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

Dear CAL FIRE Review Team,

I live and work in this watershed, and I depend on it. The Gualala River and its tributaries are woven
through my life — I spend time here hiking, paddling, and recreating, and I also care about what
happens to California's forests because they matter to all of us, especially as the climate crisis
deepens. When I learned about the Card THP, I decided to read the documents carefully. What I found
shocked and alarmed me.

The THP claims that the Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth of Gualala River watersheds can absorb
this harvest without causing significant cumulative damage. But the data in the THP itself tells a
different story — one the RPF seems to have overlooked, or perhaps deliberately downplayed. This is
not a case where I disagree with the agency's judgment. This is a case where the THP contains
internal contradictions and factual omissions that make its conclusions unverifiable and legally
indefensible.

The most serious problem is the omission of the Dogwood THP from the cumulative impacts analysis.
The Dogwood THP — 1-15-042-SON — was approved by CalFire on July 31, 2019, after litigation, and
most of the logging occurred in 2021. That is just five years ago. It covered 285 acres across both
affected watersheds, removing 132 acres of equivalent clearcut area. This is not ancient history. This
is recent, documented, ongoing hydrologic disturbance. The RPF acknowledges on page 144 that it
considers cumulative impacts, but then claims that "very little activity has taken place in the
watershed in the past decade or more." That statement is false. The Dogwood THP's logging in 2021 is
documented in CalFire's own records. When I learned that this recent, substantial harvest was not
even mentioned in the Card THP's cumulative analysis, I understood that something had gone
seriously wrong with the review process.

Let me translate what this omission means in plain terms. The Mouth of Gualala River watershed is
303(d)-listed as sediment-impaired and temperature-impaired. It is already showing signs of
hydrologic stress. The THP's own cumulative harvest tables show that 45.7% of this watershed has
been logged in recorded history — well above the 30% threshold that scientists identify as the point
where hydrologic function begins to break down. But that figure does not include the Dogwood THP's
51 acres of equivalent clearcut area. When you add Dogwood back in — as the regulations require —
the total becomes 46.7% of the watershed. More importantly, the amount of that logging that has not
yet recovered is approximately 31.2% to 31.4% of the watershed. That is at or above the regulatory
threshold. This watershed is not approaching impairment. It is in it. And the THP proposes to add
more.

The same omission affects the Big Pepperwood Creek watershed. The THP discloses 31.6% cumulative
equivalent clearcut area; adding the Dogwood THP brings it to 34.3%. That exceeds the 30%
threshold by a significant margin. When I realized that a recent, large harvest was simply left out of
the accounting, I understood that I could not trust the THP's conclusion that cumulative impacts will
be insignificant.

There is a second critical problem that the THP acknowledges but then refuses to address: sediment.
The THP identifies multiple culvert failures and erosion sites in its own Erosion Control Plan. Map
Point B already shows 50 tons of sediment loss from a single failed road section. Map Points 20 and 33
each threaten 40 tons or more. The Gualala River sediment TMDL limits the entire THP area — which
is only 0.26 square miles — to about 25 tons of sediment discharge per year. Three culverts alone
could exceed the total annual limit before a single log is skidded. The THP acknowledges these
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problem sites but does not calculate whether operations will comply with the water quality standard
that is supposed to protect this river. Instead, it offers promises that protective measures will work. In
a watershed this impaired, promises are not enough. The THP must show the math.

There is also a legally significant gap in the THP's analysis of wetlands. The botanical survey
documented wetland-type plants throughout the harvest area. The THP acknowledges this but
provides no formal wetland delineation and no analysis of whether logging operations will disturb
jurisdictional wetlands that require federal permits under the Clean Water Act. The THP simply flags
some wet areas and then proceeds. That is not adequate environmental review under CEQA. The
agency cannot approve operations that may require federal permits without first disclosing whether
those permits have been obtained.

I was also struck by how old some of the environmental data is. The most recent temperature
monitoring for the streams in this THP area dates to 2005 — more than 20 years ago. The Dogwood
THP's harvest in 2021 likely altered stream temperatures in affected tributaries, but the Card THP
does not acknowledge this or obtain current baseline data. How can CalFire determine whether a new
harvest will cause significant thermal impacts without knowing the current conditions — especially
when the most recent harvest was only five years ago?

