KLICKITAT COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

228 W. Main St., MS: CH-17, Goldendale, Washington 98620
VOICE: 509 773-5703 or 1 800 765-7239
FAX: 509 773-6206

Application Fee: $250.00

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Purpose of checklist:
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization
or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental
impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal.
Instructions for applicants:
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult
with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or "does
not apply" only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You
may also attach or incorporate by reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to
these questions often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process.
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of
time or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal
or its environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your
answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant
adverse impact.
Instructions for Lead Agencies:
Please adjust the format of this template as needed. Additional information may be necessary to evaluate
the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse impacts. The
checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to make an
adequate threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents.
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals: [help]
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable
parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D). Please
completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or
site" should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements –that do not
contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal.
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A. BACKGROUND [HELP]
1.

Name of proposed project, if applicable: [help]

Under Canvas Columbia River Gorge Project
2.

Name of applicant: [help]

Under Canvas, Inc.
3.

Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: [help]

Caitlan Cullen, Manager of Real Estate
Under Canvas, Inc.
1172 Happy Lane
Belgrade, MT 59714
Tel: 775-690-2230
4.

Date checklist prepared: [help]

June 2020
5.

Agency requesting checklist: [help]

Klickitat County Planning Department
6.

Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): [help]

This SEPA Environmental Checklist addresses the two main components of the Under Canvas Columbia River
Gorge Project: (1) construction and operation of a proposed seasonal camp site; and (2) development and
implementation of a Forest Management Plan. (Details of these components are presented in Section A.11.) The
proposed schedule for these two components is as follows.
Camp Site
Construction for the camp site would begin after all required permits are received and is expected to take
approximately 4 months. The proposed schedule is to begin construction in late December 2020 or January
2021, for a planned opening in May 2021.
Forest Management Plan
The proposed schedule for the Forest Management Plan is for site preparation in September 2020, and
replanting in March 2021.
7.

Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or
connected with this proposal? If yes, explain. [help]

There are no current plans for future additions, expansions, or further activity related to or connected with this
proposal.
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8.

List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be
prepared, directly related to this proposal. [help]

Documents that have been prepared or will be prepared related to this project include:
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. Prepared for Under Canvas by ESA. March 2020.
Final Cultural Resources Desktop Survey Analysis. Prepared for Under Canvas by ESA. March 2020.
Draft Cultural Resources Assessment. Prepared for Under Canvas by ESA. June 2020.
Final Biological Resources and Water Resources Desktop Analysis Memo. Prepared for Under Canvas by
ESA. April 10, 2020.
Draft Water Resources Delineation Report. Prepared for Under Canvas by ESA. June 2020.
Draft Critical Areas Assessment Report. Prepared for Under Canvas by ESA. June 2020.
Forest Management Plan. Prepared for Under Canvas by Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
March 17, 2020.
Wildfire Mitigation Plan. Prepared for Under Canvas by Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. June 25,
2020.
Geotechnical/Soils Technical Memo. Prepared for ESA by Aspect Consulting. April 22, 2020.
Final Traffic Access and Impact Study Memo. Prepared for Under Canvas by DKS, Inc. June 8, 2020.
9.

Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. [help]

There are no known current governmental approvals of other proposals directly affecting the property covered
by the proposal.
10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.
[help]
U.S. Forest Service
Forest Classification (Forest Management Plan)
Forest Practices Permit – Class 4
Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology)
Construction Stormwater General Permit (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDES])
Notice of Construction (NOC)
Water Rights Permit for Group A Water System
Klickitat County
Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
Recreational Park Permit
Food Establishment Application
Critical Areas Review
Stormwater and Water Plan Review
Construction Permit
Water Discharge Permit
Road Approach Permit
Electrical Permit
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11. Give a brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size
of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to
describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this
page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information on
project description.) [help]
Project Background
Under Canvas, Inc. is a private company that develops and operates outdoor luxury camping (“glamping”)
camp sites across the United States. The camping experience is known as a “glamping” experience because
unlike traditional camping where a guest provides their own supplies, Under Canvas provides everything
needed for camping, including safari-style tents with amenities such as daily housekeeping, beds, linens and
towels, en suite bathrooms, hot running water, and a wood-burning stove. Under Canvas designs camps to
promote minimal land disturbance while maximizing outdoor protection, open space management, and
outdoor education.
Seasonally operated, the camps are managed and staffed 24/7 and provide educational opportunities for
guests to learn about sustainability and environmental education, go on excursions with local company
operators, use them as a venue for special events, and invite special visitors and artists for entertainment. The
company currently operates locations in Yellowstone and Glacier in Montana; Moab and Zion in Utah; Mount
Rushmore in South Dakota; Great Smoky Mountains in Tennessee; and Grand Canyon in Arizona. Photos and
examples of the safari-tent types can be found at the Under Canvas website at www.undercanvas.com.
Under Canvas has acquired an interest in an approximately 118-acre parcel in the Husum/White Salmon River
area in Klickitat County, Washington (the Under Canvas Columbia River Gorge Project) to open a new luxury
seasonal camp site while also preserving forested land through the implementation of a Forest Management
Plan on the property (see Figures 1 and 2).
The project area is large enough that it allows for a seasonal recreational camp site to be constructed on land
that is currently vacant after a 2014 timber cut that left clear-cut debris and slash over much of the site. The
proposal would allow for approximately 20 acres of the project area for recreational camp site use and
maintain the balance of the property that qualifies as long-term forestry acreage under the implementation of
a Forest Management Plan. The site is also large enough that the footprint of the camp site would provide the
design elements needed without intruding on sensitive environmental features of the site like priority habitat
areas and wild and scenic corridor areas.
Subsequent to their initial due diligence phase, Under Canvas is now moving forward with project plans. They
have a purchase and sale agreement with the current property owner, Longview Timbers, LLC
(Weyerhaeuser), which is contingent on completion of due diligence. Under Canvas plans to submit an
application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to Klickitat County as well as other local, state, and federal
agency approvals required to permit a seasonal recreational camp site on approximately 20 acres and
approval from Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) for the development and implementation
of a Forest Management Plan for approximately 90 acres within the 118-acre parcel.
A SEPA Environmental Checklist is required for both the seasonal camp site proposal and the Forest
Management Plan. This SEPA Environmental Checklist provides the analysis for both parts of the project
proposal. A more detailed project description of the proposed camp site plan and Forest Management Plan is
provided below.
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Project Description
The proposal has two main project elements: (1) Seasonal Camp Site; and (2) Forest Management Plan. Both are
described in more detail below.
1. Seasonal Camp Site
The proposed project would provide a seasonally operated, 95-tent luxury camping facility with individual
canvas tents for sleeping quarters, some with en suite bathrooms. Camping would be offered approximately
April through October (weather dependent). The tents would be a mix of standard safari-style structures using
shared prefabricated restroom facilities placed throughout the site and deluxe tents with en suite bathrooms.
The tents would be spaced 50–75 feet apart, allowing for the preservation of vegetation and existing
topography between the tents. Safari tents are typically erected on prepared gravel beds or raised wood
decks depending on their size, and do not have permanent foundations. Minor relocation of these tents and
change between tent types may occur from season to season. Tents would be equipped with wood-burning
stoves for heat designed for use in such facilities, complete with spark arrestors and heat shields. No smoking,
campfires, food, or cooking facilities would be permitted at individual tent locations. Guest tents may be
taken down at the end of the season and placed into on-site storage.
Guest tents would be supported by a central lobby including kitchen and dining area for guests as well as
additional guest amenities. The lobby tent would be constructed upon a poured concrete foundation and
would remain year-round. Prefabricated, mobile structures would be utilized for kitchen facilities and
restrooms for the guests. Proposed tents and mobile structures are depicted on the site plan (see Figure 2,
Site Plan, below).
The facilities to be included in the project include the following:
Approximately 95 guest tents.
Approximately two communal bathroom facilities in prefabricated, mobile structures comprised of 3–
6 bathroom units placed approximately 250 feet from tents without bathrooms.
One lobby/check-in tent with adjacent to the commercial kitchen trailer that would provide food
service (approximately 4,500 square foot [sf] pad and 3,200 sf interior).
Single service meals would be prepared and served on-site from the commercial kitchen and would
only be offered to guests staying at the camp.
Space for on-site activities such as a volleyball court, horse shoe area, and/or yoga deck/event
platform.
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible parking spaces, camping tents, and bathroom
facilities.
Approximately two communal fire pits started, maintained, monitored, and extinguished by trained
Under Canvas staff at set times.
One laundry/housekeeping staging area for staff use.
Supporting staff/storage tents throughout.
Approximately 125 gravel parking spaces.
Golf carts operated by camp staff are used for circulation around camp.
One tent for guest gatherings.
Sanctuary tents for spa services.
Signage for camp location and also for emergency access.

SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)

July 2016

Page 5 of 53

Circulation throughout the site would consist of a new vehicular entrance road accessing the main lobby and
pedestrian/cart paths providing access to tents. Existing gravel and native surface logging roads within the
property would be used for vehicular access. There would be no artificial landscaping, and on-site grading is
minimized by fencing and controlled access. Gravel roadways and cart paths are proposed at the campsite
and driveway improvements at the entrance, and the development footprint is minimized to maximize open
space.
Individual guest tents would not be wired for electricity, but the main lobby tent and the back-of-house
facilities would be; solar lighting would be used along pedestrian and cart paths. Electrical is readily available
in the adjacent right of way. Water would be provided to the project area via a new well, and sewer would be
accommodated in a new on-site septic system. Hauling of water to the site and/or the acquisition of water
rights is being considered to meet water demand should it exceed the quantities authorized under the permit
exemption for groundwater for multiple domestic and commercial purposes.
Utilities needed include the following: An on-site Public Water Supply (PWS) well to meet water needs of the
site; on-site septic system facilities; stormwater facilities; electrical facilities; garbage; and Fire Wise Plan
elements.
2. Forest Management Plan
A forest management plan is required by Washington DNR when forest lands change ownership. The stated
long-term ownership objectives are to maintain and manage approximately 90 acres of the 118-acre tract for
long-term forestry and the associated multiple use values including protection of water quality, diversity for
wildlife, and recreation. A 20-acre portion of the property would be withdrawn from the “Designated Forest”
classification and dedicated to improvements for a recreational tent camping area, support facilities, and
logging roads.
The land is currently clear-cut from logging operations that took place approximately 5 years ago. Under the
Forest Management Plan, the existing slash or landing piles of wood debris would be cleaned up, with special
attention not to disturb soils on the steep slopes. Additional forestry management efforts would include
revegetation in clear-cut areas and thinning of dense stands for forest health and wild fire mitigation. This
plan would be followed to prepare the site for the new camp site operation and construction.
Eleven forest cover types are listed by Galen Wright in the Forest Management Plan for the purposes of
developing management prescriptions. The types are listed with gross acreage, including roads, streams, and
their buffers and are described in detail in the Forest Management Plan in Appendix D (Western Forestry
Consultants 2020a).
Annual maintenance activities include patrol of the property boundaries to look for encroachments,
maintaining roads, controlling noxious weeds, and monitoring the forest stands for disease and insect
problems. The long-term management plan for most of the parcel is to keep it in forestry. The recommended
schedule for maintenance activities of replanting, pre-commercial thinning, invasive weed control, fuel
management, and road maintenance is provided in the Forest Management Plan in Appendix D.
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12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise
location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township,
and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or
boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and
topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any
permit applications related to this checklist. [help]
The proposed project area is located between Husum and BZ Corner, east of Highway 141 and east of the
White Salmon River, and is sited on approximately 118 acres of land (see Figure 1).
Legal Description: That portion of the Southeast quarter of Section 12, Township 4 North, Range 10 East, of the
Willamette Meridian (parcel number 04101200002100), and the Southwest quarter of Section 7 Township 4 North,
Range 11 East, of the Willamette Meridian (parcel number 04110700000200), in the County of Klickitat and State
of Washington.
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Figure 1
Insert

Vicinity Map
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Figure 2
Site Plan
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Figure 2 (cont.)
Site Plan
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Figure 2 (cont.)
Site Plan
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS [HELP]
1.

Earth [help]

a. General description of the site: [help]
(circle one): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other _____________
The project area is characterized by sloping topography and a mix of heavily wooded and clear-cut
areas. Topography varies from gentle to moderate slopes, with the steepest portions of the project
area located toward the southwest near the White Salmon River. Elevations range from
approximately 550 feet to approximately 1,200 feet above mean sea level midway along the
northern boundary of the project area.
b.

What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? [help]

The site slopes generally from east to west, with undulations and drainages running toward the
south/southwest. The steepest slope is >60%.
c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat,
muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal
results in removing any of these soils. [help]
According to the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service web soil survey, there are five soil
types along with their variants due to slope associated with this parcel (USDA 2020). They are
described in more detail below (Western Forestry Consultants 2020a).
1. The predominant soil type is the Underwood gravelly ashy loam is residuum and colluvium derived
from basalt and andesite mixed with volcanic ash in upper part.
2. The McGowan ashy loam is a gently sloping, well-drained soil type that is formed from colluvium and
residuum derived from basalt with some volcanic ash in the surface.
3. The Chemawa ashy loam is a well-drained soil type formed on terraces from volcanic ash.
4. The Beezee cobbly loam is found on the steep slope in the southwest portion of the site. It is a welldrained soil type formed on canyon slopes from colluvium derived from basalt mixed with loess. The
upper 10 inches is a cobbly loam with a very cobbly loam to 60 inches.
5. The Rock Outcrop is the slope above the White Salmon River. This is a grass and oak tree
covered type with two large rock outcrops and a shallow ashy loam surface soil on the
remainder.
There is no agricultural land of long-term commercial significance in the project area.
d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If
so, describe. [help]
There is no recent history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity. However, according to the DNR,
the site is mapped as a prehistoric (>150 years), deep-seated landslide. The failure depth is
estimated to be approximately 135 feet below ground surface and, if active, sliding to the
southwest, toward the White Salmon River Valley. The landslide activity and rate of movement are
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unknown, although it is anticipated that the landslide is not a high risk or high hazard consideration
based on its lack of distinct features that would indicate large, rapid, or recent movement. In
general, the planned development should not affect the stability of the landslide, nor should the
landslide affect the proposed improvements (Aspect Consulting 2020).
e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected
area of any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. [help]
Excavation and grading would be required for the following activities: Installation of tent posts,
foundations for lobby and appurtenant structures, upgrades to existing gravel roads, parking areas,
shallow utility trenching, and potential stormwater and utility facilities. Approximately 25,000 cubic
yards of excavation and grading is estimated to be needed to prepare the site for use.
f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally
describe. [help]
Camp Site
Site work during clearing and grading for the proposed camp site may expose soils and create
conditions for erosion. This work includes general site preparation, ground disturbance for
improvements to existing gravel roads, shallow utility trenching, and potential installation of
stormwater and utility facilities.
Forest Management Plan
Site work to clear slash piles, stumps, and other debris from the site in preparation for construction of
the camp site may expose soils and create conditions for erosion.
Proposed measures for reducing or controlling erosion are listed in B.1.h. below.
g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? [help]
Camp Site
Approximately 6 % of the camp site acreage will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction. Most of the impervious surface will be gravel roadway and cart paths.
Forest Management Plan
There will be 0% impervious surfaces in the Forest Management Plan acreage after implementation.
h.

Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: [help]

Camp Site Construction
No improvements are proposed within the steep areas of the site adjacent to the river.
Site work may expose soils, but the development and implementation of a Construction
Stormwater, Erosion, and Sediment Control Plan; Post Construction Soil Management Plan; and
Best Management Practices (BMPs) would address concerns.
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BMPs are physical, structural, and/or managerial practices that can prevent or reduce the erosion
and pollution of water caused by construction activities. The following BMPs may be incorporated
during construction to minimize the potential for erosion:
Do not allow surface water to pond or flow across the project site over unprotected surfaces.
Place and maintain silt fences around the downslope perimeters of the construction area.
Store soils that are to be reused around the project site in such a manner that it reduces
erosion from the stockpile. Protective measures may include, but are not limited to,
covering with plastic sheeting, the use of low stockpiles in flat areas, or the use of straw
bales and/or additional silt fences around pile perimeters.
Operation of the Camp Site
The tent platforms are on “piers,” which are raised platforms rather than a foundation that sits
directly on the ground. This design allows for less ground disturbance.
Soil erosion is not expected to be an issue following construction. Therefore, no BMP measures are
proposed for operation of the camp site.
Forest Management Plan
Soil erosion is not expected to be an issue during the implementation of the Forest Management Plan.
However, The BMPs may be incorporated during implementation to minimize the potential for erosion:
Place and maintain silt fences around the downslope perimeters of the Forest Management
Plan implementation area.
Attempt to log during dry months, if possible.
2.

Air [help]

a.

What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction,
operation, and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and
give approximate quantities if known. [help]

Regulatory Framework
This section discusses the types and quantities of emissions that would be generated on a temporary basis
due to proposed construction activities and over the long-term for operational activities. The federal Clean Air
Act requires the Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for pollutants to protect the health of all persons in the United States, including vulnerable
populations. The EPA standards cover six major air pollutants, also known as “criteria” pollutants: ozone,
particulate matter (PM), carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur dioxide, and lead.
The USEPA must also designate areas as meeting (attainment) or not meeting (nonattainment) the standard.
In attainment areas, the states are required to develop a general plan to attain and maintain the NAAQS, or
develop a specific plan to attain the standards in nonattainment areas. Under amendments to the federal
Clean Air Act (CAA), the USEPA has classified air basins or portions thereof as either “attainment” or
“non-attainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the national standards have been
achieved.
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Construction of the Camp Site and Implementation of Forest Management Plan
During construction activities, there would be a small temporary increase in exhaust emissions from
construction vehicles and equipment, and an increase in fugitive dust. Emissions from construction
equipment, as well as emissions from construction workers’ vehicles, would also briefly contribute
greenhouse gases (GHG) to the atmosphere during construction for the camp site over an approximate 4month construction duration. The removal of slash piles and debris on the site as part of the Forest
Management Plan would occur over an approximate 2-month period, followed by required annual
maintenance at the site. These short-term emissions for both air pollutant emissions and GHG emissions are
expected to be minimal and would have no adverse impact.
Operation of the Camp Site
Direct air quality impacts associated with the operation of the project would primarily result from two
sources:
Exhaust and fugitive road dust emissions from vehicle trips from April to October.
Exhaust emissions from wood-burning stoves and fire pits from April to October.
Table AQ-1 summarizes the air pollutant emissions associated with each of the above sources. Mobile
emissions were calculated assuming 247 daily vehicle trips as estimated in the Transportation analysis
(Section B.14.f) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) emissions factors for Washington state.
Emissions from wood-burning stoves were conservatively estimated assuming daily operation of woodburning stoves for all 95 tent cabins from April through October; actual use and associated emissions would
likely be less since temperatures during most of the season will not require their use. As evident in Table AQ-1,
the total of all criteria pollutant emissions and precursor emissions (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs] and
Nitrogen Oxides [NOx]) would be less than the 100 tons per year threshold that would apply to a project
located in a marginal federal nonattainment area. However, the project is not located in a federal
nonattainment area, and criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions associated with operation of the
project would have no adverse impact with respect to emissions of criteria air pollutants.
Table AQ-1
Estimated Emissions of Criteria Pollutants and Precursors of Concern for Operations of the Under
Canvas Columbia River Gorge Project

PROJECT ELEMENT

POLLUTANT AND PRECURSOR EMISSIONS
(TONS/YEAR)
VOC
NOX
CO
SOX
PM10
PM2.5

Exhaust and fugitive road dust emissions from
vehicle trips

0.06

0.22

4.3

0.01

0.43

0.1

Exhaust emissions from wood-burning stoves

3.8

0.21

17.2

0.03

2.2

2.2

Total

3.9

0.43

21.5

0.04

2.6

2.3

VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate
matter (less than 10 microns); PM2.5 = particulate matter (less than 2.5 microns).
Source: Calculated by ESA 2020
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Greenhouse Gases
The GHG analysis considered the same sources as cited above for air quality, which generate GHGs from
combustion sources, primarily on-road engines and wood-burning stoves. Table AQ-2 summarizes the GHG
emissions associated with each source. As evident in Table AQ-2, the total of all GHG exhaust emissions would
be less than the 10,000 metric ton per year GHG reporting threshold applicable to facilities. Operational GHG
emissions associated with the proposed project would have no adverse impact.
Table AQ-2
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Operations of the Under Canvas Columbia River Gorge Project
PROJECT OPERATION ELEMENT

CO2 EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS/YEAR)

Exhaust and fugitive road dust emissions from vehicle trips

887

Exhaust emissions from wood-burning stoves

242

Total

1,129

CO2 = carbon dioxide.
Source: Calculated by ESA 2020

b.

Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so,
generally describe. [help]

There are no off-site sources of emissions or odors that may affect the proposal.
c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: [help]

Construction of the Camp Site and Implementation of the Forest Management Plan
Contractors would be expected to use known, available, and reasonable measures to control emissions to
reduce surface and air movement of dust during construction activities. Measures to incorporate during
construction of the camp site and also during implementation of the Forest Management Plan to minimize
impacts on air quality may include spraying exposed soil areas with water during dry periods to minimize
fugitive dust. The Forest Management Plan in Appendix D provides additional potential erosion control
measures.
Operation of the Camp Site
The wood-burning stoves in the tents would adhere to local and Washington state regulations for
operations.
Part of regular road maintenance may include measures to lower dust irritants.
No other measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts on air are expected to be needed.
3.

Water [help]

a.

Surface Water:
1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including yearround and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type and
provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. [help]
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The White Salmon River traverses the southwestern corner of the site. The White Salmon
River flows into the Columbia River south of the project area.
There are two wetlands and three streams on-site.
Wetland 1 (fire pond) is a palustrine, aquatic bed (PAB) wetland with a fringe of emergent and
scrub-shrub vegetation along the northern boundary.
Wetland 2 is just south of the fire pond and encompasses the seasonal stream that flows south.
This feature is a palustrine emergent/palustrine scrub-shrub (PEM/PSS) wetland.
Both wetlands were rated as Category III wetlands with a 75-foot buffer, and an option to reduce
buffers to 50 feet in certain areas (while expanding in other areas) to avoid development impacts.
ESA identified three streams (Stream 1, 2, and 3) within the study area during field investigations. They are
described in more detail below with details from the field work conducted by ESA in June 2020 (ESA, 2020).
Stream 1
Stream 1 is a seasonal waterway (Ns) with a 25-foot buffer that flows south from Wetland 2, although no water
was present during the June 2020 field visit. The stream channel ranges in width from 3 to 6 feet with some
areas as wide as 10 feet. Channel substrate is silt loam with deposits of leaf litter and small downed wood.
OHWL indicators include faint scour marks and flattened vegetation.
DNR maps the waterway as a non-fish bearing, perennial waterway, but the lack of flowing water in the channel
during the June 2020 visit warrants a change in status to seasonal, and possibly ephemeral. Hydrology has been
affected by the earthen berm in Wetland 2 and compaction from livestock. The vegetated corridor adjacent to
Stream 1 consists of a mature forest dominated by Douglas fir and Oregon white oak. The understory is relatively
dense and consists of several native shrubs including Ceanothus, rose, and oceanspray (ESA, 2020a).
Stream 2
Stream 2 begins as a seasonal drainageway in the north-central portion of the site and transitions to a
perennial waterway about halfway through the site. Channel substrate at the north and is silty clay loam with
leaf litter deposits. OHWL indicators include faint scour marks. The northern reach of the stream was dry
during the June field visit and substantially altered by cattle.
The perennial transition point is marked by the presence of flowing water, scour marks, and obligate wetland
plants growing in the channel (soft rush). Channel substrate in the southern reach consists of silt, clay and
small gravels. Few trees and shrubs are present at the northern end of the stream which has been heavily
impacted by cattle grazing and/or drought conditions. The vegetated corridor along the perennial reach of the
stream is in relatively good condition with dense cover by Oregon white oaks and red alder trees (ESA, 2020).
Stream 3
Stream 3 is a seasonal waterway (Ns) with a 25-foot buffer that originates in the southeastern portion of the
study area. No water was present during the June 2020 field visit. The stream channel ranges in width from 1
to 3 feet and consisted of silts and clays with deposits of small downed wood. The stream flows south of site
and ultimately joins the White Salmon River (ESA 2020a).
2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described
waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans. [help]
Camp Site
SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)
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Placement of the tents and support facilities may occur within 200 feet of the fire pond and
near National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)-mapped streams on the site. The man-made pond
may be used for fire suppression or utility purposes (see Figure 2– Site Plan).
No work is proposed within 700 feet of the White Salmon River. Furthermore, no work is
proposed within the Wild and Scenic Corridor which overlays the river and adjacent lands.
Forest Management Plan
Implementation of the Forest Management Plan may occur within 200 feet of the man-made
pond and near NWI-mapped streams on the site. No work is proposed within 200 feet of the
White Salmon River.
3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from
surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected. Indicate
the source of fill material. [help]
No fill or dredge material is proposed to be placed in or removed from surface water or wetlands.
4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help]
No.
5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan.
[help]
The project site does not lie within a 100-year floodplain.
6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so,
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. [help]
The project does not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters.
b.

Groundwater:
1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, give
a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities withdrawn
from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general description, purpose,
and approximate quantities if known. [help]
Camp Site
Yes, groundwater would be withdrawn from a well. An on-site Public Water Supply (PWS) well with
associated on-site storage is proposed to fulfill the needs of the site. The well permit will require the
siting of the well such that there are no impacts to nearby existing wells.
All facilities would be winterized as needed and water lines would be relieved prior to closing each
season. Hot water for tents is created via on-demand water heaters supported by individual propane
tanks. Typical toilets would use 0.8 to 1.2 gallons of water per flush. Total daily water demand for the
project would fluctuate based on occupancy but is estimated to be approximately 8,000 to 10,000
gallons per day inclusive of guest, kitchen, and laundry water usage. Although the design is using the
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8,000 to 10,000 gallons per day figure, the historic average daily usage based on other Under Canvas
sites is expected to be under 5,000-7,000 gallons per day.
The project does not include artificial landscaping, and irrigation is not proposed.
Hauling of water to the site and/or the acquisition of water rights is being considered to meet water
demand should it exceed the quantities authorized under the permit exempt right for groundwater for
multiple domestic and commercial purposes.
Water is not proposed to be discharged to groundwater.
Forest Management Plan
The Forest Management Plan does not include the use of groundwater.
2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other
sources, if any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following
chemicals … ; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the number of
such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number of animals
or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. [help]
Camp Site
The proposed on-site septic systems would be sized to handle less than 3,500 gallons per day.
Guidelines and procedures for the Klickitat County Septic System as per County Code would be
followed (see Figure 2, Site Plan, for proposed locations of the septic drainage fields).
Forest Management Plan
Not applicable.
c.

