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July 2, 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 depend on the Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth
of Gualala River watersheds for water supply and recreation. These watersheds matter to me
personally, and I am deeply concerned about what this plan proposes and what it fails to analyze
before approval.

The most fundamental problem with this THP is what it does not acknowledge: both of these
watersheds are already hydrologically impaired. The Mouth of Gualala River watershed has been
above the cumulative impact threshold for over 30 years and now carries 30.4% unrecovered forest
ecosystem canopy — well above the 20% level that scientists recognize as the point of hydrologic
impairment. Big Pepperwood Creek sits at 22.4% unrecovered canopy, also above threshold. These
are not abstract numbers. They mean that roughly half the natural water-holding and temperature-
regulating capacity of these forests is already gone. When a watershed is already in this condition,
adding more harvest on top is not a marginal decision — it is a decision to push an already-stressed
system further into decline. The THP never acknowledges this baseline reality. It does not explain how
operations in watersheds this depleted of forest cover can be reconciled with the regulatory
requirement that the state not approve harvest that would worsen an already impaired condition.

I am also deeply concerned about sediment impacts and water quality. The Gualala River is 303(d)-
listed for sedimentation, and a federal Total Maximum Daily Load establishes a hard ceiling of 95 tons
of sediment per square mile per year from all human sources. The Card THP covers about 0.26 square
miles, meaning it can only contribute about 25 tons of sediment per year. But the plan's own erosion
control analysis documents three culvert sites where failures would release 50, 40, and 45 tons of
sediment respectively — each one alone would exceed the annual limit for the entire project area. The
plan acknowledges these risks exist but never explains how the total sediment from all sources —
roads, skid trails, landings, and crossings — will stay within the TMDL limit. Without that accounting,
there is no way to know whether this project complies with water quality law.

The wetland analysis is deficient and troubling. The Regional Water Quality Control Board inspector
found "extensive wetlands" throughout the harvest area and "wetland type plant species growing
throughout much of the harvest area." The plan acknowledges there will be "some amount of
incidental disturbance" to these plants from equipment operations but never formally delineates
where the wetlands actually are or analyzes whether that disturbance is significant. You cannot
protect something you have not mapped. Before any operations begin, a formal wetland delineation
using standard protocols should be required, integrated into the maps showing where equipment can
and cannot go, and subject to a real analysis of impacts. The current approach — flag trails to avoid
wetland plants, accept some disturbance anyway — is not protection; it is a hope that disturbance
stays within acceptable bounds while the bounds are never defined.

I am also concerned about this being a 15-year reentry into the flood-prone areas of the South Fork
Gualala River that were harvested under the Kestrel THP just 15 years ago. The flood-prone zone is
precisely where a watershed's ability to regulate streamflow and filter sediment is most critical for
fish. That zone is also where soils have the least bearing capacity and the slowest recovery. Proposing
to bring heavy equipment back into flood-prone terrain so soon, before recovery from the prior
harvest has completed, seems inconsistent with any commitment to restoration. The plan does not
analyze what 15 years of recovery has actually achieved or what additional disturbance will cause.
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There is also the matter of the cumulative context that the plan inadequately addresses. The Rockpile
THP is proceeding directly on the other side of the Class I Gualala River that runs through both plans.
The plan discloses that GRT has future THPs planned on 750 more acres in these same watersheds
over the next decade. These are not hypothetical future impacts to be dismissed as speculative — they
are "reasonably foreseeable" under CEQA, and the law requires them to be analyzed together as a
cumulative effect, not as separate isolated projects. The Card THP's analysis never models what
happens to these already-impaired watersheds if the Card project is approved, then the Rockpile
project is approved, then the three future GRT projects are approved. That cumulative trajectory is
the reality of what landscape recovery actually faces in these watersheds, and it is not analyzed.

I understand that timber harvest is permitted under California law and that GRT is operating within
the regulatory framework. But that framework includes obligations that this THP does not meet. It
must acknowledge the current state of these watersheds — impaired, depleted of forest cover, in a
state of hydrologic stress. It must provide a quantitative sediment budget that demonstrates
compliance with the TMDL. It must formally delineate and protect the wetlands it acknowledges are
extensive. It must analyze what reasonable alternatives exist to the proposed approach, including
cable yarding in the WLPZ and reduced harvest footprints that could achieve the project's objectives
with lower environmental risk.

I urge CAL FIRE to require these analyses before approval. If they are provided and demonstrate that
operations can proceed without worsening the already impaired condition of these watersheds and
without violating water quality standards, then the decision is yours to make. But that decision cannot
be made responsibly on the basis of the analysis currently in the record. These watersheds have
already given up a generation of recovery. They deserve a full accounting of what additional losses
will occur before more is taken from them.

With deep concern,

Chris Poehlmann
Annapolis
chrispoehlmann@gmail.com
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From: Chris Poehlmann via CalTREES Shepherd <info@caltrees.net>

Sent: Thursday, July 2, 2026 3:47 PM

To: Santa Rosa Public Comment@CALFIRE

Subject: Significant Environmental Concerns: THP 1-26-00021-SON "Card"
Attachments: public-comment-1-26-00021-SON.pdf

Be Careful With This Message

The sender's email domain has been active for a short period of time and could be unsafe.

| Report Suspicious

Please consider the attached public comment and the significant environmental concerns
itraises regarding THP 1-26-00021-SON "Card" during your review process.

Sincerely,
Chris Poehlmann
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