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1 Introduction 
The Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) prepared this Scoping 
Report to document the public and agency comment process conducted in support of the 
SEPA Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Cascade Renewable Transmission 
Project ("the Project"). 

This report summarizes: (1) the scoping process and public participation events conducted 
by EFSEC; (2) comments received during the SEPA scoping comment period and outside 
that period; and (3) questions and responses from the SEPA Scoping Meeting held with 
tribal governments on May 27, 2026. The report does not constitute EFSEC's final 
determination on the scope of the EIS; that determination will be set forth separately in 
EFSEC's Scoping Decision. 

1.1 Proposed Action 
The applicant, Cascade Renewable Transmission, LLC (CRT), proposes to construct, 
operate, and maintain an approximately 99.5-mile high-voltage direct current (HVDC) 
electrical transmission line from The Dalles, Oregon to Portland, Oregon. The proposed 
transmission line would provide up to 1,100 megawatts (MW) of electrical energy 
transmission capacity to facilitate transfer of energy from generation sources located east 
of the Cascade Mountains to end users west of the Cascades. 

The majority of the proposed alignment (approximately 78.9 miles) would be installed 
within the bed of the Columbia River. The line would interconnect the existing Bonneville 
Power Administration (BPA) Big Eddy 500-kV substation near The Dalles, Oregon, with the 
existing Portland General Electric (PGE) Harborton 230-kV substation in Portland, Oregon. 
Additional segments would be installed via horizontal directional drilling (HDD) under 
Oregon Slough, under the Willamette River, and via open trench along Washington State 
Route 14 near Stevenson, Washington. 

1.2 EFSEC Responsibilities 
EFSEC is the lead agency for SEPA review of the Washington portions of the proposed 
project under RCW 80.50 (Energy Facility Site Evaluation Act) and WAC 463-47 (SEPA 
Procedures). EFSEC has the authority to issue or deny a site certification agreement for 
energy facilities with a nominal capacity of 250 MW or more. EFSEC's SEPA review 
encompasses the entire project, including portions located outside Washington, to the 
extent necessary to address environmental impacts under Washington law. 
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EFSEC is also a cooperating agency in the NEPA review led by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Portland District. EFSEC is authorized to adopt the USACE EIS for 
SEPA purposes pursuant to WAC 197-11-600, subject to supplementation as needed to 
address Washington-specific requirements. 

2 Scoping Process 
2.1 Purpose of Scoping 
Scoping is the initial step in the EIS process. The purpose of SEPA scoping is to identify the 
range of actions, alternatives, and significant impacts to be analyzed in the EIS. During 
scoping, EFSEC solicited comments from interested parties, including members of the 
public, regulatory agencies, tribal governments, and non-governmental organizations. 
Scoping comments help direct the approach and depth of the environmental studies and 
analyses needed to prepare the EIS. 

2.2 Scoping Period and Notification 
EFSEC issued a Determination of Significance (DS) and Scoping Notice for the Cascade 
Renewable Transmission Project on April 25, 2026. The notice opened a 30-day public 
comment period from May 1, 2026 through June 1, 2026. 

The Scoping Notice was distributed through EFSEC's GovDelivery system, project 
distribution lists, direct agency and tribal outreach, and was posted on the EFSEC project 
website. Interested parties were provided opportunities to submit comments 
electronically, by mail, and during virtual scoping meetings. 

2.3 Scoping Meetings 
EFSEC conducted two virtual scoping meetings on May 27, 2026: 

• Tribal SEPA Scoping Meeting 
• Public SEPA Scoping Meeting  

The Tribal Scoping Meeting provided an opportunity for tribal governments and tribal 
organizations to ask questions regarding the proposed project, the SEPA process, tribal 
consultation, and coordination between EFSEC and cooperating agencies. 

The Public Scoping Meeting provided members of the public, organizations, agencies, and 
other interested parties an opportunity to provide comments regarding the scope of 
environmental review. 
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Meeting materials, recordings, and supporting documents were made available on the 
EFSEC website. 

2.4 Opportunity to Provide Comments 
Interested parties were invited to submit comments through: 

• EFSEC's online comment portal 
• Email submissions 
• Written correspondence submitted by mail 
• Oral testimony provided during the virtual scoping meetings. 

