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Spring 2026 Workshop Summary

Background

To support Washington State’s transition to a clean energy, the Legislature recognized
geothermal energy?! as a potential resource directed the Department of Ecology (Ecology) to
bring people together through a collaborative process to discuss opportunities, risks.>? The
effort includes working closely with experts from the state departments of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation, Commerce, Fish and Wildlife and Natural Resources, and the Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council.

The collaborative process is an early look at issues because there is interest in developing the
state’s geothermal resources. There are currently no proposed geothermal projects in
Washington to deliver electricity to the power grid. The process will have statewide
considerations, but it is focused on the three geothermal resource areas identified by the
Department of Natural Resources: Mount Baker, Mount St. Helens, and the Wind River valley
south of Mount St. Helens. Findings and recommendations will be provided to the governor and
Legislature in an update on June 30, 2026, with a final report on June 30, 2027.

We held workshops in August and November of 2025. Ecology is also engaging with Tribes and
held a Tribal forum in November 2025. Presentations and workshop summaries are available
online.3

Spring 2026 workshops overview

In early spring 2026, we convened three in-person workshops and one virtual workshop:

e Mount Baker focus area workshop took place on February 26 in Bellingham, WA
e Mount St. Helens focus area workshop took place on March 4 in Woodland, WA
e Wind River valley focus area workshop took place on March 5 in Stevenson, WA
e Statewide virtual workshop was held on March 17, 2026

In addition to the workshop opportunities, Ecology offered to meet individually with Tribes.
and Tribal feedback is incorporated into this workshop summary.

The purpose of the workshops was to provide background information on the collaborative
process and geothermal technologies and solicit input on opportunities and risks of geothermal

L https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2023-24/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/Senate/6039-
S.SL.pdf?q=20250603125300

2 https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2023-24/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/Senate/6039-
S.SL.pdf?q=20250603125300

3 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/clean-energy/geothermal
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development specific to the three focus areas. Workshops were advertised using agency blog
and social media posts, radio ads, email and newsletter updates, and direct outreach to Tribes,
industry groups, and organizations. Communications were provided in Spanish and English.

The agenda included a welcome, overview of geothermal energy and the collaborative process,
a question and answer session, and an ‘open house’ where participants asked further questions
and provided feedback on posters related to opportunities and risks. The virtual workshop
agenda was similar and included breakout group discussions on statewide opportunities and
risks. Combined presentation slides from the in-person and virtual meetings are available on
the process webpage.* All workshops offered Spanish interpretation.

An online comment form was also available in English and Spanish to provide feedback through
March 31, 2026, and we received four comment letters.

Workshop participants

Participants included representatives from five Tribes and approximately 115 interested parties
representing utilities, industry, environmental and nongovernmental organizations, community
members, academia, and federal, state, and local agencies (details are in Appendix A).

Mount Baker area workshop

There were 39 attendees at the Mount Baker workshop in Bellingham, representing community
members, non-governmental organizations, geothermal industry, utilities, and Tribes.

Mount St. Helens area workshop

There were 11 attendees at the Mount St. Helens area workshop in Woodland, including
community members, Tribes, utilities, local government, a private timber company,
environmental organizations, and nongovernmental organizations.

Wind River valley area workshop

The Wind River valley area workshop in Stevenson included 11 participants, representing
community members, Tribes, environmental organizations, nongovernmental organizations,
geothermal industry, and a private timber company.

Virtual workshop

The statewide virtual workshop included 71 participants, representing local governments,
Tribes, utilities, businesses, geothermal industry, environmental organizations, academic and
research institutions, federal agencies, state agencies, and interested community members.

What we heard

This section first describes overarching questions and feedback themes raised at the workshop
series, then discusses focus area-specific input.

4 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/clean-energy/geothermal
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What we heard across all workshops

During the spring workshops participants showed high interest in the collaborative process and
how outcomes and findings will inform communities and Tribes about geothermal energy
development. Participants raised a wide range of questions reflecting interest in both the
technical feasibility and broader planning context of geothermal energy in Washington. Several
recurring themes and questions emerged across workshops:
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Geothermal facilities and technology. Participants asked about geothermal plant
development, operations and decommissioning, differences between conventional,
enhanced, and advanced geothermal systems, examples of geothermal and hybrid
systems with biomass, what kinds of polymers are used in drilling fluids and hydraulic
fracturing, and about lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions. Participants also noted the
need for more information about geothermal systems and associated land footprints.

