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July 1, 2026

CAL FIRE — Public Comment
Re: THP 1-26-00021-SON — Card

Dear CAL FIRE Review Team,

I live and work near the Card THP harvest area, and I spend time in this forest and along the Gualala
River because I love this place. The river, the redwoods, the wildlife — they matter to me deeply. I am
writing because I am deeply anxious about what this timber harvest plan will do to the watershed and
the creatures that depend on it.

The Gualala River is already in trouble. It is listed as impaired for sedimentation, meaning too much
dirt and sediment are washing into the water, smothering fish habitat and making it harder for salmon
and steelhead to survive. Scientists have set a firm limit on how much sediment the watershed can
safely accept — 95 tons per square mile per year — to begin healing. The Card THP area covers about
0.26 square miles. That means the entire project can responsibly discharge only about 25 tons of
sediment per year. But the plan itself discloses culvert failures that could release 50, 40, and 40 tons
of sediment — just from three crossing sites — in single failure events. The plan does not acknowledge
this. It does not explain how any of this is consistent with the sediment limit. That is a serious gap that
makes it impossible to know if this project will comply with the law that protects water quality.

I am also concerned about the cumulative impacts. The Mouth of Gualala River watershed — the
specific subwatershed this project drains into — is already more than 30 percent logged out from past
harvest. That is the threshold scientists use to identify hydrologically impaired watersheds — places
where logging has removed so much forest cover that the watershed itself is stressed and at risk. The
Big Pepperwood Creek watershed is also over the danger threshold at 22 percent. These watersheds
are already compromised. Adding more harvest, even 169 acres, pushes them further into a degraded
state. The THP does not even acknowledge that both watersheds are already above the significance
threshold. How can CAL FIRE approve more logging in a watershed it has not even recognized as
impaired?

What troubles me most is the logging in the floodplain. The south bank of the South Fork Gualala
River was logged under the Dogwood THP just a few years ago. Now the Card plan proposes to log the
north bank. Logging floodplain forest — the trees that stabilize streambanks, shade the water to keep
it cool for salmon, and filter sediment — should not be allowed. The plan says it will retain 80 percent
of the canopy in the inner floodplain zones, but it does not show the calculations proving that group
selection harvesting actually achieves that. Group selection means creating holes in the forest. If you
are removing large trees to create those gaps, I do not see how 80 percent canopy retention is
possible. The plan provides no verification that this standard will actually be met on the ground.

I also grieve what we stand to lose if this plan goes forward unchecked. The Gualala River is home to
Coho salmon and steelhead — both protected species that are already struggling. The plan
acknowledges they are present or potentially present in the watercourses affected by the harvest. But
the protections in the plan are weak. The fisheries mitigation plan that is supposed to protect these
fish during stream crossing work is referenced but never actually shown or attached. How is anyone
supposed to know if it is adequate? For Pacific fisher — a federally endangered species — the plan
offers no proactive surveys, only a promise to "halt if found." By then, if a den tree is marked for
removal, it is too late.

I also worry about the wetlands. The Water Board inspector found extensive wetlands throughout the
harvest area, with wetland plants "growing throughout much of the harvest area." But the plan does
not formally map these wetlands. Instead, it trusts flagged trees and equipment operator judgment.
Seasonal wetlands are protected features under the rules. A forest where wetland plants are "growing
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throughout much of the harvest area" needs formal delineation — a scientific survey — not visual
assessment by someone wearing a hard hat. The plan admits there will be "some amount of incidental
disturbance" to these wetland plants from tractor operations. That is an acknowledgment of impact
without any analysis of whether that impact is significant.

Winter operations also concern me. The plan says operations will stop if soils are saturated, but it
never defines what "saturated" means. How does the logger determine it? Is there a rainfall
threshold? Is there a soil moisture meter requirement? Without a specific, measurable standard, this
protection is meaningless in practice. An inspector cannot tell if the operator is complying with a
standard that does not exist.

I understand that timber harvest is part of California's forest economy, and I respect the need for that
industry to operate responsibly. But this plan asks me to trust that operations in an already-impaired
watershed, in a floodplain ecosystem, near listed fish species, will somehow cause no significant harm
— while the plan itself fails to provide the analysis needed to verify that promise. That is not asking
for the moon. It is asking for the basic data that any responsible project should include before
operations begin.

I urge CAL FIRE to require the following before this plan is approved:

First, demand a quantitative analysis showing that both the Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth of
Gualala River watersheds — both already above the cumulative harvest significance threshold —
retain enough hydrologic integrity to absorb this additional harvest without worsening their impaired
condition.

Second, require a complete sediment budget comparing all sediment sources in the plan — roads,
trails, landings, and crossings — to the TMDL waste load allocation, with a finding that demonstrates
compliance with the 25-ton annual ceiling for this project area.

Third, require formal wetland delineation of the entire harvest area, not visual flagging, with maps
showing exactly where equipment operations can and cannot occur.

Fourth, require the fisheries protection plan to be attached and disclosed, so that people who care
about this river can actually see what protections are in place.

Fifth, require disclosure of the archaeological survey methodology — how many hours were spent,
what percentage of the area was walked, what ground visibility existed. Irreplaceable cultural
resources cannot be protected if we do not know whether the survey was adequate to find them.

The Gualala River deserves better stewardship than this plan provides. I love this watershed and the
creatures that call it home. Please do not allow this harvest to proceed without the analysis and
protections it should have had from the start.

With deep concern,

Jeanne A Jackson
Gualala CA
jackson2@mcn.org
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