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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

during the comment period
on the Applicant’s Updated Land Use Consistency Information

Cascade Renewable Transmission (CRT) Line Project
July 27 - August 26,2026
This summary describes what was received and what commenters have asked the Council to do. It does not recommend

an outcome. Staff dispositions in the comment logs are drafts prepared for the Council’s consideration and are not
determinations.

1. What was received

Category Count Notes
Individually reviewed comments 43 Submittals 0001-0043.
Organized campaign email 729 Submittals 0044-0772. Two form-letter templates.
submittals
Total received 772 Two received after the period closed on 08/26/2026.

Form letters account for the large majority of the submittals. Three were filed through
the comment portal and are logged individually at Nos. 16, 24, and 26; the remaining 729
arrived by email through a single advocacy campaign platform and consist almost
entirely of two templates. Two comments (771 and 772) arrived on August 27 and are
logged separately as received outside the period.

Of the 43 individually reviewed comments, staff assessed each against the question
stated in the notice — whether the comment addresses the updated land use
consistency information:

Does the comment address the Count Notes
updated information?
Yes 12 Directed to the subject of this proceeding
In part 5 Touches land use without engaging the updated
information
No 26 Environmental, safety, project need, or economic
comments



https://efsec.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2026-09/0100-0199_CRT_LU_202608.pdf
https://efsec.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2026-09/0700-0772_CRT_LU_202608.pdf
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Immediately below are three main categories of issues raised

I.) Does the National Scenic Area Management Plan of the Columbia Gorge National
Scenic Area apply to the project area?

I1.) Specific Inconsistencies Raised

I11.) Completeness of the Land Use Compliance Record

These are followed by Requests of the EFSEC Council and a brief summary of Tribal
Submittals that fall beyond the three main categories

1.) The principal substantive issue

The single question raised most often is whether the National Scenic Area Management
Plan applies to the portion of the project within the Columbia River.

The Applicant’s position is that the river is not zoned under the Management Plan, and
that Plan requirements therefore do not reach the in-river alignment beyond a
consistency determination from the U.S. Forest Service.

Six submittals contest that position, on four separate grounds:
1) Warm Springs: the absence of a land use designation is not the absence of
regulation, because the Plan protects scenic, cultural, natural, and recreational
resources through provisions that apply regardless of designation.
2) Yakama Nation: the National Scenic Area Act provides at 16 U.S.C. § 544e that
where a county adopts a land use ordinance approved by the Columbia River Gorge
Commission, that ordinance takes the place of the Commission's own land use
regulations for that county. The Nation reads that provision narrowly: it displaces
the Commission's regulations, not the Act itself or the Management Plan, and it
does not remove nonfederal land within the Scenic Area from the Act's
requirements. The Nation also points to the Act's open space provisions, which
reach water areas, archaeological sites, and burial and village sites, and states that
approximately 31,500 acres of the Columbia River lie within the General
Management Area.
3-5) CTUIR, and Friends of the Columbia Gorge with Columbia Riverkeeper: where
the river sits within the General Management Area but carries no specific zoning,
the consequence is that uses not listed in the Scenic Area rules are not allowed —
not that all uses are allowed.
6) The campaign templates and one individual commenter: a use not listed as
potentially allowable is prohibited, and mitigation cannot convert a prohibited use
into a permitted one.

EFSEC legal counsel responds: How the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act,
the Management Plan, and the zoning ordinances adopted to implement the
Management Plan apply to the proposed route is outside the scope of EFSEC's land use
consistency determination under RCW 80.50.090(2). The purpose of the hearing under
RCW 80.50.090(2) is to determine whether the proposed facility is consistent and in
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compliance with land use plans and zoning ordinances as those are defined in RCW
80.50.

RCW 80.50.020 defines "land use plan" as a comprehensive plan or land use element
thereof adopted by a local government under various Washington state land use
planning statutes. The Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area Management Plan adopted by
the Columbia River Gorge Commission does not meet this definition. The same section
defines "zoning ordinance" as an ordinance of a local government regulating the use of
land and adopted pursuant to the same list of state planning statutes. The ordinances
adopted by Clark and Skamania Counties (and by the Gorge Commission for Klickitat
County) to implement the Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area do not meet this definition.

Finally, the purpose of the land use consistency determination is to determine whether
to schedule an adjudication to consider the preempt state preemption of local land use
plans and zoning ordinances with which the site is non-compliant. WAC 463-28-060.
But a site certification agreement issued under RCW 80.50.100 cannot preempt a Scenic
Area Act ordinance. Those ordinances are unique among locally adopted ordinances in
that they implement a federal law adopting an interstate compact, which itself takes
precedence over inconsistent state law. Approval of the proposed facility for purposes of
the National Scenic Area Act, if such approval is legally allowable, will have to be
obtained outside of a site certification agreement.