What deeply concerns me — what makes me anxious and sad simultaneously — is that I can see the
path forward, and the THP does not take it. The law is clear: when a watershed is already impaired,
the burden shifts to the applicant to demonstrate that a new project will not contribute to further
impairment. That means disclosure, quantification, and honest analysis. The Card THP avoids this
burden. It omits the Dogwood THP's recent harvest. It does not calculate whether sediment
discharges will comply with water quality standards. It does not delineate wetlands. It does not obtain
current temperature data. Each of these omissions is, by itself, a legal failure. Together, they paint a
picture of an analysis designed to reach a predetermined conclusion rather than to test whether the
proposed harvest is safe.

I am not opposed to forestry in general. I understand that forests provide livelihoods and resources
that communities depend on. What I ask for is honest accounting. The THP should be required to
include the Dogwood THP's documented ECA contribution in the cumulative analysis, which will show
that the Mouth of Gualala watershed is already above the hydrologic impairment threshold. The THP
should be required to calculate total sediment yield against the TMDL waste load allocation and
demonstrate compliance — or explain why it cannot. The THP should be required to provide a formal
wetland delineation and confirm that federal permits have been obtained. And the THP should be
required to obtain current temperature monitoring data before removing canopy from stream-side
forests.

These are not unreasonable demands. They are the minimal steps required by law and by respect for
this place and the people who depend on it. Until the THP addresses them, it should not be approved.

With deep concern,

Ethan Arutunian, Friends of the South Fork Gualala
Stewarts Point, CA
info@fosfg.org
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From: Eriends of the South Fork Gualala

To: Santa Rosa Public Comment@CALFIRE

Cc: "Friends of the South Fork Gualala"

Subject: Fwd: Significant Environmental Concerns: THP 1-26-00021-SON "Card"
Date: Thursday, July 16, 2026 5:43:22 PM

Attachments: public-comment-1-26-00021-SON.pdf

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

Report Suspicious

Hello,

It has come to our attention that our public comment which was emailed

to SantaRosaPublicComment(@fire.ca.gov on July 6th, 2026 at 2:51 pm PST was never posted
to CalTrees.

Please post the comment to CalTrees so that it is officially visible. The comment must also be
considered in the official response to public comment.

Also, we have noticed that while all the other CalFire regional offices do send confirmation
emails for each public comment submitted, the Santa Rosa office does not. Any issues that
arise from missing comments are therefore the fault of the Santa Rosa review team, for failure
to confirm receipt of emails.

-Ethan Arutunian

Friends of the South Fork Gualala

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Significant Environmental Concerns: THP 1-26-00021-SON "Card"
Date:Mon, 06 Jul 2026 21:51:33 +0000
From:Ethan Arutunian <>, Friends of the South Fork Gualala via CalTREES Shepherd

<info(@caltrees.net>
Reply-To:Ethan Arutunian <>, Friends of the South Fork Gualala <info@fosfg.org>

To:SantaRosaPublicComment@fire.ca.gov

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

Sincerely,
Ethan Arutunian, Friends of the South Fork Gualala
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July 6, 2026

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

Dear CAL FIRE Review Team,

I live and work in this watershed, and I depend on it. The Gualala River and its tributaries are woven
through my life — I spend time here hiking, paddling, and recreating, and I also care about what
happens to California's forests because they matter to all of us, especially as the climate crisis
deepens. When I learned about the Card THP, I decided to read the documents carefully. What I found
shocked and alarmed me.

The THP claims that the Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth of Gualala River watersheds can absorb
this harvest without causing significant cumulative damage. But the data in the THP itself tells a
different story — one the RPF seems to have overlooked, or perhaps deliberately downplayed. This is
not a case where I disagree with the agency's judgment. This is a case where the THP contains
internal contradictions and factual omissions that make its conclusions unverifiable and legally
indefensible.

The most serious problem is the omission of the Dogwood THP from the cumulative impacts analysis.
The Dogwood THP — 1-15-042-SON — was approved by CalFire on July 31, 2019, after litigation, and
most of the logging occurred in 2021. That is just five years ago. It covered 285 acres across both
affected watersheds, removing 132 acres of equivalent clearcut area. This is not ancient history. This
is recent, documented, ongoing hydrologic disturbance. The RPF acknowledges on page 144 that it
considers cumulative impacts, but then claims that "very little activity has taken place in the
watershed in the past decade or more." That statement is false. The Dogwood THP's logging in 2021 is
documented in CalFire's own records. When I learned that this recent, substantial harvest was not
even mentioned in the Card THP's cumulative analysis, I understood that something had gone
seriously wrong with the review process.