Water runoff (including stormwater):
1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and
disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water
flow into other waters? If so, describe. [help]
Camp Site
Pollution-generating impervious surfaces include roadways and parking areas that receive regular
vehicle traffic. Non-pollution-generating impervious surfaces include the cart paths, pedestrian
walkways, and roofs. Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington (SWMMEW)
considers gravel roadways as impervious surfaces (Ecology 2019).
The project proposes a low-impact approach to stormwater management at the site that is consistent
with the natural character and aesthetics of the camp site. This approach aligns with the requirements
of the SWMMEW, which prioritizes the preservation of natural drainage patterns, dispersion of
stormwater into native vegetation, and infiltration on site. It is anticipated that stormwater runoff
from a large portion of the site can be managed using Full Dispersion, while additional BMPs may be
necessary for specific challenging areas.
2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe. [help]
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Waste materials are not expected to enter ground or surface waters.
3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If
so, describe. [help]
The project would not alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site.
d.

Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage
pattern impacts, if any: [help]

Camp Site
White Salmon River – Under Canvas made the decision to entirely avoid the Wild and Scenic River Area and
buffer. The design of the proposed project places the construction and programming for the camp at least 700
feet away from the White Salmon River in order to make sure that no adverse environmental impacts on the
river or corridor area occur.
Stormwater Management – Stormwater management for the project area must be designed in accordance
with the SWMMEW (Ecology 2019). The following stormwater-related permit submittals would be required
prior to project construction:
Stormwater Site Plan – Submitted to Klickitat County Public Works.
Construction Stormwater Pollution and Prevention (SWPP) Plan – Submitted to Klickitat County
Public Works.
Construction Stormwater General Permit (CSWGP) – Submitted to Ecology.
Sustainable Practices- Intentional sustainable practices are proposed for the camp site to reduce water
usage. For example, low-flow water fixtures would be used throughout the camp. Also, wash facilities (both in
en suite and communal bathrooms) would have shower heads and faucets that turn on by pulling a handle or
pushing a knob; as soon as the handle or knob is released, the water turns off. This limits the overall use of
water by visitors at the site.
No irrigation is needed for the project, and there are no amenities associated with high water usage, such as
swimming pools. There is camp staff housekeeping and laundry but no guest laundry on-site.
The low demand for water at the site combined with the options to either haul water to the site and/or acquire
water rights would meet all water demand should it exceed the quantities authorized under the permit exempt
right for groundwater for multiple domestic and commercial purposes
No other measures are expected to be required.
Forest Management Plan
No measures are expected to be necessary because logging is usually accomplished during dry months.
4.

Plants [help]

The Critical Areas Report (ESA 2020a) was prepared in support of this SEPA Environmental Checklist. The full
memo is included as Appendix A. Information from the memo was used to provide responses to the questions
below.
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a.

Check the types of vegetation found on the site: [help]
__x__deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other: Oregon White Oak, cherry, apple, and
oak saplings
__x__evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other, Douglas-fir, Ponderosa pine
__x__shrubs: common snowberry, western hazelnut, Oregon grape, deer brush, poison
oak, swordfern
__x__grass: grass and broadleaf weeds, thistles
____pasture
____crop or grain
____Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops.
__x__wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other: soft rush, slender rush,
common spikerush, Chamisso sedge, and American brooklime.
__x__water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other: floating pond weed, duck weed.
__x__other types of vegetation: Himalayan blackberry, poison oak, small fruited rose

b.

What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? [help]

Camp Site
Vegetation such as shrubs and ground cover may be removed during site preparation, including upgrades to
existing roads and grading for camp site facilities. There may be the need for some conifer removal to
accommodate the camp facilities; however, the applicant intends to retain all Oregon white oak trees as well as
any Western gray squirrel nest trees and “field fit” amenties around priority trees. Poison oak will be removed
from the camp footprint.
Forest Management Plan
Debris left from the timber clear-cuts previously done by the seller would be removed from the site. Vegetation
including shrubs and invasive weeds may be cleared during this removal. Minor thinning of trees is expected as
part of the Forest Management Plan. The intent is to retain all priority oak trees and any Western gray squirrel
nest trees.
c.

List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help]

Threatened or endangered fish and wildlife species mapped for the site and vicinity include: federally listed
salmon, steelhead, and bull trout in the White Salmon River and state listed Western gray squirrel nest sites.
The White Salmon River located in the southwestern corner of the approximate 118-acre parcel is considered
critical habitat for salmon, steelhead and bull trout. No other critical habitat is mapped for the site. Refer to
the Critical Areas Report for more details on threatened and endangered species.
No threatened or endangered plant species are known to occur on the site. However, oak woodlands are
considered a priority habitat by the state (ESA 2020a).
Oaks woodlands are mapped for seven of the eleven habitat types identified on-site by the Forest
Management Plan (Western Forestry Consultants 2020a). A majority of the oaks occur in the southern portion
of the site. Oak woodlands are considered a priority habitat because of the multitude of species they support,
including Western gray squirrels, several woodpecker species, songbirds, and birds of prey. Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) management recommendations for oak woodlands include retaining
large oak trees with well-formed crowns, selectively thinning dense oak stands, and creating snags where
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possible to provide wildlife habitat (Larsen and Morgan 1998). The management recommendations apply to
the entire site wherever stands of oak trees occur.
d.

Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance
vegetation on the site, if any: [help]

Camp Site
No landscaping is proposed for the camp site.
Forest Management Plan
There is no landscaping proposed as part of the Forest Management Plan.
e.

List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. [help]

Several non-native, invasive plants are present in the study area and vicinity.
Plants observed on-site that are listed by Washington State as noxious weeds include (but are not limited to):
- Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare)
- Common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale)
- Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus)
- Houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale)
- Oxeye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare)
- Scot’s broom (Cytisus scoparius)
- St. John's wort (Hypericum perforatum)
Other plants known to occur on-site that are not currently on the 2020 Washington State Noxious Weed List,
but are either on the state monitor list or considered non-native/invasive plants include (but are not limited
to):
- Common mullein (Verbascum thapsus)
- Empress tree (Paulownia tomentosa) – monitor list
- Foxglove (Digitalis purpurea)
- Sweetbriar rose (Rosa rubiginosa) – monitor list
Poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), a native shrub or vine, is abundant on-site, and while not listed as
noxious by Washington State, it causes contact dermatitis for a majority of people.
5.

Animals [help]

Wildlife species observed on-site during water resource delineations and likely to occur in the vicinity based
on the Washington Gap Analysis distribution maps (which can be downloaded from the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife Web site), include: songbirds, woodpeckers, gamebirds (chukar, quail), birds
of prey (red-tailed hawk, American kestrel, turkey vultures), moles, voles, shrews, Western gray squirrels,
coyote, red fox, mountain lion (cougar), black bear, as well as common amphibians (bull frog, Pacific chorus
frog) and reptiles. The site does not support beaver or waterfowl populations because of the lack of large
areas of flowing water or open water. There is cattle grazing area on and adjacent to the site.
a.

List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known
to be on or near the site.

SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)

July 2016

Page 23 of 53

Examples include:
birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: falcons, owls, woodpeckers
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other: Western gray squirrel, coyote, bobcat, fox, porcupine,
cattle
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other ________
b.

List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help]

Federally Listed and Proposed for Listing Species
Salmon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout
The White Salmon River in the project area is mapped as critical habitat, a federal Endangered Species Act
designation, for Chinook, chum, and coho salmon, as well as steelhead and bull trout. The tributary streams
on site are not mapped as supporting anadromous fish populations, likely because of their steep slopes and
small channels (ESA 2020a).
Gray Wolf and North American Wolverine
Although the species list provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicates that the gray wolf
and wolverine may occur in the Study Area (USFWS 2020a), suitable habitat for these species is not present on
site or in the immediate vicinity. The nearest gray wolf populations are known to occur over 100 miles to the
east in Walla Walla County, or several miles north in Kittitas County (WDFW 2008). Wolverines are documented
as occurring in Klickitat County, but no records are known for the Study Area (WDFW 2020).
Northern Spotted Owl
Northern spotted owls require large tracts of mature forest with old-growth characteristics. The nearest
critical habitat for northern spotted owl is mapped more than 1 mile from the Study Area in the Gifford
Pinchot National Forest (USFWS 2020b). Spotted owl special emphasis areas are mapped for the vicinity, but
no records of spotted owl nest sites are known for the site (WDFW 2020).
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo
Yellow-billed cuckoos breed in large blocks of riparian woodlands with cottonwoods and willows. The yellowbilled cuckoo is thought to have been extirpated from the state of Washington, and no suitable habitat is
present on site (USFWS 2014).
State-Listed and Priority Species and Habitats
The only state-listed species known to occur on site is the Western gray squirrel (WDFW 2020). Priority
Habitats and Species (PHS) are also discussed in this section.

Western Gray Squirrel
Five Western gray squirrel nest sites are mapped for the Study Area based on surveys conducted in 2014 by
Longview Timberlands LLC (WDFW 2020; Longview Timberlands LLC 2014). Western gray squirrel populations
are found in two other areas in Washington state aside from the oak-pine woodlands and forests of Klickitat
County. They require mature conifers and oak trees for nesting and foraging, although in Klickitat County
Western gray squirrels tend to use conifers (ponderosa pines) for these life functions (Linders and Stinson
2007). Western gray squirrels generally avoid open areas and remain close to trees when foraging on the
ground. Nest sites are constructed in tree canopies or in oak cavities using sticks, twigs, leaves, and moss.
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Active nests are spherical and appear green, whereas older or inactive nests are brown and in disrepair
(Johnson, personal communication, 2020). Western gray squirrels may use the same nest tree year after year,
but they also establish new nest sites to be close to food resources and to avoid predation (Linders and
Stinson 2007).

Elk
Regular concentrations of elk are considered a state priority and are mapped for most of the site, with the
exception of the far eastern portion. Elk use a diversity of habitats including meadows, wetlands, upland
forests, and riparian habitat for foraging, breeding, and migration. Despite the mapping, WDFW has indicated
that no regulatory requirements would apply for the proposed project because population objectives for the
area are being met (ESA 2020a).
c.

Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain. [help]

Yes, the site is part of a migration route for a variety of migratory birds and mammals including elk and mule
deer.
d.

Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: [help]

Camp Site and Forest Management Plan
Western gray squirrels are protected by the state, and removal of active nest trees is prohibited under the
Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 77.15.130. WDFW requires surveying sites that are mapped with Western
gray squirrel populations every 2 years for current nest site locations. The trigger for conducting surveys is
proposed tree removal anywhere on the parcel due to the fact that active nest sites may change from year to
year. Surveys are required for private landowners as well as commercial timber harvesting (Johnson, personal
communication, 2020). As part of the approval process, the project would need to demonstrate that the
project would not significantly adversely affect Western gray squirrel habitat.
The camp site and Forest Management Plan are both designed to avoid impacts on Western gray squirrel nest
trees surveyed in 2014. Tree removal on-site would require applying for a Forest Practices Application (FPA)
permit with DNR, who would notify WDFW of the need to conduct an updated nest tree survey. All active
Western gray squirrel nest trees would be retained as part of the project.
e.

List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. [help]

The American bullfrog is anticipated to be present in the small pond (Wetland 1 on-site). There are no other
known invasive animal species known to be on or near the site.
6.

Energy and Natural Resources [help]

a.

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the
completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating,
manufacturing, etc. [help]

Camp Site
Electrical power would be supplied to the site for operations and cooking facilities, public areas and back of
house lighting.
A propane unit would be provided in each tent for on-demand water heating.
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Solar lights would be used along pathways. Additional user of solar power is being explored as an option for
providing energy at the site for operational purposes.
Forest Management Plan
Typical forest thinning and logging equipment and construction vehicles that run on electric, gas, or diesel
would be required on an annual basis to provide for implementation of the Forest Management Plan.
b.

Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?
If so, generally describe. [help]

The project would not affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties.
c.

What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List
other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: [help]

Camp Site
The camp site would require very little energy. The philosophy of Under Canvas is to have guests live with
“intentional inconveniences” in order to reduce energy consumption. The camp would use solar energy wherever
possible to mitigate electricity needs. This may include pathway lighting throughout the camp and exterior tent
lighting. The camp is also Wi-Fi free for guests (telecom and internet is required for operations, however.
Forest Management Plan
The Forest Management Plan addresses potential opportunities for carbon sequestration and addressing
resilience to climate/weather-related influences. The Plan also categories the project area into 11 different
“Types”. A detailed description of each “Type” is included in the Plan. The current stocking level of long-term
tree species is adequate in all but Type 10. Increasing the abundance of coniferous species in Type 10 where
stocking is low would allow the site to sequester more carbon in the long-term.
Delaying the harvest of the trees currently on the site to age 80 or even 100 years old (most older trees are
about 70–75 years old today) could allow the vegetation on site to sequester and retain more carbon than
would otherwise be possible on a shorter rotation. Commercial thinning could take place in Type 5, 8, or 9 at
an earlier date with little consequence to carbon sequestration (Western Forestry Consultants 2020a).
7.

Environmental Health [help]

a.

Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of
fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal? If
so, describe. [help]

With any construction project, there is the risk of potential construction-related spills or leaks. This project
would face similar risks, but all risks would be well within the range of typical construction projects and of
short duration. No toxic chemicals would be used or stored at the construction sites, other than fuels and
other construction-related fluids.
1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. [help]
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the proposed project (ESA 2020c).
The project site is not known to have been contaminated by present or past uses. The site was not
listed on any of the GeoSearch-searched regulatory database records. There is only one database
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entry found within the search distance from the subject site. A site listed as Jewel Ray Verley, with
unknown land use, located at 1234 Highway 141, Husum, Washington, approximately 0.38 mile west
of the project area, is found on Ecology’s Facility Site Database.
2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development
and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines
located within the project area and in the vicinity. [help]
Hazardous conditions and chemicals are not known or anticipated to be present in the project
vicinity.
3) Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during
the project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the
project. [help]
Chemicals stored and used during operations would be limited to gasoline and other petroleumbased products required for maintenance and operation of construction equipment and vehicles. No
toxic chemicals would be used or stored at the construction sites, other than fuels and other
construction-related fluids.
4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. [help]
The project is not expected to require any special emergency services in addition to what is already
provided for the community.
5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: [help]
A site-specific Pollution Prevention Plan and Spill Prevention and Control Plan would be developed to
prevent or minimize impacts from hazardous materials, if required.
b.

Noise [help]
1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic,
equipment, operation, other)? [help]
There are no existing sources of noise in the area that would adversely affect the proposal.
2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a
short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)?
Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. [help]
Camp Site Construction
Short-term noise impacts would result from construction vehicles and equipment during daylight hours
when construction is taking place. Construction is expected to last approximately 4 months.
Camp Site Operations
After construction, low-level noise would be present from the use of the site for camping. This would
include increased vehicular traffic in the area as well as people participating in camping activities.
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Forest Management Plan Construction
Short-term noise impacts would result from construction vehicles and equipment during daylight hours
when logging and thinning is taking place. The first year of implementation is expected to last
approximately 2 months.
Forest Management Plan Operations
Short-term noise impacts would result from construction vehicles and equipment during daylight hours
when logging and thinning is taking place. Ongoing implementation is expected to last approximately 1
month each year.
3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: [help]
Construction
Construction work would be limited to typical workday and work week hours. Nighttime and weekend
work is not anticipated.
Operations
The nearest residence to the proposed camp is over 0.5 miles from the camp itself and just over
0.25 miles from the driveway into the property. Dense forest and varying topography exists between
the camp and neighboring properties and would be retained as part of the proposed project. The
project would adhere to all local jurisdictional noise ordinances and regulations that apply to the
project area and operate programming with attention to potential disturbance to neighboring
properties. In addition, there are additional noise management protocols as part of programming to
accommodate guest satisfaction at the camp site. Staff are on site 24/7 to assist in monitoring noise
and prevent loud music or other noise irritants and provide security.
No noise impacts are expected on neighboring property owners, and no measures are expected to be
needed to control noise during operations of the camp site, which would occur in April through
October.
8.

Land and Shoreline Use [help]

a.

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current
land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. [help]

The project site consists of a 120-acre rectangular-shaped area with no structures or amenities other than a
man-made pond and gravel and dirt access roads that extend across the site. Current land use is open
space/natural area. Previous use of the site consists of commercial logging; the site was most recently logged
in 2014, resulting in the current clear-cut condition on portions of the site.
Surrounding parcels are used as timber lands as well as orchards, small agricultural plots, and sparse rural
housing. Adjacent land use designations from the Klickitat County Zoning Map are described below:
North: Zoning: Resource Lands / Land Use: Orchards and forest lands (including Weyerhaeuser Company),
some rural housing.
South: Zoning: Resource Lands / Land Use: Orchards and forest lands (including SDS Timber Company), some
rural housing.
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East: Zoning: Resource Lands, Rural Center and Rural Residential 2 / Land Use: Orchards and forest lands
(other private timber land owners) with associated rural housing, small commercial, and residential housing
and related infrastructure.
West: Zoning: Resource Lands / Land Use: Small agricultural production and forest lands (smaller private
timber land owners), some rural housing.
The proposed project is not expected to affect current land uses on nearby or adjacent properties.
b.

Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe.
How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted
to other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated,
how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or
nonforest use? [help]

Yes, the project site has previously been used as working forest land. Much of the existing site has been clearcut for timber. Under Canvas proposes to convert part of the 118-acre parcel to recreational camp site use.
The recreational area would cover approximately 20 acres of the 118-acre parcel planned for the existing tax
lots 04101200002100 & 04110700000200.
1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides,
tilling, and harvesting? If so, how: [help]
The proposal would not affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest lands operations. An
easement to allow timber companies operating to the north of the property is in place and would allow
continuation of their access to the main road without conflict with the Under Canvas project.
c.

Describe any structures on the site. [help]

There are currently no structures on the site.
d.

Will any structures be demolished? If so, what? [help]

No structures would be demolished.
e.

What is the current zoning classification of the site? [help]

Resource Lands (as described above in Section B.8.a (Klickitat County Zoning Map).
f.

What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? [help]

Resource Lands Conditional Use 10 (Klickitat County Zoning Map).
g.

If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? [help]

The Klickitat County Shorelines Master Plan designates a portion of the White Salmon River as Conservancy
Environment. The White Salmon River runs through the far SW corner of the project area.
h.

Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify.
[help]
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Critical areas mapped for the site include wetlands and streams; critical fish and wildlife habitat (Western gray
squirrel nest sites, the White Salmon River, and oak woodlands); and geologically hazardous areas (steep
slopes).
i.

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? [help]

Camp Site
Tents are estimated to have an average occupancy of 2.5 people per tent. A maximum of 95 tents is proposed
for the camp site during the months of April through October.
Approximately 20–30 staff would be present on the site at any given time. All staff would live off property and
no long-term accommodations are proposed on site.
The maximum number of individuals on the site would vary depending on seasonal occupancy and level of
camp build-out. At full build-out of 95 tents and 30 staff, a maximum of approximately 270 people may be at
the site at any given time during the months of April through October.
Forest Management Plan
No one would work in the acreage designated for the Forest Management Plan on a permanent basis.
j.

Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? [help]

The project would not displace anyone.
k.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: [help]

Camp Site
Each Under Canvas camp is staffed 24/7 during the operating season by full- and part-time employees that
include maintenance, housekeeping, mobile kitchen, reception, night work, and management workers. At full
build-out, the camp is expected to create approximately 80 jobs. Of these positions, 20–30 would be on site at
any given time during operation. As a seasonal operation, Under Canvas hires locally and offers employees
the opportunity to move between various Under Canvas camps, which have a range of operating seasons.
No displacement of people would occur. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
Forest Management Plan
No displacement of people would occur.
l.

Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land
uses and plans, if any: [help]

Camp Site
Under Canvas campground design focuses on respect for surrounding private properties and residential
neighbors; preservation of sensitive environments; coexistence with wildlife and preservation of habitat;
management of natural environments with high fire risk; and respect for adjacent commercial activities.
These design elements would assist the proposal in being compatible with existing and projected land uses
and plans.
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The proposed use is conditionally allowed under the Klickitat County Zoning Ordinance. Under Canvas is
applying for a CUP to operate on the site. Approval from the County is required prior to start of operations. No
conflicts are expected with surrounding existing and projected land uses.
The County’s Critical Areas Ordinance No. 0080613 (CAO) establishes buffer standards for wetlands based on
the wetland category. Per the CAO, a Category III wetland requires a standard buffer width of 75 feet.
Reducing the buffer to a minimum of 50 feet along some areas of the wetland boundary is allowed as long as
the overall acreage of the buffer is maintained. Under Canvas has opted to avoid construction within the Wild
and Scenic Overlay entirely, ensuring the projects compatibility with existing use of the river as these lands
will remain unchanged from their current condition.
In addition, ample buffers have been integrated into the site design, including open space and setbacks that
exceed minimum standards both of which would preserve the scenic character of the site.
An easement is in place to allow timber companies to continue to use the main access road on the parcel to
reach their ownership parcels adjacent to the Under Canvas property.
The project site is adjacent to mostly privately owned lands primarily used for logging and agricultural
purposes, as well as rural residences. The nearest residence to the proposed camp site is over 0.5 mile from
the camp itself and just over 0.25 mile from the driveway into the property. Dense forest and varying
topography exist between the camp site and neighboring properties and would be retained as part of the
proposed project.
Forest Management Plan
The Forest Management Plan provides the implementation of measures needed to comply with DNR
requirements for conversion of part of the property from forest use to recreational use (Western Forestry
Consultants 2020a).
m. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term
commercial significance, if any: [help]
Camp Site
The Forest Management Plan is incorporated into the project to provide the measures that would be used to
reduce or control impacts to forest lands of long-term commercial significant.
Forest Management Plan
The Forest Management Plan provides measures to reduce or control impacts on forest lands of long-term
commercial significance.
9.

Housing [help]

a.

Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, or
low-income housing. [help]

The proposed project would provide short-term camping tents for tourists during April through October of each
year. No permanent housing units would be provided.
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b.

Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or
low-income housing. [help]

No permanent housing units would be eliminated as a result of this project.
c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: [help]

Camp Site
Under Canvas has provisions to pay for employee housing off-site, often through the lease or purchase of a
shared residence for staff. These shared accommodations have the added benefit of enabling employees to
carpool to the property and ensure adequate housing for employees during high tourist season.
No impacts on housing are anticipated as result of this project. Therefore, no measures are proposed.
Forest Management Plan
No impacts on housing are anticipated.
10. Aesthetics [help]
a.

What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the
principal exterior building material(s) proposed? [help]

Camp Site
The tallest height of any proposed structure would be the lobby tent, which would be 20 feet high. The material
of the lobby tent is canvas.
b.

What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? [help]

Camp Site
The project site is located in an area surrounded by forest. There is a distant view of the site looking up from
Highway 141 (see Figure 1). The view of the current clear-cut would change to be a view of tents screened by
existing trees. There are no protected views that would be altered or obstructed.
c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: [help]

Camp Site
No adverse impacts are expected and no measures are proposed. Ample buffers are included within the site
design to ensure that lands abutting neighboring properties remain largely unaltered. In addition, no
construction is proposed within the Wild And Scenic Corridor, preserving it as an aesthetic buffer for activities
on the river.
Forest Management Plan
The aesthetics of the parcel would improve when the newly planted trees in Type 10 grow to achieve a height
of 5 feet or more (likely to take 7 years after planting). Slash piles that remain from the 2014 harvest (28 piles)
could be ground and could be used on trails around the project site (Western Forestry Consultants 2020).
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11. Light and Glare [help]
a.

What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly
occur? [help]

Camp Site
No daytime glare would be produced by the proposed project. Nighttime camp lighting is limited to the
lighting necessary to provide for nighttime wayfinding and the safety of camp guests and staff without being
intrusive to the night sky viewing experience. Typical camp fixtures include:
Solar-powered pathway lights.
Battery-powered lanterns within each guest tent and an exterior solar-powered light for optional use
(no electricity is provided to guest tents).
Exterior lighting on communal bathrooms.
Lighting of the main lobby tent interior and exterior with festoon lights.
Lobby and bathrooms are lit at night for wayfinding.
b.

Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? [help]

The completed project would not produce light or glare that would be a safety hazard or interfere with views.
c.

What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? [help]

There are no existing off-site sources of light or glare that are expected to affect the proposal.
d.

Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: [help]

All lighting would be low-level, downward oriented, and shielded to minimize light spillage. As described above,
the limiting of nighttime camp lighting is intentional to avoid being intrusive to the night sky viewing
experience for the camp site guests.
12. Recreation [help]
a.

What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? [help]

Camp Site
There are currently no designated or formal recreational opportunities in the immediate vicinity where the project
would be constructed. This is partially because there is a locked heavy steel gate on the entry road on the east side
of the parcel that prevents admittance to the site, as well as the steep slopes on the southwest side of the property.
Pedestrians, joggers, and bicyclists informally use the nearby Oak Ridge Road (see Figure 1). Adjacent resource
lands are occasionally opened for recreation, such as hiking at the discretion of the property owner.
Within a short drive, recreation on the White Salmon River via rafting, kayaking, and fishing is available, as are
multiple hiking and biking trails (none of which are accessible from the project site). The location is close to
many tourist destinations, including the Columbia River Gorge and windsurfing and kite sailing beaches near
Hood River, Oregon. Many tourists also visit Mount Adams to the north. There are many outdoor rafting and
outdoor tourist activities in the area, including rafting on the White Salmon River. Hiking and camping are very
popular in the area.
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b.

Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe. [help]

The proposed project is located on private property not currently accessible to the public and would not
displace any existing recreational uses.
c.