Energy generation capacity. Participants asked about the generating capacity of
geothermal plants and the anticipated scale of development in the focus areas and
statewide.

Infrastructure and siting. Participants noted the proximity to transmission infrastructure
and transmission system capacity and to transportation should be considered. Some
participants noted that geothermal plants may help alleviate transmission bottlenecks
by serving as a local or regional generation source. Others noted challenges in
transmitting electricity from remote sites, including associated costs and increased
wildfire risk from transmission infrastructure. Some suggested developers consider how
geothermal could align with other energy projects and provide opportunities to upgrade
transmission lines.

Seismicity and subsurface risks. Participants asked about waste fluid and the potential
for injecting it into the subsurface for the different technologies. They asked if seismicity
standards would follow those used in other states such as California, what geographic
area would be evaluated for risk, and if infrastructure would be included in risk analysis.
They also noted secondary impacts such as potential damage to underground geologic
networks that could pose risks to a project.

Co-benefits. Participants commented that geothermal energy creates opportunities for
multi-use applications, including both electricity generation and direct-use heating and
cooling. Participants asked about using excess heat as a byproduct of geothermal energy
production and if communities need to be located near a facility to harness it.
Participants also expressed interest in distributed energy from geothermal plants. Some
noted geothermal projects could use filtering technology to extract minerals from
subsurface fluids and these minerals sold to offset plant operating costs.

Environmental and recreational impacts. Possible environmental risks raised by
participants include habitat destruction, negative effects on undeveloped areas, and
harm to endangered species, including salmon. There were concerns on the large
amount of biodiversity in each focus area that could be impacted. They stated projects
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could impact recreational activities restrictions on public use of leased lands, and visual
changes to the landscape. They also asked about odor emissions from sulfurous water.

e Water impacts. Participants raised several concerns related to water. They noted
projects could impact water quality and water supply, including groundwater
contamination. They asked if fracking for geothermal development could generate
wastewater, which would require treatment to avoid groundwater and surface water
contamination. Participants noted clarity around water rights and subsurface rights will
be important considerations for projects.

e Tribal and cultural resource impacts. Several participants noted the potential for direct,
indirect, and cumulative risks to cultural and Tribal resources and rights from project
development and operations. They raised concerns about impacts to Traditional Cultural
Properties.

¢ Planning and governance considerations. Participants asked about focus area selection,
permitting, agency coordination, and about proposed projects. Participants noted that
all of the focus areas contain or are near U.S. Forest Service managed federal lands and
that developers should coordinate with the agency on siting. Some participants
commented that geothermal is a renewable resource that provides clean, firm power.
Participants noted that geothermal energy is potential power source for data centers.

e Regulatory and policy issues. Participants noted that it will be important to establish a
clear regulatory framework and determine which agencies or entities will oversee
geothermal facilities throughout their lifespans. This includes ensuring compliance and
conducting long-term monitoring after facility closures. Participants commented that a
programmatic environmental impact statement for geothermal could help clarify
constraints and requirements. Some participants suggested clarifying restrictions
governing public use of leased geothermal land and subsurface development rights.

e Local impacts and economic opportunities. Participants asked about economic benefits
for communities, including if counties receive economic benefits beyond lease
payments and job creation, such as tax credits or financial incentives. Some participants
commented that geothermal energy provides economic opportunities that can enhance
local competitiveness by creating jobs, supporting workforce development, enabling
cost-competitive energy production, and helping to revitalize rural economies.

e Research and education needs. Participants suggested several research needs, including
economic comparison of geothermal energy to other clean energy technologies. They
referenced research that could help inform geothermal energy development: Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory studies on geothermal potential in southeast
Washington, and the United States Geological Survey and Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation studies on Columbia River basalts. They noted providing
information about geothermal energy technologies and impacts could improve
community awareness and participation.

Summary of feedback unique to the focus areas
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Participants provided comments specific to the focus areas.
Mount Baker
e Opportunities

o Geothermal development could support utility planning for local clean energy
sources in Whatcom and Skagit counties.

e Risks

o Limited data and modeling available for assessments of seismic risks, including
potential impacts to dams in the Mount Baker region.

o There is volcanic risk in the focus area around Mount Baker and facilities could
be in the path of lahars if an eruption were to occur.

o Tribes raised concerns on impacts to Tribal and cultural resources from
exploration activities and future operations. Swinomish Indian Tribal Community
staff expressed specific concerns with these impacts and cumulative pressures
from hydropower infrastructure and increased recreational use. They stated that
all of the Mount Baker area is important to the Tribe for natural, cultural, and
Tribal resources and they are opposed to geothermal energy development and
related transmission lines and roads, including specifically on the south side
focus area of Mount Baker, Baker Lake, and Baker River.

e Siting/development

o The Nooksack Indian Tribe and the Whatcom Public Utility District have
conducted a prefeasibility assessment for the region which may provide useful
information for project siting.