All comments received during the scoping period were included in the project record and 
reviewed by EFSEC staff for consideration in determining the scope of the Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

A total of 100 people attended the virtual scoping meetings (excluding EFSEC, the 
Applicant, and support personnel).  

Approximately 65 comment submissions were received from individuals, agencies, Tribes, 
and organizations.  

3 Public Scoping Communication 
Summary 

3.1 Comment Analysis Process 
EFSEC reviewed comments submitted by tribal governments, state agencies, federal 
agencies, non-governmental organizations, local governments, labor organizations, and 
individual members of the public. 

Comments were reviewed to identify issues relevant to environmental review under SEPA. 
Similar comments were grouped by topic area to assist in identifying recurring concerns 
and determining the appropriate scope of analysis for the EIS. 

Comments generally fell into the following categories: 

• Alternatives Analysis 
• Aquatic Resources and Fish 
• Tribal Treaty Rights and Consultation 
• Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) 



 

  4 
 

• Sediment Quality and Contamination 
• Water Quality and Thermal Effects 
• Cultural Resources and Traditional Cultural Places 
• Cumulative Impacts 
• Navigation and Commerce 
• Regulatory Process and EIS Scope 
• Construction Impacts 
• Human Health and Safety 
• Water Rights and Water Supply 
• Recreation 
• Land Use and Shoreline Management 
• Project Support 

Comments expressing general support or opposition without identifying environmental 
issues were documented in the administrative record but were not relied upon to define 
the scope of environmental analysis. 

3.2 Comment Topics Summary 
Comments received during scoping reflected substantial interest from tribal 
governments, regulatory agencies, environmental organizations, navigation interests, 
labor organizations, and members of the public. 

The most frequently raised issues involved potential impacts to aquatic resources, treaty-
protected fishing rights, sediment disturbance, water quality, electromagnetic fields, 
cumulative impacts, and alternatives to in-river installation of the transmission line. 

Several tribal governments emphasized the importance of government-to-government 
consultation, protection of treaty resources, and consideration of cultural resources and 
Traditional Cultural Places. 

Agency comments generally focused on the adequacy of environmental studies, 
regulatory coordination, water quality, wetlands, fisheries resources, and the scope of 
environmental review. 

Environmental organizations and members of the public frequently requested additional 
analysis of alternatives, cumulative impacts, sediment contamination, climate-related 
impacts, and long-term operation and maintenance activities. 
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4 Comment Topics 
EFSEC reviewed all comment submissions, including agency comments, tribal comments, 
organizational comments, written submissions, and oral comments received during the 
scoping meetings. Comments were evaluated to identify issues relevant to environmental 
review under SEPA. Many comments addressed multiple topics and were therefore 
assigned to more than one category. 

The following sections summarize the principal issues raised during scoping. The 
summaries are intended to identify areas of concern and potential subjects for 
environmental analysis. They do not represent EFSEC findings or conclusions. 

4.1 Introduction, Scope of Analysis, Purpose, and 
Overview 

Several commenters raised questions regarding the overall purpose and need for the 
project, the appropriate geographic scope of environmental review, and the relationship 
between EFSEC's SEPA review and the federal NEPA review being conducted by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

Commenters requested that EFSEC maintain an independent SEPA review process and 
ensure that environmental analysis addresses the entire project corridor, including 
portions located outside Washington State where necessary to evaluate environmental 
impacts. Several comments also requested increased transparency regarding project 
need, environmental review assumptions, future permitting requirements, and 
opportunities for public participation. 

4.2 Alternatives Analysis 
Many commenters requested a comprehensive evaluation of alternatives to the proposed 
project route. Several commenters stated that the EIS should evaluate upland 
transmission corridors, use of existing transportation or utility rights-of-way, alternative 
installation methods, system upgrades, distributed generation alternatives, and the No 
Action Alternative. 

Commenters also requested a clear explanation of the criteria used to eliminate 
alternatives from further consideration and suggested that the EIS document the 
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative. Several tribal governments and 
organizations requested additional mapping and resource information, including maps 
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depicting cultural resources, treaty fishing areas, sensitive habitats, contaminated sites, 
navigation corridors, and other environmentally sensitive areas. 