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: [help]

The project would provide visitors with increased access to recreational resources within Klickitat County by
providing camping accommodations.
Under Canvas partners with local vendors to provide guests with outdoor excursions and on-site staff who are
available to direct guests to destinations and events within the surrounding community. Guests do not
typically spend their day on site, but rather are out on excursions, exploring local towns and businesses.
These vendor partnerships help to ensure that guests are able to recreate appropriately and responsibly in
the surrounding community. Furthermore, there are no trails proposed on the project site aside from
circulation within the camp and there is no connectivity to trails onto neighboring properties. Guests would
be directed by on-site staff to established trail systems within the community.
Under Canvas also partners with local organizations to bring the outdoor recreation experience to children,
youth, and the disadvantaged. The emphasis on this recreation programming is to provide education on
conservation, preservation, and protection of the natural environment. Examples of this type of recreation
programming include hosting charitable camps or “pay what you can” to allow more people to enjoy the
outdoor experience.
No mitigation measures for recreation are expected to be needed and none are proposed.
13. Historic and cultural preservation [help]
A Cultural Resources Assessment Report was prepared in support of the SEPA Environmental Checklist (ESA
2020c). The information from the report was used to provide responses to the questions below.
a.

Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years
old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers? If so,
specifically describe. [help]

There are no historic National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-register-listed properties within the study
area. A records search resulted in the identification of one prior cultural resources assessment, two recorded
sites, and one aboveground historic register-listed property within the cultural resources study area
determined for field work. One of the resources has been evaluated and determined Eligible for listing on the
NRHP under statewide significance. Two of these resources meet the minimum age threshold for eligibility
but have not been evaluated for their potential historic significance. None of these sites are located within the
project area and therefore would not be impacted by the proposed project (ESA 2020c).
There are no aboveground, precontact, or historic-aged properties within or adjacent to the project area.
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b.

Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation?
This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts,
or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies
conducted at the site to identify such resources. [help]

There are no known landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation on the
project site.
There are two known recorded ethnographic places (such as historic Native American villages) in the vicinity
of the project area. The first is the location of a village of approximately 150 people located near the falls
along the White Salmon River in the vicinity of the town of Husum, generally 3 miles south of the project area
and external to the study area. The second is a winter village of about 200 people, also located along the
White Salmon River approximately 4 miles north of Husum, generally one-half mile north of the project area
(ESA 2020c).
c.

Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources
on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc.
[help]

The cultural resources assessment for the project began with a literature review for a 1-mile study area
surrounding the project area. The review focused on previously recorded cultural resources investigations,
previously documented use of the project area, and any previously recorded built environment, cultural, or
archaeological resources information. No resources were documented within or adjacent to the project area.
Analysis of the environmental and geological conditions within the project area suggested a high to moderate
probability for containing archaeological materials. This was based on the project area’s proximity to the river
channel, level upland terrace with commanding view shed, and seasonal freshwater sources.
The background assessment was conducted to Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (DAHP) standards for cultural resources reporting. Input was also solicited from both DAHP and
the Yakama Tribe to develop the field methods to conduct a cultural resources survey. Both the tribe and
DAHP commented that while neither of their databases provided records of known historic period use or
specific cultural significance, the project area was considered high probability for containing cultural
resources. They recommended that a survey consisting of both surface and subsurface investigations be
conducted as a part of the cultural resources assessment for the project.
Following this consultation with DAHP and the Yakama Tribe, an archaeological survey was conducted of the
project area. No built environment resources are within or adjacent to the project. A surface survey was
conducted across the 120-acre parcel. Survey transects were conducted at 20 meter (66 foot) spacing across
the majority of the parcel. Areas with prohibitive slopes, in excess of 20%, were surveyed in a focused
meander rather than a grid. The area directly adjacent to the river channel was not accessible and could only
be observed from a distance.
The results of the surface survey were used to inform the subsurface survey. Subsurface investigations
consisted of 40 cm (1.3 foot) diameter shovel probes, excavated to a target depth of 1 meter (3.3 feet) below
surface or until encountering intact sterile Eocene soil matrix, whichever came first. Cuttings from the probes
were screened through ¼-inch mesh. Probes were excavated in areas of proposed ground disturbance, such
as access roads, septic fields, and tent placement areas. Probes were not placed in a grid pattern due to the
pervasive disturbance from prior logging efforts. Instead, probes were placed within landforms that were
identified during the surface survey as being less disturbed and having a higher probability to contain cultural
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resources. Thirty probes were excavated within the central portion of the project area, where the camp site
facility is proposed for construction. Another 10 probes were excavated at the highest probability areas across
the rest of the project area.
No cultural resources were identified during the survey. The area shows evidence of successive periods of
logging throughout the modern era. No specific historic period infrastructure or materials were observed.
However, based on the presence of old-growth stumps and the general history of the region, it is highly likely
that the project area was logged during the historic period as well. In general, the area for proposed
development has been highly disturbed. Construction of the fire pond and the well-developed gravel access
roads are the most intensive landscape modifications. However, much of the near-surface matrix, which has
the ability to contain archaeological sites and features, has been heavily reworked and disturbed as a result of
recent clear-cutting. Because of the prohibitive slopes on the bluff overlooking the White Salmon River
channel, the crew was unable to directly access the terrace banks. However, the view shed from the bluff is
excellent and provided evidence to show that there is not direct access from the channel into the uplands,
where the project would be constructed. This lack of access significantly lowers the probability of
encountering precontact sites within the upland portions of the project area.
Based on the negative results of the survey, and the significant disturbance observed across the project area
landscape that further reduces the likelihood of encountering archaeological materials, no further active
cultural resources work is recommended for the project. An Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) would be in
place during project construction and operation. The IDP would establish procedures to be followed in the
event that cultural resources are encountered during the project (ESA 2020c).
d.

Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance
to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. [help]

If cultural resources are observed during implementation of the project, then work should be temporarily
suspended at that location and a professional archaeologist should be consulted.
Pursuant to RCWs 68.50.645, 27.44.055, and 68.60.055, if ground-disturbing activities encounter human
skeletal remains during the course of construction, then all activity would cease that may cause further
disturbance to those remains. The area of the find would be secured and protected from further disturbance.
The finding of human skeletal remains would be reported to the county medical examiner/coroner and local
law enforcement in the most expeditious manner possible. The remains would not be touched, moved, or
further disturbed. The county medical examiner/coroner would assume jurisdiction over the human skeletal
remains and make a determination of whether those remains are forensic or non-forensic. If the county
medical examiner/coroner determines the remains are non-forensic, then they would report that finding to
DAHP who would then take jurisdiction over the remains. DAHP would notify any appropriate cemeteries and
all affected tribes of the find. The State Physical Anthropologist would make a determination of whether the
remains are Indian or Non-Indian, and report that finding to any appropriate cemeteries and the affected
tribes. DAHP would then handle all consultation with the affected parties as to the future preservation,
excavation, and disposition of the remains.
14. Transportation [help]
A Traffic Access and Impact Study was prepared by DKS Associates in June 2020 (DKS 2020b). The full report is
included as Appendix B to this SEPA Environmental Checklist. Information from the report was used to provide
responses to the questions below.
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a.

Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe
proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. [help]

The project site is located in a rural setting surrounded by large lots with single-family homes and resource
lands with commercial logging and orchard operations. The major roadways in the study area are Highway
141, Oak Ridge Road, and BZ Glenwood Highway. The project would utilize existing access on Oak Ridge Road
approximately 4.3 miles north of Highway 141.
b.

Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally
describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? [help]

The project site and surrounding area are not currently served by public transit.
c.

How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal
have? How many would the project or proposal eliminate? [help]

There are currently no parking spaces on the site. Therefore, no parking spaces would be eliminated.
Approximately 125 parking spaces are proposed for the project. Parking stall dimensions would conform to
County code. Each tent site would have a minimum of one off-road parking space. Parking would be
concentrated in five or six different areas to preserve the natural surroundings of the site. ADA parking spaces
would be provided as required by County code.
d.

Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian,
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe
(indicate whether public or private). [help]

The west side of Oak Ridge Road would be graded to improve site access. The project would realign the
driveway approach within the 60-foot easement to reduce or remove the existing skew and improve driver
safety. Improvements to increase sight distance from the site driveway would be implemented within these
easements to avoid potential impacts on private property.
There are approximately 1.5 miles of gravel/native surface road within the project area. Sixty percent of this
(0.9 mile) is the main road, the remainder is the secondary logging roads. For the most part, the roads are in
good condition but require some repairs and maintenance. The existing gravel roads on the site would be
upgraded to meet County code requirements.
e.

Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air
transportation? If so, generally describe. [help]

The project would not interfere with water, rail, or air transportation.
f.

How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal?
If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would
be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation
models were used to make these estimates? [help]

DKS analyzed the potential vehicle trips that may result from the proposed project (DKS 2020a). A Synchro
model was developed to evaluate the study intersection operations, based on the Highway Capacity Manual
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6th Edition methodology for unsignalized intersections. The traffic impact study focused the operations
analysis on three study intersection locations, as requested by the County:
Highway 141/Oak Ridge Road
Highway 141/BZ Glenwood Highway/Sprinkle Lane
Oak Ridge Road/BZ Glenwood Highway
The estimated number of new trips at the site access would be low, with 61 vehicles during the AM peak hour
and 23 vehicles during the PM peak hour. The Highway 141/Oak Ridge Road intersection with project trips
added would operate with low vehicle delays and Level of Service A conditions during the Friday PM peak
hour. The addition of project trips would not impede existing traffic operations on Oak Ridge Road.
The volume of trips added from the project site is not expected to trigger the need for any off-site
improvements to Oak Ridge Road for existing driving, walking, or biking users. Weekday count data from June
2019 showed volumes on Oak Ridge Road ranging from 230 to 320 vehicles per day between Highway 141 and
Rattlesnake Road, and 83 to 113 vehicles just south of BZ Glenwood Highway. The project would add
approximately 247 trips per day during operations (April through October). The estimated daily volumes with
the project would be approximately 330 to 570 vehicles, which can be accommodated by the existing roadway
surface and width (DKS 2020b).
g.

Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and
forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. [help]

Camp Site Construction
During construction, construction equipment and trucks (including soil hauling trucks) would utilize Oak
Ridge Road. Communication with adjacent logging and agricultural operations would occur to minimize any
interference in movement of products. Construction is expected to last for approximately 4 months.
Approximately 4,000 cubic yards of gravel may need to be hauled to the site for road surfacing and haul trucks
would be using roads in the area.
Camp Site Operations
The proposal would not interfere with, affect, or be affected by the movement of agricultural and forest
products. Under Canvas would accommodate local forest product movement within the 60-foot-wide easement.
Forest Management Plan
The implementation of the Forest Management Plan would be typical of other logging activities in the area
and would not be expected to interfere or be affected by the movement of agricultural and forest products on
roads or streets in the area.
h.

Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: [help]

Camp Site
Site Distance - An evaluation was conducted to determine if the proposed site access on Oak Ridge Road
would impede the flow of traffic. The evaluation was based on operations at the site access intersection,
available sight distance at the site access, and an assessment of conditions Oak Ridge Road.
The available sight distance would be increased with appropriate tree trimming/removal and soil grading
along the west side of Oak Ridge Road to meet County code requirements. The project would realign the
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driveway approach within the 60-foot easement to reduce or remove the existing skew and improve driver
safety. Both the project driveway and Oak Ridge Road are located within a 60- foot wide easement.
Improvements to increase sight distance from the site driveway would be implemented within these
easements to avoid potential impacts to private property.
Construction Hauling - A construction haul route would be submitted to Klickitat County for approval, if
required.
Road Maintenance - Roads would be graded annually, and further maintenance would be undertaken as
needed by Under Canvas. Roads would be compacted and surfaced with crushed gravel. Drainage ditches
with culverts would be installed to direct water away from road surfaces and directed to stormwater retention
basins and/or existing drainages.
Forest Management Plan
The Forest Management Plan would be implemented to coordinate with ongoing camp site construction and
other local forest operations.
15. Public Services [help]
a.

Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection,
police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe. [help]

Camp Site
No increase in the need for public services is expected to result from the proposed project. The project already
incorporates many measures to reduce the need for additional fire protection. Some of the measures are
described below and in more detail in the Fire Wise Plan that would be developed and approved and the Wildfire
Mitigation Plan (see Appendix C). Appendix C also includes an Emergency Preparedness Plan.
Best Practices – Best practices that Under Canvas uses to reduce fire risk include:
The Under Canvas tents are made of fire-retardant materials and pressure-treated wood to reduce fire risk.
The stoves have code compliant chimney spark arrestors. The spark arrestors are constructed of woven or
welded wire screening of 12 USA standard gage wire (0.1046 inch) with openings. The net free area of the
spark arrestor shall not be less than four times the net free area of the outside of the chimney outlet. The
ashes are removed by staff in metal containers and disposed of in a steel container.
Fires are managed by staff and there are strict protocols for storage of fuel.
Fire extinguishers are provided at each tent.
Yard hydrants would be located adjacent to all fire pits.
The proposed camp site would have prefabricated, mobile structures including kitchen, bathroom,
laundry, and storage facilities that are built with fire-resistive materials.
Preparation of a Fire Wise Plan.
Fire Protection – Wildfire protection to the Under Canvas Columbia River Gorge Project would be the
responsibility of the Klickitat Fire District #3, with the closest fire station located in Husum, a few miles away.
The most direct access is via State Highway 141and Oak Ridge Road. Fire Wise Plans would be reviewed for
comment by representatives of Fire District #3 as part of the CUP process. Under Canvas would abide by all
applicable seasonal burn bans at the camp site.

SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)

July 2016

Page 39 of 53

Forest Management Plan
Fire Protection – The risk of wildfire on the parcel is Moderate to High (Moderate today and High after
development of the project occurs). The parcel is also protected by DNR because it is designated forest land
(Western Forestry Consultants 2020a). The project also includes a Wildfire Mitigation Plan in Appendix C to help
meet fire protection needs (Western Forestry Consultants 2020b). Appendix C also includes an Emergency
Preparedness Plan.
b.

Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. [help]

Camp Site
Emergency Protocol – All Under Canvas staff would be trained in emergency procedures for inclement
weather (severe storms), fire, and response for on-property medical emergencies. Emergency responders
would have access to each tent site. Each guest tent would be numbered and an emergency exit plan would
be submitted to the County for approval.
Fire Risk and Defensible Space – Fires would be allowed only in the fire pits and would be managed by camp
staff. Smoking would only be allowed in designated areas, and no smoking or campfires would be allowed at
tent sites. Areas around tents and other facilities would be kept clear of dead wood and vegetation for fuel
reduction. The water supply system would have a hose and yard hydrant at the fire pits and in other areas
around the camp site for quick response situations. Smoke detectors and carbon monoxide alarms would be
provided in each guest tent. Each tent with a wood-burning stove would also include a fire extinguisher.
Fire Wise Management Plan – A Fire Wise Management Plan is required for the camp site project and would
require review by Fire District #3. The Fire Wise Plan would establish procedures to mitigate wildfire risks.
Examples of procedures include protocols for maintenance around tent sites, fire emergency response
training for staff, water storage, road access and vegetation clearing, established smoking areas, established
evacuation areas, and appropriate signage for emergency vehicles. Under Canvas strict protocols for site
cleanup and regular tree thinning activities would be additional ways to decrease fire danger at the camp site.
Forest Management Plan
As described above, the risk of wildfire on the parcel is Moderate to High (Moderate today and High after
development of the project occurs). All of the forest cover types except Type 10 would carry a fire today.
Wildfire could be reduced by selective thinning and pruning the lower 7 feet of branches on the crop trees in
Types 4, 7, and 9. Slash from the thinning and pruning can be piled and burned during the winter. Or, slash
could be ground by a grinder in concert with development of the new project. Decreasing the available fuel
and creating fire breaks is the most effective way to decrease the risk of fire spread.
Wildfire Management Plan
See the detailed Wildfire Management Plan in Appendix C for the specific measures that would reduce or control
direct impacts on the need for fire protection. Appendix C also includes an Emergency Preparedness Plan.
No other measures are expected to be needed.
16. Utilities [help]
a.

Circle utilities currently available at the site: [help]
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system,
other: Current utilities servicing the site is limited to electrical and telecom.
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b.

Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and
the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be
needed. [help]

Camp Site
Utilities may be added to or expanded at the site as needed for programming and operations. Utilities may
include shallow trenching and appurtenant structures. Proposed utilities needed are described in more detail
below.
Water Supply - An On-site Public Water Supply well (PWS) is proposed to fulfill the needs of the camp site. All
facilities would be winterized as needed, and water lines would be relieved prior to closing each season. Lowflow water fixtures would be used throughout the camp site. Wash facilities both in en suite and communal
bathrooms would have shower heads and faucets that turn on by pulling a handle or pushing a knob; as soon
as the handle or knob is released, the water turns off. Typical toilets would use 0.8 to 1.2 gallons of water per
flush. Water demand is anticipated to be approximately 8,000 to 10,000 gallons per day inclusive of guest,
kitchen, and laundry water usage. Hot water for tents would be created via on-demand water heaters using
individual propane tanks. Although the design is using the 8,000 to 10, gallons per day figure, the historic
average daily usage based on other Under Canvas sites is expected to be under 5,000-7,000 gallons per day.
Sewage Disposal - Proposed on-site septic systems would be sized to handle less than 3,500 gallons per day.
Guidelines and procedures for the Klickitat County Septic System Evaluation would be followed (see Figure 3 Site Plan for proposed locations of septic drainage fields).
Electricity - Currently, electrical service is provided to the project site. Guest tents would not receive
electrical service. Furthermore, pathways would be lit with solar lighting. Electrical service is expected to be
needed for the following low level demand camp features:
Electric golf cart charging.
Laundry building (staff use).
Communal bathrooms.
Lobby tent (lighting throughout, computer etc. for check in).
Kitchen trailer (full commercial kitchen connected to lobby tent).
Well pump.
Septic lift pumps if needed.
Various support and communal spaces including sanctuary tent, event and wedding platform, two
pod lobby tents.
Telephone Service - Telephone utility service infrastructure is not currently planned to be added to the site.
Under Canvas intentionally does not offer Wi-Fi to guests so that guests can disconnect from technology and
connect with fellow campers in a natural setting. However, operations require this service, it may be added.
Garbage Disposal - Under Canvas would follow Klickitat County RV-Park Ordinance 22.08.180 concerning the
disposal of solid waste and availability of approved waste containers on site. Storage, collection, and disposal
would conform with county jurisdictional health department standards. Wherever possible, Under Canvas
eliminates single-use plastics in favor of compostable and recyclable materials. Water stations would be
found throughout the camp site to encourage employees and guests to use refillable containers as well as
apply mindful practices to minimize waste.
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C. SIGNATURE [HELP]
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the lead
agency is relying on them to make its decision.
Signature:
___________________________________________________
Name of signee __________________________________________________
Caitlan Cullen
Position and Agency/Organization ____________________________________
Manager of Real Estate, Under Canvas
June 25, 2020
Date Submitted: _____________
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1. INTRODUCTION
At the request of Under Canvas (UC), Environmental Science Associates, Inc., (ESA) has
completed a Critical Areas Assessment for the Columbia River Gorge project located near Husum
in Klickitat County, Washington. The proposed project site includes areas identified as Wetlands
and Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, which are regulated under Klickitat County’s
Critical Areas Ordinance (Ordinance No. 0080603). This report describes those critical areas and
presents an analysis of the potential for project impacts. It is intended to support the County’s
land use review of the project through a conditional use permit application process.
The scope of the Critical Areas Assessment documented in this report is limited to Wetlands and
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas. Other types of critical areas regulated by Klickitat
County, including Aquifer Recharge Areas, Frequently Flooded Areas, and Geologically
Hazardous Areas, are not addressed in this report.

2. STUDY AREA AND PROJECT
DESCRIPTION
2.1 Study Area Location and Setting
The approximately 118-acre project site is located between Husum and BZ Corner, east of WA141 in Section 12, Township 4 North, Range 10 East of the Willamette Meridian, and Section 7,
Township 4 North, Range 11 East. The site covers the southern half of tax parcels
04101200002100 and 04101200002101. The site is accessible from Oak Ridge Road (a
designated county road), and a series of established logging roads (Figure 1).
The project area and vicinity are located in the foothills on the eastern side of the Cascade
Mountains where average rainfall is approximately 27 inches per year. The area is typified by
Oregon white oak/ponderosa pine woodlands (Rocchio and Crawford 2015). The oak-pine
ecological system evolved with frequent low-severity fires that maintained a relatively open
canopy structure. Commercial logging on-site (most recently in 2014) and in the area has altered
the oak-pine woodland habitat by suppressing fire and introducing dense stands of Douglas fir.
The project area is characterized by sloping topography, varying from gentle to moderate slopes,
with the steepest portions of the project area located toward the southwest near the White Salmon
River, which traverses the southwestern portion of the site. Elevations range from approximately
550 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the river to approximately 1,200 feet msl midway along
the northern boundary of the project area.
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The rectangular project site is not developed with structures or other amenities other than a manmade pond and gravel/dirt access roads that extend across the site. The current land use is open
space/natural area. Vegetation cover types found on-site are a mosaic of clear-cut areas, oak
woodlands, coniferous forest, Douglas fir plantations, and open meadow. Surrounding parcels are
used as timber lands as well as orchards, small agricultural plots, and sparse rural housing.
Wildlife species anticipated to use the site for migration, foraging, and possibly breeding include
songbirds, woodpeckers, birds of prey (hawks, eagles, falcons, owls), western gray squirrels,
mule deer, elk, bobcat, black bear, gray fox, and coyote.

2.2 Project Description
The proposed project would provide a seasonally operated 95-tent luxury camping facility with
individual canvas tents for sleeping quarters, some with en suite bathrooms. Camping would be
offered approximately April through October (weather dependent). The tents would be a mix of
standard safari-style structures using shared prefabricated restroom facilities placed throughout
the site and deluxe tents with en suite bathrooms. The tents would be spaced 50–75 feet apart,
allowing for the preservation of vegetation and existing topography between the tents. Depending
on their size, safari tents are typically erected on prepared gravel beds or raised wood decks and
do not have permanent foundations. Minor relocation of these tents and change between tent
types may occur from season to season. For heat, tents would be equipped with wood-burning
stoves designed for use in such facilities, complete with spark arrestors and heat shields. No
smoking, campfires, food, or cooking facilities would be permitted at individual tent locations.
Guest tents may be taken down at the end of the season and placed into on-site storage.
Guest tents would be supported by a central lobby, including kitchen and dining area for guests,
as well as additional guest amenities. The lobby tent would be constructed upon a poured
concrete foundation and would remain year round. Prefabricated mobile structures would be
utilized for kitchen facilities and restrooms for the guests. Proposed tents and mobile structures
are depicted on the site plan (see Figure 2, Site Plan).
The facilities to be included in the project include the following:


Approximately 95 guest tents



Approximately two communal bathroom facilities in prefabricated, mobile structures comprised
of three to six bathroom units placed approximately 250 feet from tents without bathrooms



One lobby/check-in tent with adjacent commercial kitchen trailer that would provide food
service (approximately 4,500 square foot [sf] pad and 3,200 sf interior)



Single service meals would be prepared and served on-site from the commercial kitchen and
would only be offered to guests staying at the camp



Space for on-site activities such as a volleyball court, horseshoes area, and/or yoga
deck/event platform



Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)–accessible parking spaces, camping tents, and
bathroom facilities
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Approximately two communal fire pits started, maintained, monitored, and extinguished by
trained Under Canvas staff at set times



One laundry/housekeeping staging area for staff use



Supporting staff/storage tents throughout



Approximately 125 gravel parking spaces



Golf carts operated by camp staff to be used for circulation around camp



One tent for guest gatherings



Tents for spa services



Signage for camp location and also for emergency access

Circulation throughout the site would consist of a new vehicular entrance road accessing the main
lobby and pedestrian/cart paths providing access to tents. Existing gravel and native surface
logging roads within the property would be used for vehicular access. There would be no artificial
landscaping, and on-site grading is minimized by fencing and controlled access. Gravel roadways
and cart paths are proposed at the campsite and driveway improvements at the entrance, and the
development footprint is minimized to maximize open space.
Individual guest tents would not be wired for electricity, but the main lobby tent and the back-ofhouse facilities would be; solar lighting would be used along pedestrian and cart paths. Electricity
is readily available in the adjacent right-of-way. Water would be provided to the project area via a
new well, and sewerage would be accommodated in a new on-site septic system. Hauling of water
to the site and/or the acquisition of water rights is being considered to meet water demand should it
exceed the quantities authorized under the permit exemption for groundwater for multiple domestic
and commercial purposes.
Utilities needed include the following: an on-site public water supply (PWS) well to meet water
needs of the site; on-site septic system facilities; stormwater facilities; electrical facilities;
garbage; and Fire Wise Plan elements.
A forest management plan is required by the Washington Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) when forest lands change ownership. The stated long-term ownership objectives are to
maintain and manage approximately 90 acres of the 118-acre tract for long-term forestry and the
associated multiple use values including protection of water quality, diversity for wildlife, and
recreation. A 20-acre portion of the property would be withdrawn from the “Designated Forest”
classification and dedicated to improvements for a recreational tent camping area, support
facilities, and logging roads.
The land is currently clear-cut from logging operations that took place approximately 6 years ago.
Under the Forest Management Plan, the existing slash or landing piles of wood debris would be
cleaned up, with special attention not to disturb soils on the steep slopes. Additional forestry
management efforts would include revegetation in clear-cut areas and thinning of dense stands for
forest health and wild fire mitigation. This plan would be followed to prepare the site for the new
camp site operation and construction.
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Eleven forest cover types are listed by Galen Wright in the Forest Management Plan for the
purposes of developing management prescriptions. The types are listed with gross acreage,
including roads, streams, and their buffers, and are described in detail in the Forest Management
Plan (Wright 2020).
The long-term management plan for most of the parcel is to keep it in forestry. The recommended
schedule for maintenance activities of replanting, pre-commercial thinning, invasive weed
control, fuel management, and road maintenance is provided in the Forest Management Plan.

