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Re: Card THP (THP 1-26-00021-SON) – Comments on Recirculated Section IV 

Dear Forest Practice Program Manager and Review Team: 

On behalf of Friends of Gualala River (“FoGR”), we submit these comments concerning 
recirculated Section IV of Timber Harvest Plan 1-26-00021-SON (Card THP).  FoGR is a 
community-based organization dedicated to protecting and restoring the Gualala River 
watershed, its salmonid habitat, water quality, forests, and associated public resources.  FoGR 
submits these comments to encourage a complete, transparent, and enforceable review of the 
Card THP’s potential effects on those resources. 

The July 22, 2026 Letter of Recirculation from Eric Hedge, Forest Practice Manager, 
Coast Region, at California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (“CAL FIRE”) states that 
additional reasonably foreseeable potential future projects constitute significant new 
information and reopens Section IV, plan pages 133 through 285.3, for public review.  We 
incorporate by reference FoGR’s July 6, 2026 public comment letter and FoGR’s separate 
comments on recirculated Section IV, and request that CAL FIRE consider these submissions 
together and all other public and agency comments on the THP before determining whether 
the THP conforms to the Forest Practice Act (“FPA”) and applicable rules.  These comments 
focus on the new information while explaining why Section IV, read together with other THP 
sections, still does not provide a meaningful cumulative-impact analysis or a reliable account of 
the THP’s wildfire, watershed, climate, and biological consequences. 

The new pages in Section IV identify three prospective projects—the Little Pepperwood, 
Noce, and Herman THPs.  While that disclosure is a useful start, it neither integrates those 
projects with the Card THP’s resource analyses nor accounts for the completed operations 
under the Dogwood THP, the Apple THP, and numerous other relevant past projects within the 
affected areas.  The proper consideration is the combined effect of Card with all relevant past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the appropriate geographic scope 
for each resource.  CAL FIRE should revise the analysis and, if the revision changes operative 
information or mitigation, recirculate the affected material for public review. 
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I. Governing Legal Standards and Scope of These Comments. 

A THP is implemented and controlled under the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 
1973 (“Forest Practice Act” or “FPA”), which was established to regulate California 
timberlands.1  The express intent of the FPA is to "create and maintain an effective and 
comprehensive system of regulation and use of all timberlands” assuring that timberland 
productivity is "restored, enhanced, and maintained."'2  At the same time, consideration is 
given to “recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, and aesthetic 
enjoyment.”3  CAL FIRE implements the FPA under procedures set forth in the Forest Practice 
Rules. 

The Forest Practice Act requires a landowner to submit a THP and obtain CAL FIRE 
approval before conducting a timber operation, and the Forest Practice Rules establish the 
information, review, and protection requirements governing that approval.  CAL FIRE’s forest-
practice program serves as an alternative to preparation of a conventional EIR; but does not 
displace CEQA’s applicable substantive and procedural protections.4  In approving a THP, CAL 
FIRE must comply both with the FPA and with CEQA provisions from which the Legislature has 
not specifically exempted timber harvesting.5  CEQA and the FPA supplement one another and 
must be harmonized.6 

The THP must therefore provide enough timely, project-specific information for CAL 
FIRE, reviewing agencies, and the public to understand the project’s environmental setting, 
likely effects, feasible protective measures, and cumulative context.  This is particularly 
important where substantial environmental objections identify concrete information gaps or 
conflicting evidence.  

  

 
1  Pub. Resources Code (“PRC”), §§ 4511, 4513, 4581 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 (“Forest Practice Rules” or 
“FPR”), §§ 895, et seq. 
2  Id. § 4513(a). 
3  Id. §§ 4513(b), 4512(c). 
4  See PRC, § 21080.5; see also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 (“CEQA Guidelines”), §§ 15065, subds. (a)(1), (a)(3), 15380; 
see also Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Arcata National Corp. (1976) 59 Cal.App.3d 959, 964; 
Environmental Protection Information Center, Inc. v. Johnson (1985) 170 Cal.App.3d 604, 616 (EPIC I) [“While 
section 21080.5 may allow... abbreviated project plans instead of full-blown EIRs, it does not except the industry 
from adhering to the broad policy goals of CEQA . . . and to CEQA's substantive standards designed to fulfill the 
act’s goal of long-term preservation of a high-quality environment for the citizens of California.”]; see also Gallegos 
v. Board of Forestry (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 945, 952-54. 
5  FPR, § 896; see also Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1228, 1231; see also Schoen v. 
Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 556, 573; see also Joy Road Area Forest & 
Watershed Assn. v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 656, 667-670 (Joy Road). 
6  Joy Road, supra, 142 Cal.App.4th at p. 670. 
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The THP must provide an adequate analysis of the plan’s potential to contribute to 
cumulative impacts.7  Although technical perfection is not required, a cumulative-impact 
analysis must be adequate, complete, and reflect a good-faith effort at full disclosure.  A 
conclusion resting on generalized narrative, rather than disclosed facts, reasonable 
assumptions, studies, or expert evidence, does not provide a reliable basis for the required 
conformance decision.8 

Meaningful public review and the opportunity to comment are essential to CEQA’s 
function and to the validity of the THP review process.9  As the Court of Appeal in EPIC I 
explained more than 40 years ago, the purpose of public review is “to demonstrate to an 
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological 
implications of its action.”10  Public review permits agency accountability and “informed self 
government.”11  It also “ensures that appropriate alternatives and mitigation measures are 
considered, and permits input from agencies with expertise in timber resources and 
conservation.”12  More broadly, CEQA “invokes the policy of permitting full public participation 
throughout the environmental review process it commands.”13 