4.2 Water Resources 
Water resource issues were among the most frequently discussed topics during scoping. 
Commenters raised concerns regarding sediment disturbance, water quality, thermal 
impacts, construction water supply, and potential impacts to wetlands and aquatic 
habitats. 

Several commenters expressed concern that installation activities could mobilize 
contaminated sediments within the Columbia River and requested additional sediment 
characterization and analysis. Other comments focused on cable operating temperatures, 
turbidity during construction, water quality standards, and consistency with state and 
federal water resource regulations. Questions were also raised regarding construction 
water sources and compliance with applicable water rights requirements. 

4.3 Vegetation, Habitat, Wildlife, and Fish 
Aquatic resources and fish were among the most frequently discussed topics during 
scoping. Commenters requested detailed evaluation of potential impacts to salmon, 
steelhead, Pacific lamprey, white sturgeon, freshwater mussels, and other aquatic species. 

Several comments requested species-specific analysis, evaluation of critical habitat, 
Essential Fish Habitat, migration corridors, spawning areas, and long-term habitat effects 
associated with installation and operation of the transmission line. Numerous 
commenters also raised concerns regarding potential electromagnetic field (EMF) effects 
on fish migration and behavior, particularly for species believed to rely on magnetic 
orientation during migration. 

4.4 Land and Shoreline Use 
Comments in this category focused on consistency with local land use regulations, 
shoreline master programs, and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
requirements. 

Several commenters questioned whether portions of the proposed route are consistent 
with shoreline management policies and requested additional evaluation of shoreline-
dependent uses, recreation areas, navigation facilities, and existing utility corridors. 
Commenters also requested additional discussion regarding local land use consistency 
determinations and long-term management of the project corridor. 
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4.5 Land and Shoreline Use 
Comments in this category focused on consistency with local land use regulations, 
shoreline master programs, and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
requirements. 

Several commenters questioned whether portions of the proposed route are consistent 
with shoreline management policies and requested additional evaluation of shoreline-
dependent uses, recreation areas, navigation facilities, and existing utility corridors. 
Commenters also requested additional discussion regarding local land use consistency 
determinations and long-term management of the project corridor. 

4.6 Historic and Cultural Resources 
Numerous comments addressed archaeological resources, traditional cultural places, 
cultural landscapes, submerged cultural resources, and historic properties. 

Several tribal governments emphasized the cultural significance of the Columbia River 
and expressed concern regarding potential impacts to ancestral village sites, burial 
locations, archaeological resources, and other culturally significant places. Commenters 
requested continued consultation with tribes and coordination through the Section 106 
process to identify and protect cultural resources that may be affected by the project. 

4.7 Visual Quality, Light and Glare 
A limited number of comments addressed visual quality, lighting, and aesthetic impacts. 
Commenters noted the scenic significance of the Columbia River Gorge and requested 
consideration of visual impacts associated with temporary construction activities, 
construction lighting, and any above-ground project components. 

Several commenters emphasized the importance of preserving the scenic character of the 
Columbia River corridor and requested that the EIS evaluate potential visual effects on 
recreation areas, shoreline users, and designated scenic resources. 

4.8 Recreation 
Commenters raised concerns regarding potential impacts to recreational activities 
occurring within and adjacent to the Columbia River. Recreational uses identified in 
comments included boating, fishing, swimming, windsurfing, paddle sports, and general 
river access. 
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Several commenters requested evaluation of temporary construction-related disruptions, 
access restrictions, and potential impacts to recreation-dependent communities and 
businesses. Some comments emphasized the economic and cultural importance of 
recreational activities within the Columbia River Gorge. 

4.9  Transportation 
Transportation-related comments focused primarily on river navigation, vessel traffic, 
commercial shipping, and maintenance dredging activities. Commenters requested 
evaluation of potential conflicts between project construction and navigation within the 
federal navigation channel. 

Several comments also requested analysis of long-term operational considerations, 
including future dredging requirements, navigation safety, and coordination with 
navigation interests and regulatory agencies responsible for maintaining navigation 
infrastructure. 