3. CRITICAL AREA DESIGNATIONS
3.1 Wetlands
Klickitat County regulates development in and near wetlands and adjacent buffers to protect
wetland functions and values, which may include water quality; fish and wildlife habitat; food
chain support; flood storage, conveyance, and attenuation; groundwater recharge and discharge;
erosion control; and aesthetic values.
Klickitat County’s Critical Areas Ordinance defines “wetlands” to mean:
… areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or ground water at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs,
and similar areas. Wetlands do not include those artificial wetlands intentionally
created from nonwetland sites, grass-lined swales, canals, detention facilities,
and landscape amenities, or those wetlands created after July 1, 1990, that were
unintentionally created as a result of the construction of a road, street or
highway. However, wetlands may include those artificial wetlands intentionally
created from nonwetland areas created to mitigate conversion of wetlands.
The Critical Areas Ordinance defines “buffer” to mean:
… that area which surrounds and protects a critical area from adverse impacts
to the functions and values of that area.
Klickitat County classifies wetlands as Category I, II, III, or IV, based on their functions and
values, which are determined using the Washington Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) Rating
System for Eastern Washington (Hruby 2014). The County’s Critical Areas Ordinance specifies
standard buffer widths based on the rated wetland category, with higher quality wetlands having
wider buffers than lower quality wetlands. The County may approve buffer width reductions to
accommodate development as long as the overall area of the buffer is maintained and no portion
of the average buffer area is less than 50 percent of the standard buffer width, or less than 50 feet
wide. Table 1 summarizes buffer widths by wetland category.
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TABLE 1
KLICKITAT COUNTY WETLAND BUFFER REQUIREMENTS
Standard Buffer

Minimum Buffer through Buffer Averaging

Wetland Category*

Buffer Width (feet)

Wetland Category*

Buffer Width (feet)

I

300

I

150

II

200

II

100

III

75

III

50

IV

75

IV

37.5

* Based on Ecology’s Wetland Rating System for Eastern Washington

3.2 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
Klickitat County’s Critical Areas Ordinance designates Habitat Conservation Areas for both fish
and wildlife.
Critical Fish Habitat Conservation Areas are:


Naturally occurring ponds under 20 acres and their submerged aquatic beds that provide fish
or wildlife habitat;



Waters of the State as defined in Title 222 of the Washington Administrative Code (WAC),
including all salt waters and fresh waters waterward of ordinary high water (OHW) lines and
within the territorial boundaries of the state; and



Lakes, ponds, streams, and rivers planted with game fish by a governmental or tribal entity.

Similar to wetlands, Klickitat County’s Critical Areas Ordinance establishes standard buffers for
waters based on stream type according to the Washington DNR Forest Practices typing system.
The County may approve buffer width reductions to accommodate development as long as the
overall area of the buffer is maintained and no portion of the average buffer area is less than 50
percent of the standard buffer width, or less than 25 feet wide. Table 2 summarizes buffer widths
by stream type.
TABLE 2
KLICKITAT COUNTY WATERS BUFFER REQUIREMENTS
Standard Buffer

Minimum Buffer through Buffer Averaging

Stream Type*

Buffer Width (feet)

Stream Type

Buffer Width (feet)

S (Shoreline)

200

S (Shoreline)

100

F (Fish-Bearing)

150

F (Fish-Bearing)

75

Np (Non-Fish-Bearing, Perennial)

50

Np (Non-Fish-Bearing, Perennial)

25

Ns (Non-Fish-Bearing, Seasonal)

25

Ns (Non-Fish-Bearing, Seasonal)

25

* Based on Washington DNR Forest Practices Stream Typing Framework
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Critical Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas are:


Areas with which known federal or state endangered, threatened, or sensitive species have a
primary association;



Habitats of local importance (this is a habitat in which a species of local importance has a
primary association); and



Areas designated by the Washington State Department of Natural Resources as state natural
area preserves and natural resource conservation areas.

4. STUDY METHODS
ESA identified and characterized Wetlands and Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas for this
assessment through a combination of existing information reviews and on-site field investigations.

4.1 Review of Existing Information
ESA reviewed existing publicly available data sources and coordinated with staff from resource
agencies, including the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). Documentation
of previously conducted surveys of the project site for Longview Timberlands LLC (previous
owner) was also reviewed. Sources of information for this assessment included the following:


Google Earth Pro imagery (1993 to 2018)



National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Mapper (USFWSc 2020)



Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
Web Soil Survey (WSS) (USDA 2020)



U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) historical topographic maps: The Dalles, Oregon (1953); Hood
River, Washington (1982), available at https://livingatlas.arcgis.com/topoexplorer/index.html



WDFW Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) database (WDFW 2020)



StreamNet fish distribution mapping (StreamNet 2020)



Longview Timberlands LLC hydrology and wildlife surveys (2014)



Forest Management Plan, conducted for Under Canvas LLC (Wright 2020)

4.2 On-Site Investigations
4.2.1

Wetlands

ESA staff delineated wetland boundaries at the site on June 9 and 10, 2020, using methods
defined in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Wetland Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987) and regional supplement. To assess wetland functions and
determine wetland buffer requirements under Klickitat County’s Critical Areas Ordinance, ESA
rated the delineated wetlands using Ecology’s Washington State Wetland Rating System for
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Eastern Washington (Hruby 2014). This system was developed by Ecology to differentiate
wetlands based on their sensitivity to disturbance, their significance, their rarity, our ability to
replace them, and the beneficial functions they provide to society.
Refer to the Water Resources Delineation Report in Appendix A for additional details on the
delineation and characterization of site wetlands as well as the establishment of buffers. Site
photos are also located in Appendix A.

4.2.2

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas

Fish Habitat Conservation Areas
As part of the water resources delineation field work conducted on June 9 and 10, 2020, ESA
delineated the OHW levels of site streams. The OHW levels were delineated based on field
indicators and in accordance with Corps and Ecology guidance. To determine buffer requirements
for the streams under Klickitat County’s Critical Areas Ordinance, ESA determined the
appropriate stream type according to the Washington DNR Forest Practices typing system.
Refer to the Water Resources Delineation Report in Appendix A for additional details on the
delineation and characterization of site streams and the establishment of buffers.

Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
In addition to the stream and wetland delineation field work noted previously, ESA staff made
and recorded observations of upland vegetation and wildlife habitat conditions during the June 9
and 10, 2020, site visits. This general field reconnaissance supported our reviews of previous
surveys (by others) and mapping of the site for sensitive or locally important species/habitat,
including western gray squirrel and oak habitat.

5. SITE CRITICAL AREAS
5.1 Wetlands and Wetland Buffers
Wetland 1 is a 0.25-acre, palustrine aquatic bed (PAB) depressional feature with steep earthen
berms along its western, southern and eastern boundaries. No berm is located along the northern
boundary, which is characterized as a steep vegetated slope. The pond was likely originally a
swale at the headwaters of an unnamed stream (Stream 1) that was altered to create a water
source for fire suppression.
Water levels in the pond are maintained by two outlets—a lower elevation 18-inch diameter pipe
that was continuously discharging water during the June field visit and a higher 12-inch diameter
overflow pipe. The vegetated corridor around the pond is dominated by a stand of Douglas fir, red
alder, and Oregon white oak trees. The understory has been heavily disturbed by cattle and is
dominated by clustered wild rose, deer brush, Himalayan blackberry (non-native/invasive),
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poison oak (native), red-osier dogwood, and dull Oregon grape. Groundcover is sparse and
includes a mix of native and non-native grasses and herbs.
Wetland 2 is a 0.04-acre, palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS)/palustrine emergent (PEM) depressional
feature located just downslope of Wetland 1. A berm at the south end of the feature backwaters
discharge from Wetland 1. A short 1- to 2-foot-wide channel is present at the north end of
Wetland 2, but transitions into a large pool of duckweed and is largely obscured by a thicket of
rose shrubs and Himalayan blackberry. A cattle crossing at the southern end of the wetland has
denuded all vegetation except rose and blackberry vines.
Both Wetland 1 and Wetland 2 are rated as Category III wetlands according to the Wetland
Rating System for Eastern Washington.

5.2 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
5.2.1

Streams and Buffers

Streams 1, 2, and 3 identified on-site are tributaries of the White Salmon River. Stream 1 is a nonfish-bearing seasonal waterway (Ns) with a 25-foot buffer that flows south from Wetland 2,
although no water was present during the June 2020 field visit. DNR maps the waterway as a nonfish-bearing perennial waterway, but the lack of flowing water in the channel during the June 2020
visit warrants a change in status to seasonal. Hydrology has been affected by the earthen berm in
Wetland 2 and compaction from livestock. The vegetated corridor adjacent to Stream 1 consists of a
mature forest dominated by Douglas fir and Oregon white oak. The understory is relatively dense
and consists of several native shrubs, including deer brush, rose, and oceanspray.
Stream 2 begins as a seasonal drainage way in the north-central portion of the site and transitions
to a perennial waterway. It is also mapped as non-fish-bearing. The transition point is marked by
the presence of flowing water, scour marks, and hydrophytic plants (soft rush) growing in the
channel. The northern reach of the stream was dry during the June field visit and substantially
altered by cattle. Few trees and shrubs are present at the northern end of the stream which has
been heavily impacted by cattle grazing and/or drought conditions. The vegetated corridor along
the perennial reach of the stream is in relatively good condition with dense cover by Oregon
white oaks and red alder trees.
Stream 3 is a non-fish-bearing seasonal waterway (Ns) with a 25-foot buffer that originates in the
southeastern portion of the study area. No water was present during the June 2020 field visit. The
stream channel ranges in width from 1 to 3 feet and consisted of silts and clays with deposits of
small downed wood. The stream flows south of site and ultimately joins the White Salmon River.
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5.2.2

Federally Listed and Proposed for Listing
Species

Salmon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout
The White Salmon River in the Study Area is mapped as critical habitat, a federal Endangered
Species Act designation, for Chinook, chum, and Coho salmon, as well as steelhead and bull
trout. The tributary streams on-site are not mapped as supporting anadromous fish populations,
likely because of their steep longitudinal slopes.
TABLE 3
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES AND HABITATS POTENTIALLY PRESENT IN THE STUDY AREA
Type
Fish

Mammals

Birds

Species Name
(Scientific Name)

Federal
Status

State
Status

Salmon – Chinook Chum,
and Coho
(Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha, O. keta, O.
kisutch)

LT, CH

C

Clear, cold streams and
rivers; clean gravels and
deep pools

Yes, White Salmon River is
considered Critical Habitat.

Steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss)

LT, CH

C

Clear, cold streams and
rivers; clean gravels and
deep pools

Yes, White Salmon River is
considered Critical Habitat.

Bull trout
(Salvelinus confluentus)

LT, CH

C

Clear, cold streams and
rivers; clean gravels and
deep pools

Yes, White Salmon River is
considered Critical Habitat.

Elk
(Cervus elaphus)

—

—

Expansive meadows,
riparian corridors, and
forests

Yes, “Priority Areas” or
regular concentrations of
wintering and summering
elk are mapped for the
study area and vicinity.

Gray Wolf
(Canis lupus)

PE

LE

Open country and forests
near reliable prey base

No, the nearest suitable
habitat is in the southeastern
portion of the state.

North American Wolverine
(Gulo luscus)

PT

C

Montane forests, deep
snow

No, the closest suitable
habitat is the Gifford
Pinchot National Forest.

Western Gray Squirrel
(Sciurius griseus)

—

LT

Pine-oak woodlands and
coniferous forests

Yes, five nests mapped onsite by Longview
Timberlands.

LT, CH

LE

Mature or old-growth
forests for nesting and
foraging

No, the closest Critical
Habitat is the Gifford
Pinchot National Forest.

LT, P

LE

Requires large blocks
(200 acres) of riparian
forest; not considered an
active breeding species in
Washington

No, extirpated from
Washington and Oregon as
a breeder; no suitable
habitat in study area.

Northern Spotted Owl
(Strix occidentalis caurina)
Yellow-billed Cuckoo
(Coccyzus americanus)

Habitat Requirements

Present in Study Area or
Vicinity?

C = Candidate; CH = Critical Habitat; LE = Listed Endangered; LT = Listed Threatened; PE = Proposed Endangered; PT = Proposed
Threatened
SOURCES: WDFW 2020; USFWS 2020a, 2020b; NOAA Fisheries 2016.
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Gray Wolf and North American Wolverine
Although the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) species list indicates that gray wolf and
wolverine may occur in the study area (USFWS 2020a), suitable habitat for these species is not
present on-site or in the immediate vicinity. The nearest gray wolf populations are known to
occur over 100 miles to the east in Walla Walla County or several miles north in Kittitas County
(WDFW 2008). Wolverine are documented as occurring in Klickitat County, but no records are
known for the study area (WDFW 2020).

Northern Spotted Owl
Northern spotted owls require large tracts of mature forest with old-growth characteristics. The
nearest critical habitat for northern spotted owl is mapped more than 1 mile from the study area in
the Gifford Pinchot National Forest (USFWS 2020b). Spotted owl special emphasis areas are
mapped for the vicinity, but no records of spotted owl nest sites are known for the site (WDFW
2020).

Yellow-Billed Cuckoo
Yellow-billed cuckoos breed in large blocks of riparian woodlands with cottonwoods and
willows. The yellow-billed cuckoo is thought to have been extirpated from the state of
Washington, and no suitable habitat is present on-site (USFWS 2014).

5.2.3

State-Listed, Priority Species and Habitats

The only state-listed species known to occur on-site is the Western gray squirrel (WDFW 2020).
Elk are known to occur on-site and are mapped as occurring in the greater vicinity. Priority oak
habitat is also present.

Western Gray Squirrel
Five Western gray squirrel nest sites are mapped for the study area based on surveys conducted in
2014 by Longview Timberlands LLC (WDFW 2020; Longview Timberlands 2014). They require
mature conifers and oak trees for nesting and foraging, although in Klickitat County Western gray
squirrels tend to use conifers (ponderosa pines) for these life functions (Linders and Stinson
2007). Nest sites are constructed in tree canopies or in oak cavities using sticks, twigs, leaves, and
moss. Active nests are spherical and appear green, whereas older or inactive nests are brown and
in disrepair (Johnson, personal communication, 2020). Western gray squirrels may use the same
nest tree year after year, but they also establish new nest sites to be close to food resources and to
avoid predation (Linders and Stinson 2007).
Removal of active Western gray squirrel nest trees is prohibited under the Revised Code of
Washington (RCW) 77.15.130. Tree removal will require applying for a Forest Practices
Application (FPA) permit with DNR, who will notify WDFW of the need to conduct a sitespecific nest tree survey.
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Elk
Regular concentrations of elk are mapped for most of the site, with the exception of the far
eastern portion. Elk use a diversity of habitats, including meadows, wetlands, upland forests, and
riparian habitat for foraging, breeding, and migration. Despite the mapping, WDFW has indicated
that no regulatory requirements would apply for the proposed project because population
objectives for the area are being met (Bell, personal communication, 2020).

Oak Habitat
Oaks woodlands are mapped by WDFW for the southern portion of the site and are considered a
priority habitat because of the multitude of species supported by oak trees, including Western
gray squirrels, several woodpecker species, songbirds, and birds of prey. WDFW management
recommendations for oak woodlands include retaining large oak trees with well-formed crowns,
selectively thinning dense oak stands, and creating snags where possible to provide wildlife
habitat (Larsen and Morgan 1998). The management recommendations apply to the entire site
wherever stands of oak trees occur.
Oaks are found throughout the site in seven of the eleven identified forest types (Table 4, Wright
2020) and are shown in Figure 2. The oak woodlands along the steep slopes of the southern
portion of the site also contain scattered Douglas fir trees and ponderosa pine trees. The oak trees
on-site are mix of small and medium trees, with a few large trees found in the vicinity of
Wetlands 1 and 2 and in forest Type 3 along the southern project boundary.
TABLE 4
SUMMARY OF THE FOREST COVER TYPE DATA
Type

Acres

Species

DBH Rand (in)

Trees/Acre

Notes

1

11

Oak,df

2–26

537

Habitat

2

7

Oak,df,pp

2–35

700

Habitat

3

10

DF,oak,gf

3–44

382

Riparian buffers

4

6

PP,df,oak

3–12

559

Plantation

5

5

DF,pp,oak

8–30

145

Mature overstory

6

7

Oak,df

5–22

316

Oak stand – squirrel habitat

7

12

DF,pp

6–24

323

Plantation – shelterwood

8

9

DF,gf

7–24

227

Nice stand of timber

9

3

DF,pp

2–32

375

Timber

10

49

DF,pp

Seedlings

30

Plantation failure

11

1

Oak

6–15

25

Non-forest

Sum

120

NOTES:
DBH = diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above the ground line); DF = Douglas fir; PP = ponderosa pine; oak = Oregon white oak
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6. PROJECT IMPACTS ANALYSIS
6.1 Wetlands and Wetland Buffers
No fill or discharge of dredged material is proposed in wetlands as part of the project. Wetland 1,
originally created as a fire pond, may be used for fire suppression or utility purposes on an
infrequent basis. The pond is sustained by a perennial spring and/or groundwater expression and
use of it for emergency fires is not anticipated to adversely affect the functions and values of the
resource.
The proposed project has been designed to avoid impacts to wetland buffers by siting project
elements outside of standard buffers to the extent practicable, and through proposed buffer
averaging where complete avoidance is not practicable. As described in Section 5.1, there are two
wetlands in the project study area (Wetlands 1 and 2), both of which are rated Category 3 and
have 75-foot-wide standard buffers. The project as proposed would not encroach into the 75-foot
standard buffer for Wetland 2.
Proposed site access and tent sites would encroach on the 75-foot standard buffer of Wetland 1,
and a reduction of the buffer width to 50 feet is proposed along the eastern side of Wetland 1 to
accommodate the development. The buffer reduction would be offset by an increase in buffer
width to 100 feet on the north and west sides of the wetland, resulting in an overall increase in
Wetland 1 buffer area of 300 square feet (0.007 acres). Table 5 summarizes the wetland buffer
impacts and proposed buffer averaging. Refer also to Figure 2.
TABLE 5
WETLAND BUFFER IMPACTS
Wetland
Rating
Category

Standard
Buffer
Width

Buffer Area
with Standard
Width

Minimum Buffer
Width with Proposed
Buffer Averaging

Buffer Area with
Proposed Buffer
Averaging

Wetland 1

III

75 feet

1.41 acres

50 feet

1.42 acres

Wetland 2

III

75 feet

0.81 acres

N/A

N/A

Wetland ID

6.2 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
As described in Section 5.1, three streams and the White Salmon River are located on the project
property. The proposed project has been designed to completely avoid impacts to streams and
stream buffers. No new crossings of streams are proposed for vehicle or pedestrian access, and
tent sites will be located outside of stream buffers (Figure 2). No adverse impacts to streams
would result due to the project.
As described in Section 5.2.3, oak woodlands are mapped on the southern portion of the site, and
oak trees are found scattered throughout the property near Wetlands 1 and 2 and along Stream 2.
Construction of the proposed project will involve “field fitting” tent sites and other features to
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avoid impacts to oak trees. No oak trees would be directly cut/removed to accommodate
development, and excavations in oak tree root zones would be avoided. No negative impacts to
priority oak habitat would result due to the project.
As described in Section 5.2.3, there are five mapped Western gray squirrel nest sites on the
property based on documentation from previous formal surveys. The proposed project elements
have been designed and will be sited to ensure all surveyed Western gray squirrel nest trees will
be retained. Refer to Figure 2. Tree removal proposed as part of the FMP would require an up-todate survey of Western gray squirrel nest trees and any active nest recites would be retained as
part of the project. No adverse impacts to Western gray squirrels are anticipated.

7. LIMITATIONS
Within the limitations of schedule, budget, scope of work, and seasonal constraints, we warrant
that this study was conducted in accordance with generally accepted environmental science
practices, including the technical guidelines and criteria in effect at the time this study was
performed, as outlined in the Methods section. The results and conclusions of this report represent
the authors’ best professional judgment, based upon information provided by the project
proponent in addition to that obtained during the course of this study. No other warranty,
expressed or implied, is made.
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1. PROJECT AUTHORIZATION AND SCOPE
OF WORK
At the request of Under Canvas (UC), Environmental Science Associates, Inc., (ESA) delineated
water resources, assessed wetland functions, and prepared this technical report for the Columbia
River Gorge project located outside of Husum in Klickitat County, Washington. This report
describes the identification and delineation of water resources in the footprint of the proposed
project and immediate vicinity, as well as a discussion of regulatory implications associated with
construction of the proposed project. The purpose of the report is to provide sufficient
information to the County and permit agencies about existing water resource boundaries and
associated buffers to facilitate project approval. An analysis of impacts to critical areas is
presented in a different report.

2. STUDY AREA AND PROJECT
DESCRIPTION
The study area is a portion of an approximate 118-acre project site located between Husum and
BZ Corner, east of WA-141 in Section 12, Township 4 North, Range 10 East, of the Willamette
Meridian and Section 7, Township 4 North, Range 11 East. The 118 acres cover the southern half
of tax parcel 04101200002100 and parcel 04101200002101. The site is accessible off of Oak
Ridge Road, a designated county road, and a series of established logging roads.
The study area and vicinity are located in the foothills of the East Cascade Mountains where
average rainfall is approximately 27 inches per year. The area is typified by Oregon white
oak/ponderosa pine woodlands (Rocchio and Crawford 2015). The oak-pine ecological system
evolved with frequent, low-severity fires that maintained a relatively open canopy structure.
Commercial logging on-site and in the area has altered the oak-pine woodland habitat by
suppressing fire and introducing dense stands of Douglas fir, although remnant oak-pine stands
may be found in pockets on-site.
The project area is characterized by sloping topography, varying from gentle to moderate slopes,
with the steepest portions of the project area located toward the southwest near the White Salmon
River which traverses the southwestern portion of the site. Elevations range from approximately
550 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the river to approximately 1,200 feet msl midway along
the northern boundary of the project area.
Site alterations that have affected the presence, location, or geographic boundaries of wetlands or
waters in the study area include placement of fill to create a fire pond and soil compaction by
cattle. Cattle grazing and compaction is expected to cause somewhat diminished stream
hydrology.
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The project proposes to construct a luxury camping facility that would be seasonally operated
from April to October. Tents would be installed upon raised, permanent platforms but may be
taken down during the off season. The only permanent structure would be main lobby tent.

3. METHODS
Two levels of investigation were conducted for the analysis of wetlands in the project vicinity: a
review of existing information and an on-site investigation.

3.1 Review of Existing Information
A review of existing literature, maps, and other materials was conducted to identify wetlands or
site characteristics indicative of wetlands within the project area. These sources can only indicate
the likelihood of the presence of wetlands; actual wetland determinations must be based upon
data obtained from field investigations.
Several resources were reviewed:


Google Earth Pro imagery (1993 to 2018)



Klickitat County Critical Areas Ordinance (2013)



Hydrology and wildlife surveys (Longview Timberlands 2014)



National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Mapper (USFWS 2020)



Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Web Soil Survey (WSS) (USDA 2020)



U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) historical topographic maps: The Dalles, Oregon (1953);
Hood River, Washington (1982), available at
https://livingatlas.arcgis.com/topoexplorer/index.html

3.2 On-Site Investigation
3.2.1

Determining the Presence of Wetlands and
Delineating Wetland Boundaries

Methods defined in Regional Supplements to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 1987
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Corps 2010) were used to determine the extent of wetlands in the
study area. The methodology is based upon three essential characteristics of wetlands:
(1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric soils, and (3) wetland hydrology. Field indicators of these
three characteristics must all be present in order to determine that an area is a wetland (unless
problem areas or atypical situations are encountered).
Stream delineations also followed guidelines by the Corps and were based on the identification of
ordinary high water mark. Corps regulations define the term “ordinary high water mark” for
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purposes of the Clean Water Act lateral jurisdiction at 33 CFR 328.3(e), which states: “The term
ordinary high water mark means that line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water
and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank,
shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of
litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding
areas.”
The “routine on-site determination method” was used to determine wetland boundaries. The
routine method is used for areas equal to or less than 5 acres in size, or for larger areas with
relatively homogeneous vegetative, soil, and hydrologic properties.
Formal data plots were established where information regarding each of the three wetland
parameters (vegetation, soils, and hydrology) was recorded. This information was used to
distinguish wetlands from non-wetlands. Site-specific methods for delineating
wetlands/waterways in the study area consisted of first conducting a visual survey of ground
conditions followed by placement of sample plots in representative locations.
Common plant names are used throughout this text; the scientific names are presented in
Appendix B.

3.2.2

Classifying Wetlands

Two classification systems are commonly used to describe wetlands. The hydrogeomorphic
(HGM) system describes wetlands in terms of their position in the landscape and the movement
of water in the wetland (Brinson 1993). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service classification system
(Cowardin et al. 1979) describes wetlands in terms of their vegetation communities; these
include, for example, emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested community types.

3.2.3

Assessing Wetland Functions

Wetland and streams are regulated under the Klickitat County Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO).
Per the CAO, wetland functions, and required wetland buffers, are assessed based on the 2014
Department of Ecology (Ecology) Washington State Wetland Rating System for Eastern
Washington (Hruby 2014). Although this system is designed to rate wetlands, it is based on
whether a particular wetland performs a particular function and the relative level to which the
function is performed. An assessment of wetland functions is inherent in the rating system. This
system was developed by Ecology to differentiate wetlands based on their sensitivity to
disturbance, their significance, their rarity, our ability to replace them, and the beneficial
functions they provide to society.
Appendix C provides additional information about the Department of Ecology’s rating system
wetland categories and the completed rating forms for the project.
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4. REVIEW OF EXISTING INFORMATION
4.1 Precipitation
Precipitation for the 2020 water year (October 1, 2019, to June 10, 2020) for the vicinity totaled
19.78 inches (BOC 2020), which is below the normal range of the nearest complete WETS table
(NRCS 2000). Precipitation for the 2 weeks prior to field delineations totaled 0.24 inch, with
0.50 inch falling on June 9, the first of two days of field work.

4.2 Wetlands and Streams
The NWI depicts one of the three waterways delineated on-site. No wetlands appear on the NWI
map. The White Salmon River, which is outside the area of investigation, is mapped in the far
southwestern corner of the parcel. The White Salmon River, a Shoreline of the State, flows across
the southwestern portion of the 118-acre site at the base of a steep, rocky cliff.
Longview Timberlands maps two non-fish-bearing streams for the study area and a “fire pond”
located in the headwaters of the western stream. The mapping is in accordance with Washington
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) stream typing.

4.3 Soils
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) mapping of soils in the study area is shown
on Figure 4 and in Table 1. Soils mapped for the study area are well-drained, non-hydric cobbly
loams and ashy loams that lack hydric inclusions. The majority of the site is mapped as
Underwood ashy loam, 8% to 15% slopes, which formed on mountain slopes (USDA 2020).
TABLE 1
MAPPED SOIL UNITS IN THE STUDY AREA
Map
Unit
21

Map Unit Name

Percent of
Study Area

Landform

Drainage
Category

Hydric
Soil?

Hydric
Inclusions?

