Perce. Tribal people have lived, fished, traveled, and conducted ceremonies 
along its waters since time immemorial. EFSEC should continue and expand meaningful tribal 
consultation as part of the SEPA process as the Project’s SEPA lead agency. Numerous tribes 
have an interest in preserving cultural resources that include traditional cultural properties and 
usual and accustomed fishing areas that may be adversely impacted by the Project. The EIS 
should fully consider the Project’s adverse impacts on historic and cultural resources20 and 
propose a range of measures to mitigate the Project’s impacts.  

Counsel for the Environment has an independent, statutory role to represent the public interest in 
protecting the quality of the environment. RCW 80.50.080. Developing clean energy and 
protecting endangered species are both important to protecting Washington’s environment.  A 
thoughtful analysis, based on the best available data, will help EFSEC and the public determine 
the Project’s adverse impacts and how best to mitigate adverse impacts.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of this comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Yuriy Korol 
 
YURIY KOROL 
Counsel for the Environment 
206-717-0096 
Yuriy.Korol@atg.wa.gov 
 
 

 
19 Adria E. Brooks, Alison Silverstein & Rob Gramlich, Grid Strategies LLC, Resource Adequacy Value 
of Interregional Transmission 33 (2025), https://cleanenergygrid.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/06/GridStrategies_RAValueInterregionalTx_250601.pdf.  
20 WAC 197-11-440(6)(d)(iv). 