4.10 Public Health and Safety 
Comments in this category addressed potential impacts to public health and safety 
associated with project construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning 
activities. Several commenters raised concerns regarding exposure to contaminated 
sediments, water quality impacts, and risks associated with disturbance of legacy 
pollutants. 

Additional comments focused on navigation safety, construction safety, emergency 
response planning, and potential long-term operational risks. Some commenters 
requested evaluation of electromagnetic fields, thermal effects, and potential effects on 
communities that rely on Columbia River resources. 

4.11 Socioeconomics 
Commenters identified both potential benefits and potential adverse socioeconomic 
effects associated with the proposed project. Several labor organizations, trade groups, 
and community members expressed support for the project based on anticipated 
employment opportunities, construction activity, and regional economic benefits. 

Other commenters requested evaluation of potential impacts to recreation-based 
economies, commercial fishing interests, navigation-dependent businesses, and 
communities that rely on Columbia River resources for economic activity. 
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4.12 Environmental Justice and Tribal Consultation 
Environmental justice and tribal concerns were recurring themes throughout the scoping 
process. Tribal governments and tribal organizations emphasized the importance of 
meaningful government-to-government consultation and requested continued 
engagement throughout environmental review and project development. 

Commenters requested evaluation of potential impacts to treaty-protected resources, 
tribal fishing rights, First Foods, cultural practices, and tribal communities. Several 
comments also raised concerns regarding disproportionate impacts on tribal members 
and other populations that rely heavily on Columbia River resources for cultural, 
subsistence, recreational, or economic purposes. 

4.13 Cumulative Effects  
Many commenters requested a comprehensive cumulative effects analysis. Comments 
emphasized that project impacts should be evaluated in the context of existing 
environmental stressors affecting the Columbia River system, including hydroelectric 
facilities, climate change, warming water temperatures, habitat degradation, 
contamination, and ongoing restoration efforts. 

Several commenters expressed concern that the project could contribute to cumulative 
impacts on fish populations, water quality, tribal resources, cultural resources, and 
ecosystem health. Others requested evaluation of future development that could occur as 
a result of increased transmission capacity and establishment of a utility corridor within 
the Columbia River. 

4.14 Out of Scope of the EIS  
A limited number of comments addressed issues that may fall outside the scope of 
environmental review under SEPA. These comments generally involved broader energy 
policy considerations, regional electricity markets, state or federal regulatory programs, 
and issues beyond EFSEC's jurisdiction. 

EFSEC will retain these comments as part of the administrative record. However, issues 
that are not directly related to potential environmental impacts of the proposed action 
may not be addressed in detail within the EIS. 
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5 Next Steps in the SEPA EIS Process 
EFSEC will consider the comments received during the scoping process in determining 
the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Cascade Renewable 
Transmission Project. The comments received from agencies, tribal governments, 
organizations, and members of the public will help inform the environmental issues, 
alternatives, and areas of analysis to be addressed during preparation of the EIS. 

Following review of the scoping comments, EFSEC will issue a Scoping Decision 
identifying the environmental elements and issues that will be evaluated in the EIS. The 
Scoping Decision will establish the level of analysis necessary to evaluate potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. 

EFSEC will continue coordination with tribal governments, local jurisdictions, state and 
federal agencies, and other interested parties throughout the environmental review 
process. Government-to-government consultation with tribal governments will continue 
separately from the public comment process. 

After completion of the scoping phase, EFSEC and its environmental contractor will begin 
preparation of the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS will evaluate the proposed action, reasonable 
alternatives, and potential environmental impacts identified during scoping. The Draft EIS 
will also identify mitigation measures where appropriate. 

Upon publication of the Draft EIS, EFSEC will provide additional opportunities for agency, 
tribal, and public review and comment. Comments received on the Draft EIS will be 
considered during preparation of the Final EIS. 

The Final EIS will respond to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS and will 
provide the environmental information necessary to support EFSEC's review of the 
proposed project and development of a recommendation to the Governor. 

Information regarding the SEPA review process, project documents, public notices, and 
future opportunities for participation will continue to be made available on the EFSEC 
project website. 

The anticipated schedule for the SEPA review process is subject to change based on the 
availability of information, coordination with cooperating agencies, consultation activities, 
and the overall project review schedule. 
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