Rock outcrop, 0% to 3% slopes

0.3

Rocky
outcrops

Well-drained

No

No

Beezee cobbly loam, 30% to 65%
slopes

3.2

Canyons

Well-drained

No

No

Underwood ashy loam, 8% to 15%;
15% to 30%; 30% to 50% slopes

63.6

Mountain
slopes

Well-drained

No

No

77

McGowan ashy loam, 8% to 15%
slopes

17.9

Plateaus

Well-drained

No

No

86B & D

Chemawa ashy loam, 8% to 15%
slopes

15

Terraces

Well-drained

No

No

32B
76A–C

SOURCE: USDA 2020.
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5. RESULTS OF FIELD INVESTIGATION
The following sections describe the results of the water resource field investigations conducted by
ESA scientists Sarah Hartung, PWS and Luke Johnson on June 9 and 10, 2020. Field efforts were
focused within the proposed project footprint and did not include the eastern half of the site or the
northwest or southwest corners.

5.1 Overview
ESA identified two wetlands (Wetlands 1 and 2) and three streams (Streams 1, 2, and 3) within
the study area during field investigations (Table 2, Figures 5.0 to 5.2). The results of the
functional assessment for both wetlands are presented in Appendix C, and data sheets are
provided in Appendix D. Wetland boundaries were mapped using tablet collectors paired with
Bluetooth Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS)-enabled devices capable of submeter
accuracy.
TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF WATER RESOURCES DELINEATED FOR THE STUDY AREA
Cowardin
Class

Standard CAO
Buffer (feet)

Depressional, outflow

PAB

75

Depressional, outflow

PEM/PSS

75

Non-fish-bearing, seasonal (Ns)

—

25

—

Non-fish bearing, seasonal and perennial (Ns and Np)

—

25–50

—

Non-fish bearing, seasonal (Ns)

—

25

Water
Resource*

Area
(Acres)

Wetland 1

0.25

Wetland 2

0.04

Stream 1

—

Stream 2
Stream 3

HGM Type*

* Excludes the White Salmon River in the southwest corner of the 118-acre parcel.
** The regulated buffer width depends on the score or category determined by Ecology’s Wetland Rating System for Eastern
Washington (Hruby 2014).

5.2 Wetland Delineations
5.2.1

Wetland 1

Overview: Wetland 1 is a 0.25-acre, palustrine aquatic bed (PAB), depressional feature with
steep earthen berms along its western, southern and eastern boundaries. The north side lacks a
berm and is on moderate slope below a logging road embankment. The wetland was likely
originally a swale at the headwaters of an unnamed stream (Stream 1) that was altered to create a
water source for fire suppression. DNR maps the feature as a “fire pond.” Sample plot (SP 1)
characterizes wetland conditions, while SP 2 characterizes the adjacent upland. Only one set of
paired plots was established for this feature because it is clearly defined by topography (i.e.,
steep, earthen berms).
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Vegetation: The dominant Cowardin class of Wetland 1 is PAB, with narrow fringes of emergent
(PEM) and scrub-shrub (PSS) vegetation located along the northern boundary. The PAB plant
community is dominated by floating pond weed which covers more than half of the wetland. The
PEM plant community, which also occurs in patches along the southern boundary, is dominated
by soft rush, dagger-leaf rush, and Chamisso sedge, common spikerush and American brooklime.
The PSS community is dominated by cherry, apple and oak saplings. The wetland has the
appearance of being forested; however, the Douglas fir trees, red alders and Oregon white oak
trees are rooted just above the wetland boundary on relatively steep slopes.
Soils: Soils were a silty clay and met the Redox Dark Surface (F6) hydric soil indicator. Cattle
grazing has compacted the soils causing deep ruts in the northeast portion of the wetland.
Hydrology: The pond is inundated year-round with depths averaging 3 to 4 feet. The main source
of hydrology for the pond is likely a spring or groundwater expression with some input from
overland flow and precipitation. Water levels in the pond are maintained by two outlets - a lower
elevation 18-inch-diameter pipe that was continuously discharging water during the June field
visit and a higher 12-inch-diameter overflow pipe that was dry.
Wetland Functions and Classifications: Using Ecology’s Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Eastern Washington (Hruby 2014), Wetland 1 received an overall score of 18 points,
which qualifies it as a Category III wetland. The wetland scored moderate (6 points) for water
quality improvements because of a restricted outlet, moderate abundance of ungrazed plants, and
extent of seasonal ponding. Wetland 1 scored low to moderate (5 points) for hydrologic functions,
primarily due to the constricted outlet and relative size of the contributing drainage basin (10 to
100 times the area of the unit) as well as the fact that the wetland receives runoff from upslope
sources.
The wetland scored moderate to high (7 points) for habitat function. This is due to the moderate
diversity of habitat structure, relatively low intensity land uses in the vicinity and the presence of
two priority habitats within 100 meters (oak habitat and riparian habitat). The wetland had a few
pieces of small downed wood but snags were lacking and it was deemed too small and isolated to
support beaver or muskrat. Bullfrogs are anticipated to be present in the pond, but less than
0.25 acres of oviposition sites are available for native amphibians.

5.2.2

Wetland 2

Overview: Wetland 2 is a 0.04-acre, (PSS)/(PEM) depressional feature located just downslope of
Wetland 1. The area where Wetland 2 occurs is mapped as a perennial stream, however; the
feature functions more as a wetland because a berm at the south end backwaters discharge from
Wetland 1. Sample plot (SP 3) characterizes wetland conditions, while SP 4 characterizes the
adjacent upland. Only one set of paired plots was established for this feature because it is small
and relatively well-defined by topography.
Vegetation: The wetland contains both PEM and PSS plant communities. The PEM plant
community fringes a small, inundated depression at the center of the wetland, and is dominated
by Chamisso sedge, slough sedge, and American brooklime. The PSS community is dominated
Under Canvas Columbia River Gorge
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by Himalayan blackberry and clustered wild rose. Blackberry vines overhang the ponded area.
Cattle regularly cross the southern boundary of the wetland which is largely devoid of vegetation
in that area.
Soils: Soils consisted of silty clay loam and sandy silt loam and also met the Redox Dark Surface
(F6) hydric soil indicator.
Hydrology: The primary source of hydrology for Wetland 2 is overflow from Wetland 1. The
low flow outlet pipe from Wetland 1 was continuously discharging water into a 1- to 2-foot
channel at the north end of Wetland 2. The channel is absorbed by a small but deep ponded area
at the center of the wetland. Ponding seems influenced by a small earthen berm that is obscured
by Himalayan blackberry and rose.
Wetland Functions and Classifications: Wetland 2 was also assessed as a Category III wetland
with an overall score of 18 points using Washington State Wetland Rating System for Eastern
Washington. Although Wetland 2 is smaller than Wetland 1, it also has relatively diverse habitat
structure, various hydroperiods and is positioned in the landscape near relatively undisturbed
habitat and low to moderate land use intensity.

5.3 Wetland Buffer Requirements
The County’s CAO establishes buffer standards for wetlands based on the wetland category. Per
the CAO, a Category III wetland requires a standard buffer width of 75 feet. Reducing the buffer
to a minimum of 50 feet along some areas of the wetland boundary is allowed as long as the
overall acreage of the buffer is maintained. The wetland buffer is shown on Figures 5.0–5.2

5.4 Stream Delineation
ESA identified three streams (Streams 1, 2, and 3) within the study area during field
investigations (Figures 5.0 to 5.2). Waterway boundaries were mapped using tablet collectors
paired with Bluetooth GNSS-enabled devices capable of submeter accuracy.

5.4.1

Stream 1

Stream 1 is a seasonal waterway (Ns) with a 25-foot buffer that flows south from Wetland 2,
although no water was present during the June 2020 field visit. The stream channel ranges in
width from 3 to 6 feet with some areas as wide as 10 feet. Channel substrate is silt loam with
deposits of leaf litter and small downed wood. OHWM indicators include faint scour marks and
flattened vegetation.
DNR maps the waterway as a non-fish bearing, perennial waterway, but the lack of flowing water
in the channel during the June 2020 visit warrants a change in status to seasonal, and possibly
ephemeral. Hydrology has been affected by the earthen berm in Wetland 2 and compaction from
livestock. The vegetated corridor adjacent to Stream 1 consists of a mature forest dominated by
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Douglas fir and Oregon white oak. The understory is relatively dense and consists of several
native shrubs including deer brush, rose, and oceanspray.

5.4.2

Stream 2

Stream 2 begins as a seasonal drainageway in the north-central portion of the site and transitions
to a perennial waterway about halfway through the site. Channel substrate at the north end is silty
clay loam with leaf litter deposits. OHWM indicators include faint scour marks. The northern
reach of the stream was dry during the June field visit and substantially altered by cattle.
The perennial transition point is marked by the presence of flowing water, scour marks, and
hydrophytic plants growing in the channel (soft rush). Channel substrate in the southern reach
consists of silt, clay and small gravels. Few trees and shrubs are present at the northern end of the
stream which has been heavily impacted by cattle grazing and/or drought conditions. The
vegetated corridor along the perennial reach of the stream is in relatively good condition with
dense cover by Oregon white oaks and red alder trees.

5.4.3

Stream 3

Stream 3 is a seasonal waterway (Ns) with a 25-foot buffer that originates in the southeastern
portion of the study area. No water was present during the June 2020 field visit. The stream
channel ranges in width from 1 to 3 feet and consisted of silts and clays with deposits of small
downed wood. The stream flows south of site and ultimately joins the White Salmon River.

5.5 Upland and Surrounding Area
Due to impacts from current cattle grazing and clear-cutting in 2014, upland habitat in the vicinity is
moderately degraded. Adjacent uplands contained a mix of upland and hydrophytic plant species but
lacked hydric soils and wetland hydrology. The vegetated corridor around Wetland 1 is dominated
by a stand of Douglas fir, red alder, and Oregon white oak trees. The understory has been heavily
disturbed by cattle and is dominated by clustered wild rose, deer brush, Himalayan blackberry (nonnative/invasive), poison oak (native), red-osier dogwood, and dull Oregon grape. Groundcover is
sparse and includes a mix of native and non-native grasses and herbs. The habitat adjacent to
Wetland 2 is a mix of Himalayan blackberry, pasture grasses and sparse shrubs and trees.

6. REGULATORY IMPLICATIONS
Water resources are regulated at the federal, state, and local levels and are considered potentially
jurisdictional until determined otherwise by the resource agencies. Agencies with jurisdiction
include the Corps, Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), and Klickitat County.
Development projects that impact wetlands or their buffers require permits and approvals from
multiple agencies. Agencies typically require applicants to avoid and minimize impacts before
development approval is granted. Compensatory mitigation is usually required for any impacts
that cannot be completely avoided.
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At a federal level, the Corps regulates wetlands and streams (i.e., defined as waters of the U.S.)
under the Clean Water Act, and projects that propose the excavation or fill of these features
require a Section 404 permit. Wetlands are also regulated under Section 401 of the Clean Water
Act, which is administered by Ecology. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) regulates activities in state waters such as streams and lakes. Any project that requires
in‐stream or in‐lake work would require a Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) from WDFW.
No fill or discharge of dredged material is proposed in wetlands or waterways on-site, and
therefore no permitting is anticipated. Road widening that does not extend the existing road berm
below ordinary high water or into wetlands would not require permitting. However, any culvert
replacement would likely require coordination and possibly permitting with the Corps and
WDFW.
At a local level, wetland and buffer impacts are regulated by Klickitat County under the CAO.
Klickitat County allows buffer averaging as a method of avoiding buffer impacts while
maintaining the same amount of buffer acreage around the wetland.

7. LIMITATIONS
Within the limitations of schedule, budget, scope-of-work, and seasonal constraints, we warrant
that this study was conducted in accordance with generally accepted environmental science
practices, including the technical guidelines and criteria in effect at the time this study was
performed, as outlined in the Methods section. The results and conclusions of this report represent
the authors’ best professional judgment, based upon information provided by the project
proponent in addition to that obtained during the course of this study. No other warranty,
expressed or implied, is made.
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Photo: 1

Looking: Southwest

Notes: Wetland 1 with PAB, PEM and PSS
plant communities, June 2020.

Low flow outlet to
Wetland 2

Photo: 2

Looking: East

Notes: Southern boundary of Wetland 1
approximated by the blue dashed line. Note
steep earthen berm and Douglas fir above the
boundary.

Earthen berm
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Photo: 3

Looking: South

Notes: Wetland 2 with PEM/PSS plant
communities. A small ponded area is
obscured by the sedges and blackberry.

Photo: 4

Looking: South

Notes: Wetland 2 and inundated area.

Ponded area
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Photo: 5

Looking: Southeast

Notes: Large Oregon white oaks in the
southeastern buffer of Wetlands 1 and 2.

Photo: 6

Looking: South
(downstream)

Notes: Stream 1 approximated by the blue
lines. Channel lacked surface water in June
2020 and extends south from Wetland 2.
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Photo: 7

Looking: South
(downstream)

Notes: Dry channel in the upper reach of
Stream 2, June 2020. A scour hole has
formed above the inlet due to a damaged
outlet.
Main access road

Photo: 8

Looking: South
(downstream)
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Notes: Stream 2 lacked surface water in the
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Photo: 9

Looking: South
(downstream)

Notes: Stream 2 approximated by the blue
lines, downstream of perennial initiation
point.

Photo: 10

Looking: South
(downstream)

Notes: Stream 2 near the southern study area
limits with flowing water, scour marks,
cobbles and gravels.
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Photo: 11

Looking: West

Notes: Vegetated corridor of Stream 2
(approx. by the blue lines) near the perennial
initiation point mid-way through the site.

Photo: 12

Looking: South

Notes: Oak trees at the edge of the
southeastern lobe of the proposed
development footprint, June 2020.
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Photo: 13

Looking: North (upstream)

Notes: Upper reach of Stream 3 which lacked
surface water in June 2020.

Photo: 14

Looking: North (upstream)

Notes: Stream 3 centerline approximated by
the blue line, June 2020. Oak/fir forest on the
right side of the image.
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Appendix B
Common and Scientific Names
of Plants Identified during Site
Visit

Appendix B

TABLE B-1
PLANT SPECIES LIST FOR THE UNDER CANVAS COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE IDENTIFIED ON JANUARY 5, 2016
Common Name

Scientific Name

Wetland Indicator Status*

Trees
big-leaf maple

Acer macrophyllum

FACU

black cottonwood

Populus trichocarpa (Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa)

Douglas fir

Pseudotsuga menziesii

red alder

Alnus rubra

Ponderosa pine

Pinus ponderosa

FACU

western hemlock

Tsuga heterophylla

FACU

western red cedar

Thuja plicata

Plum/cherry species

Prunus sp.

FAC
FACU
FAC

FAC
FACU

Shrubs
clustered wild rose

Rosa pisocarpa

FAC

common snowberry

Symphoricarpos albus

FACU

deer brush

Ceanothus integerrimus

FACU

Douglas' spirea

Spiraea douglasii

FACW

Himalayan blackberry

Rubus discolor (Rubus armenicus)

Oceanspray

Holodiscus discolor

poison oak

Rhus diversiloba (Toxicodendron diversilobum)

red-osier dogwood

Cornus sericea

salmonberry

Rubus spectabilis

FAC
FACU
NL
FACW
FAC

Scot's broom

Cytisus scoparius

vine maple

Acer circinatum

FAC

NL

common cattail

Typha latifolia

OBL

Chamisso sedge

Carex pachystachya

FAC

Common spikerush

Eleocharis palustris

OBL

creeping buttercup

Ranunculus repens

FACW

Dagger-leaf sedge

Carex ensifolius

FACW

Common spikerush

Eleocharis palustris

OBL

duckweed

Lemna minor

OBL

field horsetail

Equisetum arvense

FAC

hardstem bulrush

Scirpus acutus

OBL

Piggyback plant

Tolmiea menziesii

FAC

pondweed

Potamogeton spp.

OBL

climbing nightshade

Solanum dulcamara

FACU

reed canarygrass

Phalaris arundinacea

FACW

Slender rush

Juncus tenuis

OBL

slough sedge

Carex obnupta

OBL

soft rush

Juncus effusus

FACW

Herbs
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Appendix B

TABLE B-1
PLANT SPECIES LIST FOR THE UNDER CANVAS COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE IDENTIFIED ON JANUARY 5, 2016
Common Name

Scientific Name

Wetland Indicator Status*

NOTES:
* Key to Wetland Indicator Status codes – Northwest Region (SOURCES: USFWS 1988, 1993):
OBL
Obligate: species that almost always occur wetlands under natural conditions (est. probability >99%).
FACW Facultative wetland: species that usually occur in wetlands (est. probability 67 to 99%), but are occasionally found in nonwetlands.
Facultative: Species that are equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (est. probability 34 to 66%).
FAC
FACU Facultative upland: species that usually occur in non-wetlands (est. probability 67 to 99%), but are occasionally found in
wetlands.
UPL
Upland: species that almost always occur in non-wetlands under normal conditions (est. probability >99%).
NL
Not listed: species that are not listed by USFWS (1988, 1993) and are presumed to be upland species.
NI
No indicator: species for which insufficient information is available to determine status, or which were not evaluated by
USFWS.

Under Canvas Columbia River Gorge
Water Resources Delineation Report

B-2

ESA / D201901456.06
June 2020

Appendix C
Washington State Wetland
Rating System and Rating
Forms

Appendix C

Washington State Wetland Rating System
The observed wetlands were rated using the Washington State Department of Ecology’s Wetland
Rating System for Eastern Washington (Hruby 2004). This system was developed by Ecology to
differentiate wetlands based on their sensitivity to disturbance, their significance, their rarity, our
ability to replace them, and the beneficial functions they provide to society. Wetlands are
categorized using the Ecology rating system according to the following criteria:


Category I wetlands represent a unique or rare wetland type; or are more sensitive to
disturbance; or are relatively undisturbed and contain ecological attributes that are impossible
to replace within a human lifetime.



Category II wetlands are difficult, though not impossible, to replace, and provide high levels
of some functions.



Category III wetlands have a moderate level of function. They have been disturbed in some
ways, and are often less diverse or more isolated from other natural resources in the
landscape than Category II wetlands.



Category IV wetlands have the lowest levels of functions and are often heavily disturbed.

In 2014, Ecology updated the rating system (Hruby 2014). However, wetland ratings performed
prior to January 1, 2015, using the 2004 rating system are still considered valid (Ecology 2015).
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Appendix D
Wetland Determination Data
Sheets

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region
Project/Site: Under Canvas CRG
Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Husum/Klickitat

Under Canvas

State:

Investigator(s): S. Hartung, L. Johnson

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

WA

Sampling Date:

9-Jun-2020

Sampling Point:

SP1

S12. T4N, R10E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Subregion (LRR): A
Lat: 45.843325
Soil Map Unit Name: Underwood ashy loam, 8 to 15% slopes

Slope (%):

Long: 121.494133
NWI classification: NA

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Yes

X No

2

Datum: --

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

X

No

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soil Present?

Yes
Yes

X
X

No
No

Is the Sampled Area

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

X

No

within a Wetland?

Remarks:

Yes

No

X

North edge of pond

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute
% Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

5

(A)

2.
3.
4.

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

6

(B)

83.33

(A/B)

Tree Stratum

(Plot size:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

30' R)

(Plot size:

= Total Cover

30' R)

1. Prunus emarginata
2. Malus fusca
3. Quercus garryana

Percent of Dominant Species

5

1

FACU

5

1

FACW

5

1

FACU

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
Prevalence Index worksheet:

4.

Total % Cover of:

5.

OBL species

x 1=

FACW species
FAC species

x 2=
x 3=

FACW

FACU species

x 4=

FACW

UPL species

15

= Total Cover

1. Juncus effusus
2. Juncus ensifolius

30

1

25

1

3. Veronica americana
4. Mimulus guttatus

20

1

OBL

Herb Stratum

(Plot size:

5'

Multiply by:

R)

5

OBL

5. Carex pachystachya
6. Holcus mollis

5
5

FAC
FACW

7. Prunella vulgaris

5

FACU

x 5=

Column Totals:

(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

0

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
1- Rapid Test For Hydrophytic Vegetation
X 2- Dominance Test is >50%

8.

1

3- Prevalence Index is ≤3.0

9.

1
4- Morphological Adaptations (Provide supporting

10.
11.

95

Woody Vine Stratum

(Plot size:

30'

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1
5- Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
(Explain)
Problematic
Hydrophytic
Vegetation
6-

= Total Cover

R)
1

1.
2.

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Yes

X

No

Present?
Remarks:

Douglas fir trees, red alder's and Oregon white oak rooted above the wetland boundary

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0

Sampling Point:

SOIL

SP1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth

Matrix

(inches)
0-16

Redox Features
%
96

Color (moist)
10YR3/1

Color (moist)
7.5YR3/4

Type1
C

%
4

Loc2
PL

Texture
Si cl

1

2

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Remarks
si cl

Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

2 cm Muck (A10)

X Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

3

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Redox Depressions (F8)

unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes

X

No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

X Surface Water (A1)
X High Water Table (A2)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

X Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1)

Salt Crust (B11)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2)
Drift Deposits (B3)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery(B7)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?

Yes

X

No

Depth (Inches):

Water Table Present?

Yes

X

No

Depth (Inches):

Saturation Present?

Yes

X

No

Depth (Inches):

1
1

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

X No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
Remarks:

Surface water within 5 feet

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region
Project/Site: Under Canvas CRG
Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Husum/Klickitat

Under Canvas

State:

Investigator(s): S. Hartung, L. Johnson

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

WA

Sampling Date:

9-Jun-2020

Sampling Point:

SP2

S12. T4N, R10E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Subregion (LRR): A
Lat: 45.843379
Soil Map Unit Name: Underwood ashy loam, 8 to 15% slopes

Slope (%):

Long: 121.494031
NWI classification: NA

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Yes

X No

2

Datum:

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

X

No

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soil Present?

Yes
Yes

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

Remarks:

X

No
No

X

Is the Sampled Area

No

X

within a Wetland?

No

Yes

X

Upslope, north of pond

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute
% Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1. Quercus garryana

40

1

FACU

2. Pinus ponderosa
3.
4.

2

Tree Stratum

(Plot size:

30' R)

= Total Cover

35

1

FAC

10

1

FAC

20
15

1

4. Quercus garryana

FAC
FACU

5. Unk lavender flower

20

1

FACU

100

= Total Cover

20

1

(Plot size:

30' R)

1. Rosa nutkana
2. Rosa pisocarpa
3. Toxicodendron diversilobum

Herb Stratum

(Plot size:

5'

(A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

7

(B)

57.14

(A/B)

Percent of Dominant Species

5

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of:

x 1=

FACW species
FAC species

x 2=
x 3=

FACU

FACU species

x 4=

FACU

UPL species

x 5=

Column Totals:

3.
4.
5.

(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

6.

0

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
1- Rapid Test For Hydrophytic Vegetation
X 2- Dominance Test is >50%

7.
8.

1

3- Prevalence Index is ≤3.0

9.

1
4- Morphological Adaptations (Provide supporting

10.
11. Oak fern
Woody Vine Stratum

Multiply by:

OBL species

R)

1. Prunella vulgaris
2. Fragaria virginiana

4

FACU

42

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

5
(Plot size:

1. Rubus armeniacus

30'

30

= Total Cover

5

1

R)

2.

FAC

1

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
5

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1
5- Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
(Explain)
Problematic
Hydrophytic
Vegetation
6-

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Yes

X

No

Present?
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0

Sampling Point:

SOIL

SP2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
(inches)
0-8

Matrix
Color (moist)
7.5YR3/3

Redox Features
%
92

Color (moist)
5YR4/6

Type1
C

%
8

Loc2
M

Texture
Si cl lo

1

2

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Remarks

Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Redox Depressions (F8)

unless disturbed or problematic.

3

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

No

Yes

X

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

Surface Water (A1)
High Water Table (A2)

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1)

Salt Crust (B11)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2)
Drift Deposits (B3)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery(B7)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?

Yes

No

X

Depth (Inches):

NA

Water Table Present?

Yes

No

X

Depth (Inches):

NA

Saturation Present?

Yes

No

X

Depth (Inches):

NA

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No X

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
Remarks:
US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region
Project/Site: Under Canvas CRG
Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Husum/Klickitat

Under Canvas

State:

Investigator(s): S. Hartung, L. Johnson

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

WA

Sampling Date:

9-Jun-2020

Sampling Point:

SP3

S12. T4N, R10E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Subregion (LRR): A
Lat: 45.843305
Soil Map Unit Name: Underwood ashy loam, 8 to 15% slopes

Slope (%):

Long: 121.494631
NWI classification: NA

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Yes

X No

2

Datum:

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

X

No

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soil Present?

Yes
Yes

X
X

No
No

Is the Sampled Area

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

X

No

within a Wetland?

Remarks:

Yes

No

X

South of pond

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute
% Cover

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

6

(A)

2.
3.
4.

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

6

(B)

100.00

(A/B)

Tree Stratum

(Plot size:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

30' R)

(Plot size:

= Total Cover

30' R)

1. Prunus emarginata
2. Populus balsamifera
3. Rosa pisocarpa

2

Percent of Dominant Species
FACU

8

1

FAC

20

1

FAC

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
Prevalence Index worksheet:

4.

Total % Cover of:

5.
Herb Stratum

(Plot size:

5'

30

= Total Cover

30

1

25

1

20

1

OBL species

x 1=

FACW species
FAC species

x 2=
x 3=

FAC

FACU species

x 4=

OBL

UPL species

OBL

Column Totals:

R)

1. Carex pachystachya
2. Carex obnupta
3. Veronica americana
4.
5.

x 5=
(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

6.

0

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
1- Rapid Test For Hydrophytic Vegetation
X 2- Dominance Test is >50%

7.
8.

1

3- Prevalence Index is ≤3.0

9.

1
4- Morphological Adaptations (Provide supporting

10.
11.
Woody Vine Stratum

Multiply by:

(Plot size:

1. Rubus armeniacus

30'

75

= Total Cover

30

1

R)

2.

FAC

1

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
30

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1
5- Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
(Explain)
Problematic
Hydrophytic
Vegetation
6-

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Yes

X

No

Present?
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0

Sampling Point:

SOIL

SP3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth

Matrix

Redox Features

(inches)
0-3

Color (moist)
10YR3/2

%
100

Color (moist)

%

Type1

Loc2

3-16

10YR3/1

95

10YR3/4

5

C

PL

Texture
Si cl lo
Sa si lo

1

2

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Remarks

Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

2 cm Muck (A10)

X Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

3

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Redox Depressions (F8)

unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes

X

No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

X Surface Water (A1)
X High Water Table (A2)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

X Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1)

Salt Crust (B11)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2)
Drift Deposits (B3)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery(B7)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?