Let me translate what this omission means in plain terms. The Mouth of Gualala River watershed is
303(d)-listed as sediment-impaired and temperature-impaired. It is already showing signs of
hydrologic stress. The THP's own cumulative harvest tables show that 45.7% of this watershed has
been logged in recorded history — well above the 30% threshold that scientists identify as the point
where hydrologic function begins to break down. But that figure does not include the Dogwood THP's
51 acres of equivalent clearcut area. When you add Dogwood back in — as the regulations require —
the total becomes 46.7% of the watershed. More importantly, the amount of that logging that has not
yet recovered is approximately 31.2% to 31.4% of the watershed. That is at or above the regulatory
threshold. This watershed is not approaching impairment. It is in it. And the THP proposes to add
more.

The same omission affects the Big Pepperwood Creek watershed. The THP discloses 31.6% cumulative
equivalent clearcut area; adding the Dogwood THP brings it to 34.3%. That exceeds the 30%
threshold by a significant margin. When I realized that a recent, large harvest was simply left out of
the accounting, I understood that I could not trust the THP's conclusion that cumulative impacts will
be insignificant.

There is a second critical problem that the THP acknowledges but then refuses to address: sediment.
The THP identifies multiple culvert failures and erosion sites in its own Erosion Control Plan. Map
Point B already shows 50 tons of sediment loss from a single failed road section. Map Points 20 and 33
each threaten 40 tons or more. The Gualala River sediment TMDL limits the entire THP area — which
is only 0.26 square miles — to about 25 tons of sediment discharge per year. Three culverts alone
could exceed the total annual limit before a single log is skidded. The THP acknowledges these





problem sites but does not calculate whether operations will comply with the water quality standard
that is supposed to protect this river. Instead, it offers promises that protective measures will work. In
a watershed this impaired, promises are not enough. The THP must show the math.

There is also a legally significant gap in the THP's analysis of wetlands. The botanical survey
documented wetland-type plants throughout the harvest area. The THP acknowledges this but
provides no formal wetland delineation and no analysis of whether logging operations will disturb
jurisdictional wetlands that require federal permits under the Clean Water Act. The THP simply flags
some wet areas and then proceeds. That is not adequate environmental review under CEQA. The
agency cannot approve operations that may require federal permits without first disclosing whether
those permits have been obtained.

I was also struck by how old some of the environmental data is. The most recent temperature
monitoring for the streams in this THP area dates to 2005 — more than 20 years ago. The Dogwood
THP's harvest in 2021 likely altered stream temperatures in affected tributaries, but the Card THP
does not acknowledge this or obtain current baseline data. How can CalFire determine whether a new
harvest will cause significant thermal impacts without knowing the current conditions — especially
when the most recent harvest was only five years ago?

What deeply concerns me — what makes me anxious and sad simultaneously — is that I can see the
path forward, and the THP does not take it. The law is clear: when a watershed is already impaired,
the burden shifts to the applicant to demonstrate that a new project will not contribute to further
impairment. That means disclosure, quantification, and honest analysis. The Card THP avoids this
burden. It omits the Dogwood THP's recent harvest. It does not calculate whether sediment
discharges will comply with water quality standards. It does not delineate wetlands. It does not obtain
current temperature data. Each of these omissions is, by itself, a legal failure. Together, they paint a
picture of an analysis designed to reach a predetermined conclusion rather than to test whether the
proposed harvest is safe.

I am not opposed to forestry in general. I understand that forests provide livelihoods and resources
that communities depend on. What I ask for is honest accounting. The THP should be required to
include the Dogwood THP's documented ECA contribution in the cumulative analysis, which will show
that the Mouth of Gualala watershed is already above the hydrologic impairment threshold. The THP
should be required to calculate total sediment yield against the TMDL waste load allocation and
demonstrate compliance — or explain why it cannot. The THP should be required to provide a formal
wetland delineation and confirm that federal permits have been obtained. And the THP should be
required to obtain current temperature monitoring data before removing canopy from stream-side
forests.

These are not unreasonable demands. They are the minimal steps required by law and by respect for
this place and the people who depend on it. Until the THP addresses them, it should not be approved.

With deep concern,

Ethan Arutunian, Friends of the South Fork Gualala
Stewarts Point, CA
info@fosfg.org