IL.) Specific inconsistencies alleged

Three submittals identify a particular local provision and assert non-compliance. These
are the only claimed inconsistencies in the comment set.

1) Columbia Riverkeeper: Skamania County Shoreline Master Program §§ 4.2.4 and
5.313. The alignment is said to run lengthwise through Natural-designated shoreline
rather than crossing it, and utility corridors that can be located outside that
designation are not allowed there.

2) M. Repar: raises the same concern regarding Skamania County SMP §4.2.4 and
separately asserts inconsistency with the City of Stevenson Shoreline Master
Program, citing its environmental protection and no-net-loss requirements,
shoreline use and setback provisions, critical-area buffers, and shoreline
modification standards. No other commenter raises the Stevenson SMP issue.

3) Yakama Nation: Skamania County Code Title 21 and Clark County Code (CCC)
ch. 40460. The Nation argues that concrete mats and rock placed over the cable to
counter scour are shoreline stabilization under CCC 40.460.800, which CCC
40.460.510(c) permits only where stabilization is the only alternative protecting public
safety and existing primary structures. The Nation asks for hydrodynamic modeling
showing that burial depth sits below predicted channel migration and scour
thresholds over the project lifespan.
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http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=80.50.020
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I11.) Questions about the completeness of the record

Several commenters identify what they assert to be gaps in the jurisdictional basis for
a determination. Initial staff responses are:

- The North Bonneville Treaty Fishing Access Site, held in trust by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, and the Bonneville In-Lieu Site do not appear in the jurisdictional
analysis. The upland alignment along SR-14 is said to pass immediately north of the
in-lieu site.

— The analysis of project segments within unincorporated county limits reports no
above ground components in any of the three counties, while above-ground
components are located within the incorporated cities of Stevenson and North
Bonneville, whose comprehensive plans and zoning are not analyzed.

— Application for Site Certification (ASC) § 2.1.3 Land and Shoreline Use states that the
jurisdictional boundaries of Klickitat and Clark Counties do not extend beyond the
shoreline. In response to a data request, the Applicant acknowledged that the
county boundaries extend into the Columbia River, but the ASC has not yet been
revised to reflect that clarification.

— No certificate of consistency has been submitted by any jurisdiction.

Requests of the EFSEC Council

Commenters ask the Council to take three actions that are for the Council to decide.
1) New hearings

Friends of the Columbia Gorge and Columbia Riverkeeper, CTUIR, Friends of the White
Salmon River, M. Repar, and the campaign submittals ask the Council to hold new
informational and land use consistency hearings in each of the three counties. The
stated grounds are that the October 6, 2025 filing was a self-designated draft and
therefore not an “application” within RCW 80.50.020(3), so the hearing obligation under
RCW 80.50.090(1) and (2) was triggered only by the December 11, 2025 filing; and that the
hearings preceded the appointment of Council members by several of the affected
jurisdictions, contrary to RCW 80.50.030(4), (5), and (6). One commenter also states that
notice of the Skamania County hearing was not published in the county’s legal paper of
record.

2) Scope of the review

CTUIR asks that the consistency review cover the final application in its entirety rather
than only the information submitted since the November 2025 hearings.

3) Scope of determination

CTUIR asks the Council to treat treaties, the federal statutes establishing in-lieu and
treaty fishing access sites, and the habitat obligation recognized in United States v.
Washington as authorities that prescribe the use of land, and therefore as relevant to the
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determination under RCW 80.50.090(2), rather than confining the inquiry to local plans
and zoning ordinances. Warm Springs makes a parallel argument that state land use
standards must be construed consistently with the Treaty of 1855.

Tribal submittals

Each tribal submittal carries a procedural reservation: Warm Springs states its
comments are preliminary and reserves the right to supplement; the Yakama Nation
states that participation in the public comment process does not substitute for formal
consultation; CTUIR incorporates its June 1, 2026, scoping comments; and CRITFC asks
for government-to-government consultation directly with the treaty tribes regarding
the North Bonneville site. Warm Springs and CRITFC both ask the Council to decline a
consistency finding on the present record. These are distinct from other tribal
comments received during the application review but separate from this land use-
specific comment period.

The complete comment logs are available to Council members: Council archive of land
use comments.
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https://stateofwa.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/EFSEC-efsec/Cascade%20Renewable%20Transmission%20Project/ASC/Land%20use?d=wb8f1265e41354655a9b00377f7abfc1c&csf=1&web=1&e=CaEOuy
https://stateofwa.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/EFSEC-efsec/Cascade%20Renewable%20Transmission%20Project/ASC/Land%20use?d=wb8f1265e41354655a9b00377f7abfc1c&csf=1&web=1&e=CaEOuy