Yes

X

No

Depth (Inches):

1

Water Table Present?

Yes

X

No

Depth (Inches):

4

Saturation Present?

Yes

X

No

Depth (Inches):

1

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

X No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
Remarks:

Surface water within 1 ft, low bed and banks through wetland.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region
Project/Site: Under Canvas CRG
Applicant/Owner:

City/County: Husum/Klickitat

Under Canvas

State:

Investigator(s): S. Hartung, L. Johnson

Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

WA

Sampling Date:

9-Jun-2020

Sampling Point:

SP4

S12. T4N, R10E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Subregion (LRR): A
Lat: 45.843282
Soil Map Unit Name: Underwood ashy loam, 8 to 15% slopes

Slope (%):

Long: 121.494528
NWI classification: NA

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Yes

X No

2

Datum:

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

Are Vegetation

Soil

or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

X

No

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soil Present?

Yes
Yes

No
No

X
X

Is the Sampled Area

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No

X

within a Wetland?

No

Yes

X

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute
% Cover

Dominant
Species?

1. Pseudotsuga menziesii

40

1

2. Prunus virginiana
3.
4.

5

Tree Stratum

(Plot size:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum

30' R)

(Plot size:

FACU

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

2

(A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

4

(B)

50.00

(A/B)

FACU

45

= Total Cover

35

1

30' R)

1. Rosa pisocarpa

Indicator
Status

Percent of Dominant Species
FAC

2.
3.

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
Prevalence Index worksheet:

4.

Total % Cover of:

5.
Herb Stratum

(Plot size:

5'

35

= Total Cover

10

1

R)

1. Prunella vulgaris

FACU

Multiply by:

OBL species

x 1=

FACW species
FAC species

x 2=
x 3=

FACU species

x 4=

2.

UPL species

3.

Column Totals:

4.
5.

x 5=
(A)

(B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

6.

0

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

7.

1- Rapid Test For Hydrophytic Vegetation

8.

2- Dominance Test is >50%

9.

3- Prevalence Index is ≤3.0

1

1
4- Morphological Adaptations (Provide supporting

10.
5

11.
Woody Vine Stratum

(Plot size:

1. Rubus armeniacus

30'

15

= Total Cover

60

1

R)

2.

FAC

1

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
60

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1
5- Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1
(Explain)
Problematic
Hydrophytic
Vegetation
6-

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Yes

No

X

Present?
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast - Version 2.0

Sampling Point:

SOIL

SP4

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth
(inches)
0-16

Matrix
Color (moist)
7.5YR3/3

Redox Features
%
98

Color (moist)
10YR3/6

Type1
C

%
2

Loc2
M

Texture
Si cl lo

1

2

Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Remarks

Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

2 cm Muck (A10)
Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Redox Depressions (F8)

unless disturbed or problematic.

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

3

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

No

Yes

X

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

Surface Water (A1)
High Water Table (A2)

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1)

Salt Crust (B11)
Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2)
Drift Deposits (B3)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery(B7)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?

Yes

No

X

Depth (Inches):

NA

Water Table Present?

Yes

No

X

Depth (Inches):

NA

Saturation Present?

Yes

No

X

Depth (Inches):

NA

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes

No X

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
Remarks:
US Army Corps of Engineers
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Appendix B – Traffic Memo

UNDER CANVAS TRAFFIC ACCESS AND IMPACT STUDY
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

June 8, 2020

TO:

Caitlan Cullen | Under Canvas

FROM:

Reah Flisakowski | DKS Associates

SUBJECT: Under Canvas Columbia River Gorge Traffic Access and
Impact Study

Project #20029-000

This memorandum presents the traffic access and impact study conducted for the proposed Under
Canvas Columbia River Gorge development, located in Klickitat County, Washington.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Under Canvas is proposing to construct a camping facility located near the community of Husum
located on the southern half of APN 04101200002100 and 04101200002101. The proposed site
would be accessed by a single driveway on Oak Ridge Road approximately 4.3 miles north of the
intersection of SR 141 and Oak Ridge Road. The proposed development would include up to 95
tents with construction phased over time. The site will provide onsite dining and camp amenities
and offsite activities.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project site is located in a rural setting surrounded by single family homes on large lots and
forest land. The major roadways in the study area are SR 141, Oak Ridge Road and BZ Glenwood
Highway. A field visit to the study area was conducted on Saturday, May 30, 2020 to inventory the
facilities and observe transportation conditions.
The Klickitat County Regional Transportation Plan1 provides rural functional classifications for the
key roadway system. SR 141 is a State Route and classified as a local rural principal arterial. It
provides two paved travel lanes (one in each direction) with a 55 mile per hour posted speed limit.
BZ Glenwood Highway is classified as a rural major collector and provides two paved travel lanes

1

Klickitat County Regional Transportation Plan, Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council, Amended February
2012.

(one in each direction) with a 35 mile per hour posted speed. There are no sidewalks, bike lanes or
transit facilities in the study area.
Oak Ridge Road is classified as a local facility and provides two travel lanes (one in each direction)
with a 35 mile per hour posted speed near SR 141 and a 25 mile per hour posted speed to the
north. Oak Ridge Road has a paved surface on the south end near SR 141 and the north end near
BZ Highway. There is a gravel surface for the middle segment near the project site. The available
roadway width can safely accommodate two vehicles (passenger vehicles and large trucks) passing
(one in each direction).
Due to topography, the roadway has several segments with steep grades and sharp curves which
require reduced vehicle travel speeds. Oak Ridge Road is also used by the community for walking,
jogging and biking recreational trips. During the field visit, several pedestrians were observed
walking on the shoulder of the road with adequate room for vehicles to safely pass.
The characteristics of key roadways in the study area are summarized in Table 1.
TABLE 1: KEY ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS
FUNCTIONAL
CLASSIFICATION
SR 141

LANES

POSTED
SPEED

SIDEWALKS

BIKE
LANES

2

55 mph

No

No

Local

2

25 mph

No

No

Rural Major Collector

2

35 mph

No

No

State Route
Rural Principal Arterial

OAK RIDGE ROAD

BZ HIGHWAY

The traffic impact study focused the operations analysis on three study intersection locations as
requested by the County:
•

SR 141/Oak Ridge Road

•

SR 141/BZ Glenwood Highway/Sprinkle Lane

•

Oak Ridge Road/BZ Glenwood Highway
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The intersection of SR 141 and Oak Ridge Road has
three approach legs, westbound Oak Ridge Road is at a
sharp angle to SR 141. The westbound Oakridge Road
approach is stop controlled, while SR 141 is
uncontrolled in both directions. Eastbound Husum
Street intersects SR 141 approximately 100-feet south
of Oak Ridge Road (measured centerline to centerline).
A bridge over the White Salmon River is just north of
the intersection.
The intersection of SR 141 and BZ Glenwood Highway
has four approaches. The westbound BZ Highway and
eastbound Sprinkle Lane approaches are stop
controlled, while SR 141 is uncontrolled in both
directions.

FIGURE 1: SR 141/OAK RIDGE ROAD
INTERSECTION

The intersection of Oak Ridge Road and BZ Glenwood Highway has three approaches. The
northbound Oakridge Road approach is stop controlled, while BZ Glenwood Highway is uncontrolled
in both directions.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Existing traffic volumes were obtained from a previous nearby development traffic study and
counts collected by Klickitat County. The Husum Hills Ranch Subdivision study2 collected weekday
PM peak hour counts in 2018 at the SR 141/Fairway Drive and SR 141/Husum Hills Drive
intersections. These intersections are located on SR 141 just south of the Oak Ridge Road
intersection. The 2018 count data provided weekday PM peak hour volumes on SR 141 that were
used to estimate the weekday PM peak hour turn movement volumes at the SR 141 and Oak Ridge
Road intersection. A one percent per year growth rate was applied to the 2018 count data to
estimate current 2020 volumes.
The County provided vehicle counts at three locations along Oak Ridge Road: between SR 141 and
Rattlesnake Road, north of Rattlesnake Road and south of BZ Glenwood Highway. Weekday counts
(Monday through Friday) from June 2019 were provided for 12-hour count periods (midnight to
noon and noon to midnight). For this analysis, the count data collected in mid-June was adjusted3
by applying a 16 percent increase to represent peak seasonal conditions in late July. The available
County count data did not include the weekday PM peak period. For this analysis, it was assumed
the weekday PM peak hour volume was 15 percent of the daily count. These volumes were used to
estimate the weekday PM peak hour turn movement volumes at the remaining study intersections.
A one percent per year growth rate was applied to the 2019 count data to estimate current 2020

2

Husum Hills Ranch Subdivision Traffic Impact Study, H. Lee and Associates, January 4, 2019.

3

Peak Hour Report, WSDOT Transportation Data, GIS & Modeling Office, Year 2018, based on SR 14 MP 100.64 data.
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volumes. An additional one percent per year growth rate was also applied to the 2020 volumes to
estimate 2021 future volumes at the study intersections.
Count data provided by Klickitat County included a vehicle classification survey of Oak Ridge Road.
The average heavy vehicle4 percentages surveyed were 16 percent for the segment between SR
141 and Rattlesnake Road, 23 percent for the segment north of Rattlesnake Road and 12 percent
for the segment just south of BZ Glenwood Highway. Heavy vehicles on Oak Ridge Road are
primarily logging and agricultural trucks.

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATE

Due to the unique characteristics of the proposed Under Canvas project, this vehicle trip generation
estimate is not based on ITE Trip Generation Manual rates. Available ITE trip generations rates for
similar land use types, such as hotels and campsites, do not accurately represent the trip potential
for the proposed project.
Under Canvas operates numerous locations across the United States that are similar to the
proposed Columbia River Gorge Project Site. The expected trip generation for the proposed
Columbia River Gorge Project Site was based on vehicle trip data recently collected at their Grand
Canyon site which operates with 70 tent sites. The trip data was collected from Friday, August 23
through Sunday, August 25, 2019 and represents peak seasonal operations. Trip generation rates
calculated from the data for various time periods are shown in Table 1. The Friday AM and PM peak
hour rates are provided to represent weekday morning and evening conditions which are typical for
use in traffic impact analyses. The weekend peak hour occurred on Sunday morning and is
provided as a comparison to peak weekday activity.
TABLE 2: VEHICLE TRIP RATES PER OCCUPIED TENT - GRAND CANYON SITE

FRIDAY AM PEAK HOUR*

VEHICLE TRIP RATE

FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR*

IN

OUT

TOTAL

IN

OUT

TOTAL

0.12

0.53

0.65

0.15

0.09

0.24

DAILY
AVERAGE

2.60

*Peak hours: Friday 9:15-10:15 AM and 5:00-6:00 PM
Note: Occupancy ranged from 34 to 51 tents of the 70 total tents during data collection period

The proposed Under Canvas site is planned to operate with up to 95 tents. Using the trip
generation rates from the similar Grand Canyon project, trips for the proposed project were
estimated with 100% occupancy to represent a worst-case traffic condition and are shown in Table
3. Actual occupancy will vary based on seasonal and weekly fluctuations.

4

Heavy vehicles includes buses, 2 axle-6 tire vehicles and vehicles with 3 axles or more.
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TABLE 3: VEHICLE TRIP ESTIMATE FOR PROPOSED COLUMBIA RIVER GORGE PRO JECT SITE
FRIDAY AM PEAK HOUR

95 TENTS*

FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR

IN

OUT

TOTAL

IN

OUT

TOTAL

11

50

61

14

9

23

DAILY
AVERAGE

247

*Estimate based on 100% tent occupancy

Based on a review of the surrounding street network and likely project guest origins and
destinations, it is estimated project trips distribution on Oak Ridge Road would be 85 percent
to/from the south and 15 percent to/from the north. Based on the PM peak hour trip estimate
shown in Table 3 and the expected project trip distribution, PM peak hour project trips added to
Oak Ridge Road were forecasted as shown in Table 4. The estimated new trips added to Oak Ridge
Road are expected to be relatively low, with 20 or fewer new vehicles in each direction during the
PM peak hour.
TABLE 4: ESTIMATED WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR TRIPS FOR PROPOSED PROJECT
PM PEAK HOUR TRIPS
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

95 TENTS

OAK RIDGE RD

OAK RIDGE RD

NORTH OF THE SITE

SOUTH OF THE SITE

3 (2 NB, 1 SB)

20 (12 NB, 8 SB)

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

The study intersection operations were evaluated for the Friday PM peak hour. The PM peak hour
was selected to capture operations when overall traffic volumes are the highest in the study area.
As shown in Table 3, the proposed project is expected to generate more trips during the Friday AM
peak hour than the PM peak hour. Existing traffic volumes are higher during the PM peak hour and
any operational issues would be expected to occur during that time period.
The study intersections were evaluated for the following scenarios:
•

2020 existing conditions

•

2021 conditions prior to the proposed project

•

2021 conditions with the proposed project
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A Synchro model was developed to evaluate the study intersection operations, based on the
Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition methodology for unsignalized intersections.5 Level of service
(LOS) ratings are a commonly used performance measures that provide a good representation of
intersection operations. Level of service (LOS): A “report card” rating (A through F) based on the
average delay experienced by vehicles at the intersection. LOS A, B, and C indicate conditions
where traffic moves without significant delays over periods of peak hour travel demand. LOS D and
E are progressively worse operating conditions. LOS F represents conditions where average vehicle
delay has become excessive and demand has exceeded capacity.
Under each of the study scenarios, all study intersections are expected to operate at Level of
Service B or better for each movement. With the addition of vehicle trip generated by the proposed
project, no operational or capacity issues are expected at the study intersections. The intersection
operation findings shown in Table 5 indicate there will be a surplus of vehicle capacity at the study
intersections with the addition of project trips.
TABLE 5: STUDY INTERSECTION OPERATIONS FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR

Intersection

2020 Existing

2021 No Project

2021 With Project

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

Delay

SR 141/Oak Ridge Road

12.1

A/B

12.2

A/B

12.4

A/B

SR 141/BZ Glenwood
Highway/Sprinkle Lane

12.5

A/B

12.6

A/B

12.6

A/B

Oak Ridge Road/BZ Glenwood
Highway

8.5

A/A

8.5

A/A

8.6

A/A

-

-

-

-

8.4

A/A

Site Access/Oak Ridge Road

Unsignalized intersections: Delay = Critical Approach Delay (sec.) and LOS = Major Street/Minor Street

5

Highway Capacity Manual, Sixth Edition, Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C., 2016.
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SITE ACCESS ANALYSIS

An evaluation was conducted to determine if the proposed site access on Oak Ridge Road would
impede the flow of traffic. The evaluation was based on operations at the site access intersection,
available sight distance at the site access and an assessment of conditions Oak Ridge Road.
The estimated new trips at the site access would be low, with 61 vehicles during the AM peak hour
and 23 vehicles during the PM peak hour (see Table 3). The site access/Oak Ridge Road
intersection with project trips added would operate with low vehicle delays and level of service A
conditions during the Friday PM peak hour (shown in Table 5). The addition of project tips would
not impede existing traffic operations on Oak Ridge Road.
The site access should meet stopping sight distance requirements6 for Klickitat County. Based on
25 miles per hour, a minimum of 155-feet of stopping sight distance should be provided from the
driveway. Stopping sight distance provides sufficient distance for drivers to anticipate and avoid
collisions. This may require a major road vehicle to stop or slow to accommodate the maneuver by
a minor road vehicle. The posted 25 mile per hour speed limit was used to determine the
requirements. The site access is located along a long curve on Oak Ridge Road and drivers would
likely be travelling at a speed lower than 25 miles per hour with reduced sight distance
requirements. This analysis represents a conservative assessment.
Sight distance at the access was assessed during the May 28, 2020 field visit. Photos from the site
visit are shown in Figure 2.

FIGURE 2: LOOKING TO THE NORTH AND SOUTH FROM THE SITE ACCESS

6

Klickitat County Public Works Department, Standard Plan TS8, February 21, 2018.
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The available sight distance looking north was approximately 150 feet and limited by trees on both
sides of the road and the horizontal curve on Oak Ridge Road. The available sight distance looking
south was approximately 130 feet and limited by a soil berm, trees on the west side of the road
and the horizontal curve on Oak Ridge Road.
The available sight distance should be increased with appropriate tree trimming/removal and soil
grading along the west side of Oak Ridge Road to meet the requirements. The project should
realign the driveway approach within the 60-foot easement to reduce or remove the existing skew
and improve driver safety. Both the project driveway and Oak Ridge Road are located within a 60foot wide easement. Improvements to increase sight distance from the site driveway should be
implemented within these easements to avoid potential impacts to private property.
The volume of trips added from the project site are not expected to trigger the need for any offsite
improvements to Oak Ridge Road for existing driving, walking and biking users. The weekday June
2019 count data showed volumes on Oak Ridge Road range from 230 to 320 vehicles per day
between SR 141 and Rattlesnake Road and 83 to 113 vehicles just south of BZ Glenwood Highway.
The project would add approximately 247 trips per day during operations. The estimated daily
volumes with the project would be approximately 330 to 570 vehicles which can be accommodated
by the existing roadway surface and width.
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Appendix C – Wildfire Mitigation Plan

FORESTRY AND VEGETATION MANAGEMENT SPECIALISTS

W

F

C

I

1919 Yelm Hwy SE, Suite C
Olympia, WA 98501

3601943-1723
FAX 3601943-4128

Under Canvas –Wildfire Mitigation Plan
Site Address:
Oak Ridge Road
Husum, WA

Property Information:
120.00 Acres
Legal Description: The parcel is legally described as the southern half of Parcel #:
04101200002100 and Parcel #:04101200002101 located in Section 12, Township 4N, Range
10E, Klickitat County, Washington. The Parcel is accessible by a gate off of Oak Ridge Road,
north of Postgren Road.
Prepared for:
Under Canvas, Inc.
1172 Happy Lane
Belgrade, MT 59715

Email: caitlan.cullen@undercanvas.com
Prepared by:
Galen M. Wright, Certified Forester No. 44
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
1919 Yelm Hwy. SE
Olympia, WA 98501
Cell: 360/561-4407
Office: 360/943-1723
Email: galenwfci@aol.com

Date of Plan:
June 25, 2020

URBANIRURAL FORESTRY

TREE APPRAISAL

RIGHT-OF-WAYS VEGETATION MANAGEMENT

HAZARD TREE ANALYSIS

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

CONTRACT FORESTERS

Member of International Society of Arboriculture and Society of American Foresters

Under Canvas – Wildfire Mitigation Plan

I. Landowner Objectives
The planned usage of the property will be a combination of developed recreation, with
undevelopable portions of the lands maintained as designated forest land.

Photo A. View of the central portion of the site from SE to NW. Residual timber on left is stream buffer and
a young stand of timber is to the right-center. Foreground is land harvested about 2013.

II. Introductory Overview of the Property
Site History
The Under Canvas property was owned and managed by the Weyerhaeuser Timber Company as
an industrial tree farm for many years. The Under Canvas property was created as new tax
parcels from within the larger tree farm.
Site Description
The Under Canvas property is located west of Oak Ridge Road, with a gated access just north of
the intersection of Postgren Road, east of Husum, WA.
The 120-acre property has a southwesterly aspect toward the White Salmon River valley. The
southwest corner of the parcel crosses the river. Smaller private timberland owners and
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Under Canvas – Wildfire Mitigation Plan
agriculture lands are to the west, SDS Timber Company to the south, Weyerhaeuser Company
lands to the north, and other private timber land owners to the east.
The topography of the property is flat to steep. The steeper slopes occur in the north central
portion of the project, and above the White Salmon River, where slopes reach 70%.
The site is currently served by electricity and telecom at Oak Ridge Road. On-site septic and a
well will be developed as part of the proposed project.
Figure 1. Recent aerial photo of the Under Canvas property.
Oak Ridge Road

Pond

There is one (1) small man-made pond (denoted by the arrow above) in the northwest corner of
the property that has previously served for fire prevention use and is adequate for some forest
fire control needs.
The lands include typical logging roads (1.5 miles) that can be improved to meet the Washington
Department of Natural Resources forest practices requirements. Access is currently controlled
with a sturdy steel gate that prevents access without a key.
This region of Klickitat County consists mostly of timberland, rural residential and agricultural
properties. Precipitation in the area is about 24 inches per year. It is considered to be the ‘dry
side’ east of the Cascade Mountain Range, where the threat of wildfire is increased as compared
to Western Washington.

III. Forest Vegetation Descriptions
Trees
There are 11 forest cover types (Attachment #1) to be considered for the purposes of developing
wildfire management prescriptions. The types are considered by gross acreage, including roads,
streams, and their buffers.
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Under Canvas – Wildfire Mitigation Plan
The following is a summary description of the forest cover types:
Table 1. Summary of the forest cover type data.
Type
Acres
Species*
DBH Range (in)
1
11
Oak,df
2-26
2
7
Oak,df,pp
2-35
3
10
DF,oak,gf
3-44
4
6
PP,df,oak
3-12
5
5
DF,pp,oak
8-30
6
7
Oak,df
5-22
7
12
DF,pp
6-24
8
9
DF,gf
7-24
9
3
DF,pp
2-32
10
49
DF,pp
Seedlings
11
1
Oak
6-15
Sum
120

Trees/Acre
537
700
382
559
145
316
323
227
375
30
25

Notes
Habitat
Habitat
Riparian buffers
Plantation
Mature overstory
Oak stand – squirrel habitat
Plantation - shelterwood
Nice stand of timber
Timber
Plantation failure
Non-forest

*DF=Douglas-fir; PP=Ponderosa pine; Oak=Oregon White Oak;
**DBH=Diameter at breast height (4.5 ft. above the ground line).

Forest cover types, their species composition, age, density, understory vegetation, and their
health/vigor all impact their susceptibility to wildfire. The denser, unhealthy conifer stands bear
a higher risk of wildfire than deciduous stands dominated by Oregon white oak (Types 1, 2, 6,
and 11).
Recently, cutover stands such as Type 10 (2013 harvest) have a lower risk, particularly since
whole tree harvesting methods were employed which moved most of the slash to landings where
it was piled. Little additional risk was created where downed oak logs were left in contact with
the ground.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Photo B. Downed logs left during 2013 logging – all Oregon white oak. Fuel reduction will need to be done in
this area.

The highest risk stands within the property include Types 4 and 7, which are plantations that are
dense with low hanging branches. The lower risk cover types include Types 3, 8 and 9, which
have lightly stocked understory vegetation that is mostly poison oak and common snowberry –
plants and are at low risk to carry fire. Slash (fuel) loads are also light in these types.
Types 5 and 9 carry the highest risk due to the conifer stocking and a dense understory shrub
component. Fortunately, these types include only 8 acres of the property and are close together
and can be more easily treated.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Photo C. View of the west edge of Type 5, looking into Type 6, an oak stand.
Ground fuels will need reduction – this is within 100 ft. of main road.

Photo D. The oak forest types tend to have lower fuel loads.
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Photo E. View of forest cover Type 2, an oak stand above the river. This type has
a lower fuel load and will not need fuels management except along created trails.

Photo F. Aerial fuel loads in riparian areas and on steep slopes
can be reduced by bucking trees to lie flat to the ground.
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Photo G. View of the interior of forest cover Type 4, a dense pine stand. Selective thinning and
pruning up branches will need to be done within 500 ft. of tent platforms, and 100 ft. of roads.

Photo H. View of the light fuel loads in the Douglas-fir stand in Type 8. Some pruning and clean-up will
need to be done in this stand within 100 ft. of the road. At this time no tents are planned in this area.
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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IV. Wildfire Protection
Wildfire protection to the Under Canvas project will be the responsibility of the Klickitat Fire
District #3, with the closest fire station located in Husum, WA, a few miles away. The most
direct access is via State Highway 146 and Oak Ridge Road.

Photo I. View of Klickitat Fire District #3 station in Husum, WA.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2. Klickitat Fire District #3 responsibility area (cross hatched). Under Canvas site in red.

Even though the Under Canvas site extends east through an undesignated area for Fire District
#3, access is within their responsibility area. In the event of a larger forest fire, the Washington
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) will likely assume management and control of the
firefighting effort.
Fire Hazard Severity Form – Rating
The standard ‘Fire Hazard Severity Form’ for rating wildfire risk is provided in Attachment #2.
The form should be completed after land clearing and fuels reduction and management work
prescribed in this plan is complete. There is no need to complete the form prior to the proposed
work. The form can be redone on a 6-year cycle along with prescribed work in this plan, or if
the cycle appears incorrect, then modifications can be made in the cycle.
Emergency Preparedness Plan
The Emergency Preparedness Plan is currently under development for this project site.
Attachment #3 provides a similar plan for the Under Canvas Glacier Project.
Access to Site
Access to the Under Canvas site is via Oak Ridge Road, a county road off SR146 which is solid
surface changing to gravel for about two (2) miles before reaching the turnoff into Under
Canvas. The road system will support fire trucks and support personnel year round.
The interior Under Canvas roads off Oak Ridge Road are currently built to the typical standard
of industrial forestry operations. Gravel surfaces, ditches, and cross drains, have widths to
support logging truck traffic as well as smaller vehicles. The access is adequate for use by fire
district and DNR fire trucks. The limitation is that there is one road in and one road out.
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Additional turnarounds will need to be constructed, particularly at the west edge of the property
for fire truck turnarounds.
Facilities
Construction of permanent buildings on the Under Canvas site will be limited to an office,
central lobby tent, and pump house. The remainder of the facilities are mobile structures or
temporary structures that are deconstructed and stored at the end of each program season.
Sources of Fire
The following are the projected sources of a wildfire ignition list in the order of probability:
1. Man caused
a. Sparks from a fire pit
b. Sparks from a wood stove
c. Sparks or escaped brush pile burning
d. Heat from a catalytic converter on a vehicle
e. Discarded cigarette or other incendiary object
f. Metal on rock – scraping during grading or mowing in area with fuels
2. Wildfire spread from other properties from other sources/properties.
3. Arson
4. Lightning
5. Tree falling on a nearby power line
6. Other causes off-site (gun range, welding, etc.)
Under Canvas will manage all on-site threats.
1. Tents are treated and made from fire resistant materials and pressure treated wood.
2. Chimneys are woodstoves have spark arrestors and other features compliant with the
National Fire Protection Association code.
3. Burning restrictions imposed by the Washington Department of Natural Resources will
be strictly observed.
4. Fire pits will be constructed to contain fires.
5. Fuel storage and any other flammable materials will be stored properly and to code.
This will reduce the risk of fire started on the Under Canvas property. Other threats from off-site
will require an evacuation protocol.
Water Source
The Under Canvas well is unlikely to be the primary source for wildfire fighting. Water ferried
in on firetrucks, water trucks, and sourced from the onsite pond (which has significant capacity),
and the White Salmon River below the project. Water trucks will be the primary source for
initial knockdown and mop-up.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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It is recommended that Under Canvas maintain at least a basic first attack firefighting equipment
stash. This would include: fire extinguishers, backpack pump cans, round pointed shovels,
Pulaski’s, adze hoes (approximately 10 each), and a pick up pump and adequate two (2) inch fire
hose (500+ ft.) with nozzle to move water from the pond to within reach of all camp fire pits and
tents. The fire department should be called first. If the fire appears manageable, evacuate tent
campers and then attack the fire. Klickitat County may require other fire-fighting tools as well.