Mount St. Helens
e Opportunities

o Developers could support public education about geothermal exploration, siting,
permitting, and development within Cowlitz County.

e Risks

o Drilling could raise water temperatures, putting salmon and steelhead in the
Lewis and Wind Rivers at greater risk.

o Development could threaten the ability of salmon to return to Spirit Lake.

o Projects could increase sediment loads downstream and seismic events could
contribute to sediment flows like those observed after the Mount St. Helens
eruption.

o Induced seismic impacts could affect the Spirit Lake outflow.
o Development near Cougar, WA along SR 503 could increase landslide risks.

e Siting/development factors
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o Community groups and the USFS have long-term plans to acquire lands for public
use and reconnect trails on the north side of the Mount St. Helens study area.

Wind River valley
e Opportunities

o Microgrid-scale geothermal systems could power affordable housing in Skamania
County.

o Development could provide power to nearby cities, including Vancouver, WA
and Portland, OR.

e Risks
o Volcanic activity and geologic faults should be considered in the Wind River area.

o Development should consider cumulative impacts of other developments in the
region, including transmission projects and data centers.

e Siting/development factors
o Development could impact water availability at Carson Hot Springs.

o Groundwater in the area is mineral rich, which may lead to corrosion impacts
and long-term maintenance needs for facilities.

o The Wind River valley contains multiple scenic and protected areas. There may
be private, state, and federal lands with restrictive policies, conservation
easements, or other legal instruments that prohibit geothermal energy
development.

Next steps

Findings from the workshops will be provided to the governor and Legislature as part of the
Legislative update due June 30, 2026. There will be additional in-person workshops in fall 2026
to provide updates, share study findings, and gather additional input to inform the final
legislative report due June 30, 2027.

The dates and times of future workshops will be announced on our website® and via email.®
Additional feedback can be emailed to cleanenergy@ecy.wa.gov.

Appendix A. Workshop attendees

Workshop attended Affiliation ‘
All workshops Community members and unaffiliated attendees
Mount Baker XGS Energy

5 https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/clean-energy/geothermal
6 https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/WAECY/subscriber/new?topic_id=WAECY 370

Spring 2026 Workshop Summary
Page 6 March 2026


https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/clean-energy/geothermal
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/WAECY/subscriber/new?topic_id=WAECY_370
mailto:cleanenergy@ecy.wa.gov
https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/sepa/clean-energy/geothermal
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/WAECY/subscriber/new?topic_id=WAECY_370

Workshop attended Affiliation ‘

Smart Land Use

Barker Drilling

Sustainable Connections

Wisewood Energy

Nooksack Indian Tribe

Whatcom County Public Utility District (PUD)
Chelan County PUD

Skagit Valley Clean Energy Alliance

Skagit Citizens Climate Lobby

Mount St. Helens Cowlitz PUD

Cowlitz County

Cowlitz-Wahkiakum Council of Governments

Lewis County PUD

Yakama Nation

Weyerhaeuser

WA Conservation Action

Wind River valley Wind River Trust

Yakama Nation

Weyerhaeuser

Virtual workshop Alpine Flamingo

Big Bend Electric Cooperative

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
Chelan County PUD
City of Oak Harbor

Clean Air Task Force

CleanTech Alliance

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

Cowlitz County PUD

Cowlitz Economic Development Council
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Workshop attended Affiliation ‘

Darcy Solutions

David Evans and Associates, Inc.

EarthGen Washington

Energy Northwest

Fervo Energy

Front and Centered

Geothermal Rising

GRAM Northwest

Green Diamond Resource Company

Hexagon Energy

Idaho National Laboratory

John I. Haas

Kimley-Horn

Lummi Nation

McKinstry

MPERA Geotechnical & Earthquake Engineering

Nomalo LLC

NW Energy Coalition

Ormat Technologies

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Port of Kalama

Public Generating Pool

Puget Sound Energy

Puget Soundkeeper Alliance

RE Sources

Seattle City Light

Shuttle Systems

Side x Side Architects

Tetra Tech
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Workshop attended Affiliation

Triangle Associates

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

UMC, Inc.

Washington State University Extension

Whatcom County

Whatcom Land Trust
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