Photo J. View of small pond (Class A wetland) in Type 10. Create access for a fire pump.

V. Fuels and Vegetation Management
The forest and understory vegetation was described in Item III above. Branches and downed
woody debris is light in most forest cover types, but fuels management will need to be
accomplished to reduce some fuels in some forest cover types. The risk is that some forms of
fuels management (e.g. pruning up smaller trees) will create more of a park-like look and feel
rather than a natural forest appearance.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Photo K. Ladder fuels along a secondary road – north central portion of project area.

Since land clearing will occur in most of the flatter areas of Type 10 (the 2013 harvest areas),
fuel loads are expected to be low in the vicinity of most of the developed facilities (kitchen,
office, and tents) as well as trails between them.
Trails constructed in the forested types will carry some risk, though rules such as no smoking on
the premises (including trails), and keeping vehicles on roads and driveways will limit this
potential for fire.
Types 4 and 7 include densely stocked smaller diameter conifers. The risk of lower branches
laddering fire up into their crowns and into larger trees is real. This creates a crown fire rather
than a ground fire that may only burn up understory vegetation. It is much more damaging and
spreads more rapidly.
Management of fuels will reduce the risk of a conflagration, since ground fires move more
slowly and can be fought more successfully.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Things that can be accomplished to reduce fuel loads and slow the spread of a fire that might
originate from a campfire in Under Canvas include:
1. Prune living trees and brush along all roads to daylight them and prevent vehicle contact
with foliage and branches. Requires at least 15-18 ft. of clearance above all road surfaces
and to the sides.
2. Cut and dispose of all dead trees and brush within 100 ft. along the roads (dead aerial
fuels). Live branches and branches and logs flat on the ground in contact with the soil
can be left beyond 100 ft.
3. Beyond 100 ft. laterally, prune conifer trees to provide at least 6 ft. of ground clearance.
Dispose of the pruned branches and all other aerial fuels that are cut. This will provide
space around the area of tents as well as the facilities and roads.
4. This pruning and clean-up debris can be piled in an open spot and burned while snow is
on in the winter, or ground (tub grinder) during land clearing for the tent pads in forest
type 10.
5. In forest types 4 and 7, the smaller trees can be pruned to varying heights, leaving
branches on one (1) side and not the other, to make the work blend into nature over time.
Some selective tree thinning is recommended for these types as well.
6. Stands of trees that are in designated forest and/or 500 ft. or more away from
improvements and roads can be left natural. If some work is done, it should just be to lop
and scatter dead aerial fuels to lengths of 3 ft. or less and make it lie flat to the ground to
increase moisture content and decay rates.
7. If trails are built through the forest, hikers should be prevented from smoking, branches
should be pruned back from the trail for clearance, and hiker usage should be limited
during high fire seasons.
8. This cleaning of the forest next to roads and improvements will need to be assessed and
repeated on at least a six (6) year cycle. Alternatively, the project could be broken up into
units and put on a cycle so costs and aesthetic impacts can be spread out over time.
9. The lower slopes of Type 10 above the main road should remain in designated forest and
growing trees. The 100 ft. pruning and clean-up should be conducted laterally above the
road. The remainder of the plantation should be left natural.

IV. Management Plan Implementation Timetable
Annual maintenance activity should include patrol of the property near roads, trails, tent
platforms, fire pits for accumulation of fuels that could carry a fire. The following is a
recommended schedule of work from inception of this project.
Table 2. Schedule of work.
YEAR
MONTH
TYPE
Annually in
Any
All
perpetuity

Inception of
Project

Dry
Season

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

10

ACTIVITY
Maintenance

Land clearing

PRODUCT/TECHNIQUE
Inspect roads, property lines,
clean ditches, and monitor
disease and insect problems.
Re-flag lines as necessary.
Using excavator, dozer and tub
grinder – conduct land clearing
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YEAR

MONTH

TYPE

ACTIVITY

Inception of
Project

Dry
Season

Within
100ft. of
Roads
and 500
ft. of Tent
Pads

6-Year Cycle

Spring
or Fall

Treated
Areas

3-Year Cycle

May

Forested
Areas
near
roads and
facilities

Pre-commercial
thinning, hazard
tree removal,
pruning
branches to 6-7
ft., and clean-up
of fuels. Debris
should be burned
on site or ground
in tub grinder
during land
clearing.
Re-clear areas
where fuels were
treated. Disposal
by prescription at
the time.
Tree risk
assessment

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

PRODUCT/TECHNIQUE
under footprint of
improvements. Work in septic
drain fields should be
completed with direction of
soil/septic expert.
This prescription is for tree
health improvement and
control of wildfire. Trees to be
cut should be marked by a
Consulting Certified Forester.
The work should be supervised
by the forester as well.

Hand crews working as per an
updated fuels management
plan prepared by a Consulting
Certified Forester.
Assess trees within striking
distance of roads, tent
platforms, facilities, and other
higher frequency targets.
Consulting Certified Forester
should do this assessment.
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Photo L. View of main road and needed fuels management along road.

VI. Summary
The landowners plan to maintain portions of this property in long-term forestry with the
remainder developed into a recreational tent camping site. Wildfire risk is real, ongoing, and
must be managed. A budget will need to be developed that includes wildfire risk management
funds since trees naturally live, die and fail continuously and also fail due to weather/storms.
Please give us a call if you have further questions.

VII. Plan Prepared By:
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

Galen M. Wright, ACF, ASCA
Certified Forester No. 44
Date Signed: June 25, 2020

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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VIII. Landowner or Applicant Signatures
LANDOWNER/APPLICANT APPROVAL SIGNATURE (REQUIRED)
I/we approve of the contents of this plan and intend to implement the described management
activities to best of my/our ability.

Signed:

______________________/___________________________

Printed: ______________________/___________________________

Date:

__________________________________________________

Mailing Address: __________________________________________
__________________________________________
Phone: ___________________________________________________
Email: ____________________________________________________

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Attachment #1 – Site Map and Forest Cover Type Map
(2 pages attached)
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Figure 3. Current Site Plan (June 24, 2020).
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Attachment #2 – Fire Risk Severity Form – Blank Form
(For Use After 1st Fuels Treatment Cycle)
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Attachment #3 – Sample Emergency Preparedness Plan – to be updated
for this site
(10 pages attached)
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Emergency Action Plan
Under Canvas Glacier

EMERGENCY ACTION PLAN
for
Facility Name: Under Canvas Glacier
Facility Address: 101 Under Canvas Road
Coram, MT 59913

DATE PREPARED: 5/3/2019

EMERGENCY PERSONNEL NAMES AND PHONE NUMBERS
DESIGNATED RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL Under Canvas Glacier site, such as Nikki
Ferrari or Melinda Vargas.

Name: Nikki Ferrari
Name: Melinda Vargas

Phone: (406) 250-0954
Phone: (208) 340-9574

EMERGENCY COORDINATOR:
Name: Nikki Ferrari

Date: 5/3/2019

Phone: (406) 250-0954

EVACUATION ROUTES
•

Evacuation route maps have been posted in each work area. The
following information is marked on evacuation maps:
1.
2.
3.
4.
a.

•

Emergency exits
Primary and secondary evacuation routes
Locations of fire extinguishers
Fire alarm pull stations’ location
Assembly points

Site personnel should know at least two evacuation routes.

EMERGENCY PHONE NUMBERS

FIRE DEPARTMENT: (406) 387-9111
PARAMEDICS: 911
AMBULANCE: 911
POLICE: (406) 892-3234
FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE: ________________
SITE MANAGER: Nikki Ferrari (406) 250-0954

FIRE EMERGENCY
When fire is discovered:
•
Activate the nearest fire alarm (if installed)
•
Notify the local Fire Department by calling
•
If the fire alarm is not available, notify the site personnel about the fire
emergency by the following means (check applicable):




Voice Communication
Phone Paging
Radio

Fight the fire ONLY if:
•
The Fire Department has been notified.
•
The fire is small and is not spreading to other areas.
•
Escaping the area is possible by backing up to the nearest exit.
•
The fire extinguisher is in working condition and personnel are trained to
use it.
Upon being notified about the fire emergency, occupants must:
•
Leave the building using the designated escape routes.
•
Assemble in the designated area (location marked on attached map):
•
Remain outside until the competent authority (Designated Official or
designee) announces that it is safe to reenter.

.

If the fire is in the brush, trees or near the assembly area, evacuate to nearest shelter at the
Glacier General Store & Cabins using the below evacuation map:

General Manager, Emergency Coordinator or supervisors must:
•
Disconnect utilities and equipment unless doing so jeopardizes his/her
safety.
•
Acquire front desk tablet for use to identify all on-site staff and guest
ledgers
•
Coordinate an orderly evacuation of personnel.
•
Perform an accurate head count of personnel reported to the designated
area using posted schedules for the day via front desk tablet.
•
Perform an accurate head count of all guests registered on property
 Using front desk tablet, access PMS
 From location Dashboard, access reports
 Run “In-House Guests” report
•
Determine a rescue method to locate missing persons.
•
Provide the Fire Department personnel with the necessary information
about the facility.
•
Report any problems to the Emergency Coordinator at the assembly area.
Assistants to Physically Challenged should:
•
Assist all physically challenged employees in emergency evacuation.
Date: 5/3/2019

EXTENDED POWER LOSS
In the event of extended power loss to a facility certain precautionary measures should
be taken depending on the geographical location and environment of the facility:
•

•

•
•

Unnecessary electrical equipment and appliances should be turned off in
the event that power restoration would surge causing damage to
electronics and effecting sensitive equipment.
Facilities with freezing temperatures should turn off and drain the following
lines in the event of a long term power loss.
·
Fire sprinkler system
·
Standpipes
·
Potable water lines
·
Toilets
Add propylene-glycol to drains to prevent traps from freezing
Equipment that contain fluids that may freeze due to long term exposure
to freezing temperatures should be moved to heated areas, drained of
liquids, or provided with auxiliary heat sources.

Upon Restoration of heat and power:
•
Electronic equipment should be brought up to ambient temperatures
before energizing to prevent condensate from forming on circuitry.
•
Fire and potable water piping should be checked for leaks from freeze
damage after the heat has been restored to the facility and water turned
back on.

SEVERE WEATHER AND NATURAL DISASTERS
Tornado:
•
When a warning is issued by sirens or other means, seek inside shelter.
•
Due to the nature of our campground, seek shelter at the Glacier
General Store & Cabins, following the evacuation map below:

•
Stay away from outside walls and windows.
•
Use arms to protect head and neck.
•
Remain sheltered until the tornado threat is announced to be over.
Earthquake:
•
Stay calm and await instructions from the Emergency Coordinator or the
designated official.
•
Keep away from overhead fixtures, windows, filing cabinets, and electrical
power.
•
Assist people with disabilities in finding a safe place.
•
Evacuate as instructed by the Emergency Coordinator and/or the
designated official.
Flood:
If indoors:
•
Be ready to evacuate as directed by the Emergency Coordinator and/or
the designated official.
•
Follow the recommended primary or secondary evacuation routes.
If outdoors:
•
Climb to high ground and stay there.
•
Avoid walking or driving through flood water.
•
If car stalls, abandon it immediately and climb to a higher ground.

Blizzard:
If indoors:
•
Stay calm and await instructions from the Emergency Coordinator or the
designated official.
•
Stay indoors!
•
If there is no heat:
Close off unneeded rooms or areas.
Stuff towels or rags in cracks under doors.
Cover windows at night.
•
Eat and drink. Food provides the body with energy and heat. Fluids
prevent dehydration.
•
Wear layers of loose-fitting, light-weight, warm clothing, if available.
If outdoors:
•
Find a dry shelter. Cover all exposed parts of the body.
•
If shelter is not available:
Prepare a lean-to, wind break, or snow cave for protection from the
wind.
Build a fire for heat and to attract attention. Place rocks around the
fire to absorb and reflect heat.
Do not eat snow. It will lower your body temperature. Melt it first.
If stranded in a car or truck:
•
Stay in the vehicle!
•
Run the motor about ten minutes each hour. Open
the windows a little for fresh air to avoid carbon
monoxide poisoning. Make sure the exhaust pipe is
not blocked.
•
Make yourself visible to rescuers.
Turn on the dome light at night when running the engine.
Tie a colored cloth to your antenna or door.
Raise the hood after the snow stops falling.
•
Exercise to keep blood circulating and to keep warm.
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Attachment #4 -Assumptions and Limiting Conditions
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
1)

Any legal description provided to the Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. is assumed to be
correct. Any titles and properties to any property are assumed to be good and marketable. No
responsibility is assumed for matters legal in character. Any and all property is appraised or
evaluated as though free and clear, under responsible property and competent management.

2)

It is assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes, or
other governmental regulations, unless otherwise stated.

3)

Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified
insofar as possible; however, Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. can neither guarantee nor be
responsible for the accuracy of information.

4)

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by
reason of this report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an
additional fee for such services as described in the fee schedule and contract of engagement.

5)

Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidated the entire report.

6)

Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose
by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior expressed written or verbal
consent of Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

7)

Neither all or any part of the contents of this report, nor copy thereof, shall be conveyed by anyone,
including the client, to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales or other media,
without the prior expressed written or verbal consent of Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. -particularly as to value conclusions, identity of Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc., or any
reference to any professional society or to any initialed designation conferred upon Washington
Forestry Consultants, Inc. as stated in its qualifications.

8)

This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of Washington Forestry
Consultants, Inc., and the fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specified value, a
stipulated result, the occurrence neither of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding in to reported.

9)

Sketches, diagrams, graphs, and photographs in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not
necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or surveys.

10)

Unless expressed otherwise: 1) information contained in this report covers only those items that
were examined and reflects the condition of those items at the time of inspection; and 2) the
inspection is limited to visual examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation,
probing, or coring. There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or
deficiencies of the tree or other plant or property in question may not arise in the future.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Under Canvas – Forest Management Plan
Site Address:
Oak Ridge Road
Husum, WA

Property Information:
120.00 Acres
Legal Description: The parcel is legally described as a portion of Parcel #: 04101200002100
and a portion of Parcel #: 04100700000200 located in Section 12, Township 4N, Range 10E,
Klickatat County, Washington. The Parcel is accessible by a gate off of Oak Ridge Road, north
of Postgren Road.

Prepared for:
Under Canvas, Inc.
1172 Happy Lane
Belgrade, MT 59715

Email: caitlan.cullen@undercanvas.com
Prepared by:
Galen M. Wright, Certified Forester No. 44
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
1919 Yelm Hwy. SE
Olympia, WA 98501
Cell: 360/561-4407
Office: 360/943-1723
Email: galenwfci@aol.com

Date of Plan:
March 17, 2020

Under Canvas - Forest Management Plan

I. Landowner Objectives
The stated long-term ownership objectives are to maintain and manage 80 acres of the 120 acre
tract for long-term forestry and the associated multiple use values including protection of water,
diversity for wildlife, and landowner recreation. A 40 acre portion of the property will be
withdrawn from the ‘Designated Forest’ classification and dedicated to improvements for a
recreational tent camping area, support facilities, and new roads.

II. Introductory Overview of the Property
Site History
The Under Canvas ownership was owned and managed by the Weyerhaeuser Timber Company
as an industrial tree farm for many years. There appears to have been at least 3 timber harvests
in the past 80 years: about 1990, 2000, and 2014. The 1990 harvest (Type 7) appears to have
been a shelterwood harvest with underplanting. The 2000 harvest (Type 4) was a regeneration
cut (clearcut) with replanting. New trees in both of these units are thriving. The most recent 49
acre regeneration harvest (Type 10) was done in 2014. There appears to have been a stock
failure or weather caused failure of this planting. The Under Canvas ownership was created as
new tax parcels from within the larger tree farm.
Site Description
The Under Canvas ownership is located west of Oak Ridge Road, with a gated access just north
of the intersection of Postgren Road, east of Husum, WA. The lands are well-roaded with
typical logging roads (1.5 miles) that can be improved to meet the Washington Department of
Natural Resources forest practices requirements. Access is controlled with a sturdy steel gate
that prevents access without a key.
The 120 acre ownership has a southwesterly aspect toward the White Salmon River valley. The
southwest corner of the parcel crosses the river. Smaller private timberland owners and
agriculture lands are to the west, SDS Timber Company to the south, Weyerhaeuser Company
lands to the north, and other private timber land owners to the east.
The topography of the ownership is flat to steep. The steeper slopes occur in the north central
portion of the project, and above the White Salmon River, where slopes reach 70%.
The slopes in the southwest corner are considered to be unharvestable, as well as stands in the
southeast corner of the parcel which are considered to be western gray squirrel habitat. The
remainder of the parcel is harvestable by current forest practices regulations.
There is 1 small pond (a Class A wetland), at least 3 perennial ignition points with flowing
streams, and 3 other seasonal streams (dry up at least part of the year – were dry at the time of
this assessment).
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Photo A. View of the White Salmon River in the SW corner of the parcel, through
a Type 3 stand. The slopes in this area approach 70%.

This region of Klickatat County is mostly timberland, rural residential and agricultural
properties. Precipitation in the area is about 24 inches per year.

III. Resource Descriptions and Management Practices
Resource Category I – Forest Health
There are 11 forest cover types (Appendix I) for the purposes of developing management
prescriptions. The type acreages are gross, including roads, streams, and their buffers. The types
along with culvert locations are illustrated in the attached Figure 1 in Attachment #1. The
following is a description of the cover types:
Type 1
This 11 acre forest type includes 3 residual stands of Oregon white oak (Quercus garryana) with
scattered Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii). The 3 small stands are surrounded by the 2014
acre regeneration harvest. The trees are variable in age and size ranging from 2 to 26 inches
diameter at breast height (DBH) for the oaks, and 10 to 18 DBH for the Douglas-firs.
Stand Condition – This type has irregular stocking, meaning there are gaps in the stand, along
with areas that are fully stocked with commercial tree species. There are 12 trees per acre of
Douglas-fir and 525 trees per acre of oak, for a total of 538 trees per acre overall.
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Understory Shrubs – Understory shrubs in this area were sparse, but were dominated by grass
and broadleaf weeds. Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) occurs as scattered clusters
throughout the type.

Photo B. View of easterly stand of forest cover Type I – Typical.

Photo C. View of westerly stand that is Type I.
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Type 2
This is a 2 acre stand of Oregon white oak with scattered Douglas-fir and Ponderosa pine. The
stand diameter ranges from 2 to 35 inches. The largest, single tree is a very old Ponderosa pine,
with the bark characteristic that causes the name ‘Yellow pine’ to be given by some. This was
the only Yellow pine that I saw on the ownership. It is very near the top of bank in Type II.
Stand Conditions. – The stand is considered to be fully stocked. With 700 trees per acre.
Oregon white oak makes up 96% of this stand. Tree conditions are good with little sign of
significant insect of disease problems. The entire stand is located on the steep sidehill above the
river, along the west property line.
Understory Shrubs – Understory plants include poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) and
common snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), grasses, and broadleaved weeds.

Photo D. View of forest cover Type 2, an oak stand above the river.
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Photo E. View of the lower stem of the 35 inch DBH Yellow pine.

Type 3
This is the dominant forest type along the southerly and southwesterly boundary of the
ownership. It includes approximately 15 acres, much of which is required stream or perennial
initiation point (PIP) buffers. It is a Douglas-fir stand with about 19% of the trees being oaks.
Tree diameters range from 3 to 38 inches DBH. Many large diameter oaks occur in this stand.
Stand Conditions. – The stand is very irregular in shape, but is considered to be fully stocked,
with 382 trees per acre. Douglas-fir makes up 81% of this stand. Tree conditions are good with
little sign of significant insect of disease problems. The entire stand is located on the steep
sidehill above the river, along the west property line. The most common disease found was red
ring rot, shown in the Photo G below. This disease causes significant internal decay, and
ultimately tree stem failure. It is dangerous to have this disease in trees near targets.
Understory Shrubs – The dominant understory plant is poison oak (Toxicodendron
diversilobum). It occurs as a dense thicket, spread across the understory. It is up to 3 ft tall, and
climbs many of the tree stems. Other understory shrubs include western hazelnut (Cornus
cornuta), and Oregongrape (Mahonia nervosa).
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Photo E. View of large oak within the Type 3 Douglas-fir stand.

Photo F. View to the south of stream flowing from a perennial initiation point in Type 3.
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Photo G. View of fungal disease on the stem of a Douglas-fir. Appears
to be red ring rot (Porodaedalea pini).

Type 4
This 6 acre type is a plantation that was logged about 2000. It was replanted with Douglas-fir
and Ponderosa pine. Some scattered Oregon white oaks occur. The oaks are likely coppice
regeneration. Tree survival and growth was good. It is fully stocked and overstocked in some
areas. The trees range from 4 to 12 inches DBH with an overall average stand DBH of 7 inches.
The topography slopes gently upward to the north.
Stand Conditions. – The stand is located along the northwesterly portion of the ownership,
mostly above the road. The stand is considered to be fully stocked. There are 559 trees per acre,
184 of which are Douglas-fir, 272 Ponderosa pine, and 101 of oak. Tree health is good; however
the overstocked conditions will likely cause a slowdown of tree growth in the near future.
Understory Shrubs – The dominant understory plant is poison oak (Toxicodendron
diversilobum). Other understory shrubs include western hazelnut (Cornus cornuta).
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Photo H. View of the interior of forest cover Type 4, a dense
young (about 20 years old) stand of Douglas-fir and Ponderosa pine.

Type 5
This is a 5 acre stand of Douglas-fir, Ponderosa pine, with scattered Oregon white oak. The
stand diameter ranges from 8 to 30 inches and is nearly fully stocked with 145 trees per acre.
Douglas-fir makes up 70% of the overstory trees.

Photo I. View of the west edge of Type 5, looking into Type 6, an oak stand.
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Stand Conditions. – The stand is considered to be nearly fully stocked.
good with little sign of significant insect of disease problems.

Tree conditions are

Understory Shrubs – Understory plants include western hazelnut, grasses, and broadleaved
weeds.
Type 6
This is a nearly pure 7 acre stand of Oregon white oak with scattered Douglas-fir located along
the southerly boundary of the parcel over to the southeast corner. The stand diameter ranges
from 5 to 22 inches. There are 316 trees per acre, 309 of which are oaks. The topography is
variable, but mostly is gentle slopes.
Stand Conditions. – The stand is considered to be nearly fully stocked. Tree conditions are good
with little sign of significant insect of disease problems, however many gaps in stocking occur.
Understory Shrubs – Understory plants include common snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus),
western hazelnut, Oregongrape, grasses, and broadleaved weeds.

Photo J. View of the oak stand making up Type 6.
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Type 7
This 12 acre type is a plantation that was logged about 1990. It was cut as a shelterwood,
leaving large overstory Douglas-fir and Ponderosa pine widely spaced across the unit. It appears
to have been replanted with good success. In addition, natural seeding has added to the stocking
causing overstocking in much of the type. There are 323 trees per acre in this stand almost
equally distributed between Douglas-fir and Ponderosa pine. Six trees per acre are the larger,
overstory trees.
It is a good stand, but will benefit from thinning. The overstory trees examined appear to all be
healthy, long-term trees.
The trees range from 6 to 24 inches DBH with an overall average stand DBH of 7 inches for the
younger trees and 16 inches for the older shelterwood trees. The topography is flat to gently
upward to the north to an upper road.

Photo K. View of the young stand making up Type 7.

Stand Conditions. – The stand is considered to be fully stocked. Tree health is good; however
the overstocked conditions will likely cause a slowdown of tree growth in the near future.
Stocking control (thinning) will be necessary to keep the stand vigor up.
Understory Shrubs – The dominant understory plant is poison oak (Toxicodendron
diversilobum). Other understory shrubs include western hazelnut (Cornus cornuta).
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Photo L. View of young trees and a
shelterwood residual Douglas-fir in Type 7.
Type 8
This is the highest value stand on the property and is almost all Douglas-fir. Tree diameters
range from 7 to 24 inches DBH with an average DBH of 15 inches. A few scattered grand firs
(Abies grandis) also occur.
Stand Conditions. – It is a 9 acre fully stocked stand of Douglas-fir located mostly above the
main road just in from the gate. There are 227 trees per acre. Tree conditions are good with little
sign of significant insect of disease problems. This stand has a closed canopy and would benefit
from selective thinning. Over time, stand vigor will decrease due to crowding between trees.
The topography is gently sloping from the north to the road on the south.
Understory Shrubs – The understory is barren due to shading.
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Photo M. View of the Douglas-fir stand in Type 8. Note: Barren
understory and dense stocking.

Photo N. View of nearly closed canopy. Gap was created by
a dying tree that has already failed.
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Type 9
This 3 acre Douglas-fir dominant forest type is located below the road, west of the gate. It
differs from Type 8 due to its larger diameter trees and more sloping topography. The
understory shrub cover is denser due to the lighter tree stocking and this type includes PIP that
would have a required buffer if the stand were harvested. Tree diameters range from 2 to 32
inches DBH with 357 trees per acre that are Douglas-fir and 18 per acre that are Ponderosa pine.

Photo O. View of Type 9 with large overstory and interspersed smaller trees.

Stand Conditions. – The stand is uneven-aged with large overstory trees and smaller trees
growing in gaps in the stand and as understory trees. The stocking of dominant and codominant
trees is 45 trees per acre. The trees less than 6 inches in diameter raise the stocking level to 375
trees per acre total. The topography of Type 9 is gently sloping to flat.
Understory Shrubs – Swordfern (Polystichum munitum) is the dominant understory plant, but is
only lightly stocked. Much of the understory is barren. Other understory shrubs include
western hazelnut (Cornus cornuta), and Oregongrape (Mahonia nervosa).
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Photo P. View of PIP in Type 9.
Type 10
This is the 49 acre stand that was harvested in 2014 and replanted with Douglas-fir and
Ponderosa pine seedlings. Twenty randomly located sample plots (1/100th acre) were taken
across the harvest area to determine the stocking of trees. The inventory found that the
replanting failed. Only 30 seedlings per acre have survived. Two-thirds of the surviving trees
are Douglas-fir and 1/3 Ponderosa pine. Assuming the trees were planted at a 10’ x 10’ spacing,
then the unit is only 7% stocked. This tree re-planting will require 20,000 new trees.
The cause of the plantation failure is likely due to a combination of factors including: 1) 3-4
very dry summers after planting, 2) compacted and/or rocky soils that made planting difficult, 3)
mostly a southerly aspect (i.e. hotter and drier south facing slope), and 4) browse by elk and deer
on the Douglas-fir. Competition from grasses and broadleaf appears light, again, an indicator of
the hotter south facing slope causing less vigorous competing vegetation.
Due to the compacted and in some cases rocky soils, site preparation will need to be done prior
to the replanting operation.
Type 11
This 1 acre forest type includes what appears as an open field above the river in the southwest
corner of the ownership. This is a steep slope (70-90%) above the river with several rock
outcrops. Approximately 25 Oregon white oak (Quercus garryana) are scattered across the type.
It is best characterized as a ‘meadow’ that is fully stocked with grass and broad leaf weeds.
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What appears as barren soils in the photo below is actually soils disturbed by a deer trail that bisects the upper third of the type.

Photo Q. View of the meadow from the east to west.

The type is accessible by foot – easy in, not so easy out due to the steep slope. The deer trails
make the best routes in and out. One can reach the river, but the last 75 feet downhill is hikable,
but very steep. The river constricts from full width to a rock chute forming a low waterfall, then
rapids right below this type.
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Photo R. View of the chute below the meadow.

Quite a nice photo opportunity, but again, a tough hike out. Across the river is a large
commercial pump – apparently the farmer is pulling irrigation water from the chute in the river.
Powerlines are visible just across the river.

Photo S. View of the meadow from west to east, down river.
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Stand Condition – The oaks appear alive and typical of a rocky slope with thin soils.
Understory Shrubs – Understory shrubs in this type are sparse. The dominant vegetation is
grasses with the scattered oaks.
Summary of Forest Cover Types
The following table provides a summary of the forest cover types.
Table 1. Summary of the forest cover type data.
Type
Acres
Species*
DBH Range (in)
1
11
Oak,df
2-26
2
7
Oak,df,pp
2-35
3
10
DF,oak,gf
3-44
4
6
PP,df,oak
3-12
5
5
DF,pp,oak
8-30
6
7
Oak,df
5-22
7
12
DF,pp
6-24
8
9
DF,gf
7-24
9
3
DF,pp
2-32
10
49
DF,pp
Seedlings
11
1
Oak
6-15
Sum
120

Trees/Acre
537
700
382
559
145
316
323
227
375
30
25

Notes
Habitat
Habitat
Riparian buffers
Plantation
Mature overstory
Oak stand – squirrel habitat
Plantation - shelterwood
Nice stand of timber
Timber
Plantation failure
Non-forest

*DF=Douglas-fir; PP=Ponderosa pine; Oak=Oregon White Oak;
**DBH=Diameter at breast height (4.5 ft. above the ground line).
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Resource Category II – Soils
According to the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service web soil survey, there are 5 soil
types along with their variants due to slope associated with this parcel (Figure 1). The following
Figure 1 includes the NRCS mapping for this site. Note: Boundaries of types should be
considered approximate and inclusions of smaller types may occur within larger types.
Figure 2: Soils Map of Under Canvas

86B

86D

76A

77B

76B
76C
32B
21

76=Underwood gravelly ashy loam; 77=McGowan ashy loam; 86=Chemawa ashy loam;
32=Beezee cobbly loam; 21=Rock outcrop;
The predominant soil type is the Underwood gravelly ashy loam. This type covers 66% of the
project area. Slopes in this soil type area range from 0 to 50%, the steeper slopes being in the
southerly portion of the project site.
The Underwood gravelly ashy loam is a well-drained soil type found on mountain slopes. It is
formed from colluvium and residuum derived from basalt with some volcanic ash in the surface.
The typical profile is gravelly ashy loam to 14 inches and gravelly loam to 60 inches. The
available water storage is considered to be ‘High’. The rooting depth for trees is at least 80
inches. This site is considered to be intermediate in productivity for trees.
The McGowan ashy loam (covers 18% of the site) is a gently sloping, well-drained soil type that
is formed from colluvium and residuum derived from basalt with some volcanic ash in the
surface. The surface soils are ashy loams to a depth of 10 inches, the rest of the profile being a
clay loam. The rooting depth for trees is at least 80 inches. This is considered to be an
intermediate site for the productivity of trees.
The Chemawa ashy loam (Covers 14% of the site) is a well-drained soil type formed on terraces
from volcanic ash. The soil profile is an ashy loam to 26 inches with ashy silt loam below. The
rooting depth for trees is at least 80 inches. This type is also considered to be intermediate in
productivity for trees.
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The Beezee cobbly loam (Covers 4% of the site) is found on the steep slope in the southwest
portion of the site. It is a well-drained soil type formed on canyon slopes from colluvium
derived from basal missed with loess. The upper 10 inches is a cobbly loam with a very cobbly
loam to 60 inches. The rooting depth for trees is at least 80 inches.
The Rock Outcrop is the slope above the White Salmon River. This is a grass and oak tree
covered type with 2 large rock outcrops and a shallow ashy loam surface soil on the remainder.
Resource Category III – Water Quality/Riparian and Fish Habitat/Wetlands
The White Salmon River crosses the southwest corner of the parcel (Photo S above). The
required riparian buffers have already been delineated and timber was harvested to these buffers
in 2014.
There are 3 perennial initiation points with flowing water at the time of the field work. All 3 are
within required buffers from the 2014 harvest, or in other unharvested timber. There are no
other streams.

Photo T. View of perennial initiation point in Type 3.

There is a small 0.25 acre pond that was created many years ago by damming a swale. It should
be treated as a Class A wetland for forest practices purposes. It is my opinion that there are no
unstable slopes.
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Photo U. View of small pond (Class A wetland) in Type 10.
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Resource Category IV- Forest Inventory/Timber/Wood Products
Variable area sample plots were randomly taken across all forest cover types to determine the
species, size, and stocking of trees in the type. The purpose was for description only, tree
heights, timber volumes, sorts and grades were not determined.
Type I. – This type is made up of 3 small stands in which there are 2 age classes of trees. It is
predominantly an oak reproduction (seedlings, saplings and small pole-sized trees) type with
scattered younger pole-sized Douglas-firs. It is a pre-merchantable type and likely will never
produce significant merchantable timber. It should considered for use as habitat.
The only cultural activity that may be useful in this type is control of Himalayan blackberry,
selective thinning of the oak stems to at least 12 ft. on center, and interplanting the gaps in the
stand with Douglas-fir. Though this is not a high priority recommendation and likely will not
provide a positive economic return in the next 40 years.

Photo V. Type 1 – Oaks, scattered Douglas-firs and invasive blackberry.
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Type 2. – Tree species include mostly Oregon white oak, Douglas-fir, and Ponderosa pine
(Yellow pine). This type occurs on the steep slope in the southwest corner of the project area. It
is nearly fully stocked with trees.
No cultural activity is recommended. Due to the steep slopes, it should be protected as the
riparian buffer for the White Salmon River.

Photo W. View uphill into the Type 21 oak stand. Standing in Type 11 – the meadow above the river.

Type 3. – There is little to no harvest potential in Type 3 since the remaining timber is all
riparian management zone set-asides for the White Salmon River, steep slopes, and 2 perennial
ignition points along with their streams.
No management activity other than protection is recommended for timber in Type 3.
Type 4. – This type was planted at a high density with a highly successful survival and growth
rate. For this reason, tree stocking is high, and if not selectively thinned, then the growth of
some trees in the stand will slow and stagnation of the stand could even occur.
Since part of this stand is being considered for improvements, it is recommended that the
prescription for thinning be tied to the selective tree removal required for the project. The
selective thinning prescription if applied, is to remove smaller, or lower quality trees to release
‘crop’ trees so that the crown of each crop tree has 2 sides ‘free-to-grow’. The resulting spacing
will be irregular, but the result of invigorating the crop trees will be achieved. Typically this
thinning would be pre-commercial and the cut stems would remain on the ground to decay
naturally. In this case, 80% clean-up of the cut trees may be warranted.
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When selecting trees to favor, select species in this priority: Douglas-fir, Ponderosa pine, and
Oregon white oak. Crop trees should be higher vigor, dominant and codominant trees in the
stand, with straight stems, little to no stem defect, or insect or disease problems.

Photo X. View of the interior of Type 4.

Type 5. – This type has select larger stems that are harvestable today; however, the second,
younger/smaller age class is not merchantable. The recommendation for this type is to precommercially thin the denser portions of the younger forest cover type. Treatment of the cut
trees may include removal from the site, or lop and scattering. Creating slash for fuel for a
wildfire is a concern if thinning is conducted in this stand. The wildfire fuel creation and cost of
the thinning and disposal may make this operation uneconomical.
Type 6. – This Oregon white oak type has an abundance of large and smaller oaks with few other
species intermixed. The stocking of trees is high. The greatest potential for this type is for
habitat for the western gray squirrel and other wildlife. Protection and no other management
than control of invasive species is recommended.
Type 7. – This 2 aged stand is a plantation created by retention of a shelterwood overstory,
underplanting of Douglas-fir and Ponderosa pine seedlings, followed by some natural seeding.
The stand stocking is high, similar to Type 4. There is no potential to remove the large,
overstory trees since damage to the young stand below would be great. However, the young
plantation trees would benefit from pre-commercial thinning similar that described for Type 4.
Fuel for wildfire is also a concern if thinning is done. This must be considered along with the
economics of the final prescription.
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Type 8. – This type is economically mature, and ready for harvest, however since it includes
only 9 acres of timber, the economic return will be fairly small. If portions of the stand are to be
improved, cultural activity in this type may only include hazard tree removal near targets.

Photo Y. View of a portion of Type 8.

Type 9. – This type similarly presents some opportunity to harvest timber; however it is only a 3
acre type and occurs along the east parcel boundary and the entry into the project area. Selective
management likely will only include hazard tree management and no timber harvest.
Type 10. – This 2014 plantation will need to be replanted. The following is the recommended
sequence of activity to accomplish this.
1. In September of 2020, rip unit with a cat with 2 ripper knives on the back. Rip all open
areas where the slope is 25% or less. Basically this is the portion of the unit below the
main road.
2. Order 17,000 seed zone 653 Douglas-fir 1+1 transplants and 3,000 seed zone 653
Ponderosa pine 2-0 seedlings for planting in March of 2021. Plant these trees across the
entire 49 acres of Type 10. Interplant the Ponderosa pine among the Douglas-firs until
they are gone. These tree seedlings and transplants are available from Weyerhaeuser
and/or the Washington Department of Natural Resources Webster Nursery.
Type 11. – This type is basically non-forest and no forest management activity is recommended
in this type.
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Resource Category V - Wildfire
The risk of wildfire on the parcel is ‘Moderate’ to ‘High’. ‘Moderate’ today and ‘High’ after
development of the project occurs.
All of the forest cover types except Type 10 will carry a fire today. Wildfire could be reduced by
selective thinning and pruning the lower 7 feet of branches on the crop trees in Type 4, 7, and 9.
Slash from the thinning and pruning can be piled and burned during the winter months. Or, slash
could be ground by a grinder in concert with development of the new project. Decreasing the
available fuel and creating fire breaks is the most effective way to decrease the risk of fire
spread.
Resource Category VI – Roads
There are approximately 1.5 miles of road within the project area. Sixty percent of this (0.9
miles) is the main road, the remainder is the secondary logging roads. For the most part, the
roads are in good condition, but require some repairs and maintenance.
Two culverts are damaged beyond repair and must be replaced. Two other culverts have
damaged ends and can be repaired. Some clean-out is required at the upper ends and portions of
the ditches approaching the culverts need to be cleaned. In some cased invasive rose and
blackberry has seeded into the ditch lines and must be controlled and removed.
Table 2. List of culverts and work required – Culvert locations are shown on Figure 1, the
forest cover type map.
Map
Culvert
Label
Size
Condition
Recommend
18” x 30’
Good
Clean-out upper end; Topdress gravel on both upper
A
and lower ends.
12” x 30’
Poor
Upper end destroyed; Replace culvert.
B
12” x 30’
Fair
Upper end bent – repair this;
C
18” x 36’
Good
Clean-out upper end and lower end.
D
12” x 30’
Very poor Both ends destroyed; Replace culvert.
E
It is recommended that all roads be maintained (not abandoned) for forestry access and
management activity.
Resource Category VII – Wildlife
There is abundant sign of wildlife on the property. Elk (Cervus canadensis) scat was particularly
abundant throughout the property. The Douglas-fir seedlings planted after the 2014 timber
harvest show signs of heavy browse by ungulates.
No raptor nests were seen on the site but they likely occur. Three western gray squirrels were
observed during site reconnaissance. No other information was found indicating the presence of
any other threatened or endangered species on this parcel.
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Table 3. List of Mammals Likely to Occur at the Roy Property
Common Name
Scientific Name
Western Gray Squirrel
(Sciurus griseus)
Roosevelt elk
(Cervus canadensis roosevelti)
Coyote
(Canis latrans)
Porcupine
(Erethizon dorsatum)
Black Bear
(Ursus americanus)
Mule Deer
(Odocoileus hemionus)

Resource Category VIII – Protection of Special Resources
Other than the western gray squirrels, no threatened or endangered plant, animal, or bird species
were identified and the landowners are not aware of any. No raptor nest sites were found. No
other information was found indicating the presence of a threatened or endangered species on
this parcel.
There are no known cultural resources or historical sites for which protection may be required or
desirable. There are no other unique, important, or special sites within the ownership that are
special to the landowner on the forested portion of the ownership, and thus no special protection
measures are required.
There are no known threated (other than western gray squirrels) or endangered species,
cultural, or historical resource protection issues on this property. A formal review, to identify
these resources, if any, and their potential protection requirements, will be conducted by the
State Department of Natural Resources if and when the landowner proposes to conduct
significant forestry activity which requires a DNR – approved Forest Practices Applications.
Resource Category IX – Aesthetics and Recreation
The recreational use of the parcel is currently limited by the gated access and steep slopes on the
lower side of the parcel. The river however, is likely used by rafters, kayakers, and fisherman.
Since access is limited, the approach from land is likely from the private property on the south
side of the river.
There is potential to create recreational trails though the forest lands that could be available to
users of the improved portions of this project. While the slopes above the river are steep, stable
hiking trails could be constructed to and along the river. There are also abundant game trails
that traverse the property.
The aesthetics of the parcel will improve when the newly planted trees in Type 10 grow to
achieve a height of 5 ft. or more (likely to take 7 years after planting). Slash piles that remain
from the 2014 (28 piles) could be ground and the grindings (chips called hog fuel) could be used
on trails around the project site. Finer branches and other downed woody debris will be difficult
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to clean up in its partially decayed state, and it is recommended that cleanup of this material
along with stumps, be limited to the improved areas of the project site.
Resource Category X – Carbon Sequestration & Resilience to Climate/Weather-Related
Influence
The current stocking level of long-term tree species is adequate in all but Type 10. Increasing
the abundance of coniferous species in Type 10 where stocking is low would allow the site to
sequester more carbon in the long-term.
Delaying the harvest of the trees currently on the site to age 80 or even 100 (most older trees are
about 70-75 years old today) years old could allow the vegetation on the site to sequester and
retain more carbon than would otherwise be possible on a shorter rotation. Commercial thinning
could take place in Type 5, 8, or 9 at an earlier date with little consequence to carbon
sequestration.

IV. Management Plan Implementation Timetable
Annual maintenance activity should include patrol of the property boundaries to look for
encroachments, maintaining roads, controlling noxious weeds, and monitoring the stands for
disease and insect problems.
The long term management plan for most of the parcel is to keep it in forestry. At this point in
time, the recommended management activities of replanting, pre-commercial thinning, invasive
weed control, fuel management, and road maintenance needs to be scheduled and done.
Table 4. Schedule of work.
YEAR*
MONTH TYPE
Annually in
Any
All
perpetuity

Annually in
perpetuity

April September

All

2020

September

10

2021

By March
15th

10

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

ACTIVITY
Maintenance

PRODUCT/TECHNIQUE
Inspect roads, property lines,
clean ditches, and monitor
disease and insect problems.
Re-flag lines as necessary.
Crossbow at labeled rates
applied as a low volume foliar
treatment. Keep product off of
Douglas-fir, oaks, and
Ponderosa pine trees.

Conduct herbicide
treatment to control
invasive species i.e.
Himalayan
blackberry,
Scotchbroom,
poison oak, rose, and
English holly.
Site prepare for
Rip slopes under 30% with cat
replanting.
with rippers on back. Create
planting spots 10’ x 10’ as best
one can.
Replant 20,000 new Douglas-fir 1+1 and Ponderosa
trees on 10 ft.
pine 2-0, Seed Zone 653.
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YEAR*

MONTH

TYPE

2021

October
1st

10

2020

Fall Winter

4, 7,
and 9

2020

September

Roads

ACTIVITY
centers throughout
Type 10.
Seedling survival
stocking survey.
Assess weed
pressure, prescribe
control if needed.
Precommercial
thinning, pruning
branches to 7 ft.,
and clean-up.

1) Replace 2 of
the 5
culverts,
repair 2 of
the other 3.
2) Clean
ditches.
3) Grade roads.
4) Prune
encroaching
branches.

PRODUCT/TECHNIQUE

Utilize Certified Consulting
Forester.

This prescription is for tree
health improvement and
control of wildfire. Trees to be
cut should be marked by a
Certified Consulting Forester.
The work should be supervised
by the forester as well.
Utilize Certified Consulting
Forester to supervise.

Seedlings for reforestation should be sourced from the seed zone 653 – Klickatat County and are
1,000 ft. elevation stock. Douglas-fir stock for replanting should utilize 1+1 transplants.
Ponderosa pine can be 2-0 seedlings or plug+1 transplant stock if available. Tree seedlings
should be planted on 10 ft. centers to achieve 435 trees/acre.
Follow-up weed control will likely be needed about year 4 or 5. The frequency will be
determined by the weed pressure. Once tree seedlings are established, and terminal leaders are
above the weed canopy, no additional weed control (other than invasive weed control) should be
necessary.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Photo Z. View of Mount Hood from the main road.

V. Summary of Resource Category Information
Table 4. Resource information
RESOURCE
PROTECTION
CATEGORY
CONDITION
MEASURES
I – Forest Health
Fair
Replant failed 2014
plantation.

II – Soils

III – Water Quality

Fair

Good

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

Pre-commercial
thinning to maintain
stand health in Type 4,
7, & 9, focusing
initially on diseased
and deciduous tree
species.
Logging okay
anytime, but best
during dry months.
WA State Forest
Practice Act Riparian
Management Zone –
Buffers already set
except for Type 9.

MANAGEMENT
RECOMMENDATIONS
Increase stocking of conifers.
Decrease abundance of
invasive plants by spot
treatment with herbicide.

Keep compaction to a
minimum; Rip skid trails and
smooth after logging, or
maintain for access.
Consult Certified Forester for
harvest options.

Page 30

Under Canvas - Forest Management Plan
RESOURCE
CATEGORY
IV – Timber &
Wood Products

V - Wildfire

PROTECTION
CONDITION
MEASURES
Fair
Annual inspections of
property lines and
maintain fire access;

Fair

VI – Property
Access/Roads/Trails

Good

VII – Fish &
Wildlife Habitat

Good

VIII – Threatened
and Endangered
Species, and
Cultural Resources

Good

IX – Aesthetics &
Recreation

Good

X – Carbon
Sequestration &
Resilience to
Climate/WeatherRelated Influences

Fair

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

MANAGEMENT
RECOMMENDATIONS
Increase stocking of conifers,
treat weeds with herbicide to
favor the establishment of
Douglas-fir and Ponderosa
pine tree species.
Cultural management. Pre-commercial thinning and
pruning lower branches on
trees to prevent ladder fuels.
Burn or remove excess fuels.
Annual inspections.
Repair existing roads and
culverts – inspect annually or
after major storm events.
Repair immediately.
Maintain downed logs, Maintain small component of
snags, and protect
low growing shrubs, grass
riparian management
forage, and other understory
zones as required by
species. Control invasive
Forest Practices Act.
weeds including blackberry,
rose, poison oak, Scotch
broom, and English holly as
well as any other invasives on
the Washington State Invasive
Species list.
Population and habitat Monitor western gray squirrel
assessment
populations. Protection of the
oak stand, maintain existing
species of wildlife. Timber
harvesting may change the
wildlife species composition,
creating more forage for
ungulates.
Maintain viewscape,
Maintaining the property
develop hiking trails
appropriate for owners'
and access to river.
aesthetic and recreational
desires.
Maintain larger tree
Increase stocking of conifers,
canopy.
treat broadleaved trees,
shrubs, and weeds with
herbicide to favor the
establishment of long-lived
softwood tree species.
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VI. Summary
The landowners plan to maintain this property in long-term forestry with the potential to develop
a portion of the land into a recreational tent camping site.
The forest management plan will need to be revised if a significant change in the forest stand or
the land ownership objectives occurs.
Please give us a call if you have further questions.

VII. Plan Prepared By:
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

Galen M. Wright, ACF, ASCA
Certified Forester No. 44
Date Signed: March 17, 2020

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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VIII. Landowner Signatures
LANDOWNER APPROVAL SIGNATURE (REQUIRED)
I/we approve of the contents of this plan and intend to implement the described management
activities to best of my/our ability.

Signed:

______________________/___________________________

Printed: ______________________/___________________________

Date:

__________________________________________________

Mailing Address: __________________________________________
__________________________________________
Phone: ___________________________________________________
Email: ____________________________________________________

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

Page 33

Under Canvas - Forest Management Plan

IX. PLAN APPROVAL SIGNATURES
DNR FOREST STEWARDSHIP PLAN APPROVAL (IF APPLICABLE)
This plan meets the requirements for a Forest Stewardship Plan.
WA State Department of Natural Resources Authorized Representative
Signed: ________________________________
Date: __________________________________
Print Name: _____________________________
Title: ___________________________________
Affiliation: ______________________________
Address: ________________________________
Phone: _________________________________
E-mail: _________________________________
WASHINGTON TREE FARM MANAGEMENT PLAN APPROVAL (IF APPLICABLE)
This plan meets the requirements for a Tree Farm Management Plan.
Signature of Washington Tree Farm Program Authorized Representative
Signed: ________________________________
Date: __________________________________
Print Name: _____________________________
Title: ___________________________________
Affiliation: ______________________________
Address: ________________________________
Phone: _________________________________
E-mail: _________________________________
Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

Page 34

Under Canvas - Forest Management Plan
CURRENT USE TIMBER MANAGEMENT PLAN APPROVAL (IF APPLICABLE)
This plan meets the requirements for a Timber Management Plan for current use property tax
programs.
Signature of Authorized County Government Representative:
Signed: ________________________________
Date: __________________________________
Print Name: _____________________________
Title: ___________________________________
Affiliation: ______________________________
Address: ________________________________
Phone: _________________________________
E-mail: _______________________________

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Attachment #1 – Forest Cover Type Map with Culvert Locations
(1 page attached)

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 1. Forest Cover Types (1-11) and Culvert Locations (A-E).
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Type 1: OWO 2-26”
Type 2: OWO,df 2-35
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Type 4: PP,df 3-12” Plantation
Type 5: DF,pp,owo 8-30” Patchy
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Type 6: OWO,df 5-22” Contiguous
Type 11: Meadow,river,25 oaks
Type 7: DF,pp 6-24” Shelterwood/reprod
Type 8: DF,gf 7-24” Contiguous
Type 9: DF,pp 2-32” Patchy
Forest Cover Type Line
Type 10: Harvest Area – 2014 – 30 trees/acre
(Yellow)
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Attachment #2 – Water Type Map with PIP’s and Wetlands
(1 page attached)

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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Figure 2. Water type map for the Under Canvas project site – T4N, R10E, Sections 7 and 12.
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Attachment #3 - Assumptions and Limiting Conditions
1)

Any legal description provided to the Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. is assumed to be
correct. Any titles and ownership's to any property are assumed to be good and marketable. No
responsibility is assumed for matters legal in character. Any and all property is appraised or
evaluated as though free and clear, under responsible ownership and competent management.

2)

It is assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes, or
other governmental regulations, unless otherwise stated.

3)

Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified
insofar as possible; however, Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. can neither guarantee nor be
responsible for the accuracy of information.

4)

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by
reason of this report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an
additional fee for such services as described in the fee schedule and contract of engagement.

5)

Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidated the entire report.

6)

Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose
by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior expressed written or verbal
consent of Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.

7)

Neither all or any part of the contents of this report, nor copy thereof, shall be conveyed by anyone,
including the client, to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales or other media,
without the prior expressed written or verbal consent of Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc. -particularly as to value conclusions, identity of Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc., or any
reference to any professional society or to any initialed designation conferred upon Washington
Forestry Consultants, Inc. as stated in its qualifications.

8)

This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of Washington Forestry
Consultants, Inc., and the fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specified value, a
stipulated result, the occurrence neither of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding in to reported.

9)

Sketches, diagrams, graphs, and photographs in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not
necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or surveys.

10)

Unless expressed otherwise: 1) information contained in this report covers only those items that
were examined and reflects the condition of those items at the time of inspection; and 2) the
inspection is limited to visual examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation,
probing, or coring. There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or
deficiencies of the tree or other plant or property in question may not arise in the future.

Note: Even healthy trees can fail under normal or storm conditions. The only way to eliminate all risk is to
remove all trees within reach of all targets. Annual monitoring by an ISA Certified Arborist or Certified Forester
will reduce the potential of tree failures. It is impossible to predict with certainty that a tree will stand or fail, or
the timing of the failure. It is considered an ‘Act of God’ when a tree fails, unless it is directly felled or pushed
over by man’s actions.

Washington Forestry Consultants, Inc.
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