Those principles apply directly here.  The Card THP was initially returned because it 
lacked material information, including a required Special Treatment Area (“STA”) for operations 
near the mainline reach of the Gualala River designated under the state Wild and Scenic River 
Act for its recreational values.  The recirculated Section IV now adds information concerning 
three foreseeable future THPs, but it does not integrate that information with the operative 
provisions in Section IV’s analysis of cumulative impacts or elsewhere in the plan (e.g., the 
mapped harvest and road operations, the STA boundary and protections, the biological-
resource measures, etc.).  Nor does the analysis accurately disclose and incorporate 
information from the completed Dogwood and Apple operations across the river.  The 
recreation discussion, for example, relies on the limited four-acre STA and generalized 
assertions concerning visual and noise effects.  The revised Section IV fails to analyze the 
combined effect of Card and the past, present and reasonably probable future THPs on the river 
corridor. 

 
7  See EPIC I, supra, 170 Cal.App.3d at p. 675, citing PRC § 21083, subd. (b); Guidelines, § 15130. 
8  See id. at pp. 676-679. 
9  EPIC I, supra, 170 Cal. App. 3d 604, 622 n.10 [“The public's input into the plan approval process is mandated by 
law and supported by strong public policy”]. 
10  See id. at p. 670, quoting Schoen, supra, 58 Cal.App.4th at pp. 573-574. 
11  Schoen v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 556, 573–574. 
12  Hewlett v. Squaw Valley Ski Corp. (1997) 54 Cal.App.4th 499, 525, superseded on other grounds by United Farm 
Workers of America v. Dutra Farms (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1146, 1163–1164. 
13  Plaggmier v. City of San Jose (1980) 101 Cal.App.3d 842, 854. 
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The FPA and Rules require public access to the THP and written responses to significant 
environmental issues raised during review.14  CAL FIRE’s official response should identify the 
evidence and reasoning supporting its conclusions; however, the responses are not a substitute 
for placing material analysis in the THP itself while the public still has a meaningful opportunity 
to review and comment.15 

The public cannot meaningfully assess, or comment on, the adequacy of the cumulative 
conclusions when the relevant information is incomplete, fragmented across plan sections, 
omitted from the recirculated material, or presented without the maps, operational details, and 
enforceable protections needed to test the agency’s conclusions.  Nor can CAL FIRE rely on a 
restricted comment process to avoid public review of revisions to the STA, operational maps, 
silvicultural prescriptions, wildlife protections, or other non-Section IV provisions that may be 
necessary to cure the deficiencies disclosed by the cumulative analysis.  CAL FIRE should 
therefore make available a clean, consolidated record identifying the operative project 
description, mapped treatment and protection areas, mapped and accurate descriptions of past 
and foreseeable projects, disclosure of cumulative-analysis inputs, and binding mitigation or 
avoidance measures. 

The same principles govern recirculation.  CAL FIRE’s certified-program status does not 
exempt timber harvesting from CEQA’s notice and recirculation requirements when significant 
new information is added during THP review.16  The Forest Practice Rules likewise require 
recirculation when “Significant New Information” is added to a plan.17  The purpose is practical: 
the public must have notice and a meaningful opportunity to comment on the plan CAL FIRE 
proposes to approve, rather than an earlier version that has been materially changed.18 

CAL FIRE’s July 22, 2026 Letter of Recirculation expressly finds that the disclosure and 
mapping of additional reasonably foreseeable future projects constitute Significant New 
Information and reopens Section IV for public comment.  These comments are directed to that 
recirculated material, while referencing related materials in other sections of the Card THP.  
They explain why the newly disclosed information affects Section IV’s resource-specific 
cumulative conclusions, including its analyses of watershed conditions, biological resources, 
wildfire, and greenhouse-gas emissions.  In submitting these comments, FoGR respectfully 
requests CAL FIRE require evaluation of the consequences of the information it has newly 
added; disclose the factual assumptions, maps, and enforceable protections needed to support 
its conclusions; and recirculate any additional THP sections, or the entire THP if necessary, that 
must be materially revised as a result. 

 
14  PRC, §§ 4582.6, 4582.7; FPR, §§ 1037.3, 1037.8. 
15  Joy Road, supra, 142 Cal.App.4th at pp. 677-679; see also Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry & 
Fire Protection (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1401-1402. 
16  Joy Road, supra, 142 Cal.App.4th at pp. 667-672; PRC, §§ 21092, 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5. 
17  FPR, §§ 895.1, 1037.3, subd. (f). 
18  Joy Road, at pp. 670-672. 
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Appendix A identifies a related record-wide deficiency: several protective measures on 
which the THP appears to rely are framed as recommendations, expectations, future 
consultation, anticipated restoration, or future plan amendments, rather than as clear, 
location-specific, enforceable instructions binding the licensed timber operator (“LTO”).19  The 
appendix identifies measures that remain unenforceable, deferred, or absent from the 
operative plan provisions available for public review.  CAL FIRE may not rely on such measures 
to support a no-impact or no-significant-cumulative-impact conclusion unless it first 
incorporates the applicable protections into the final THP, identifies their mapped application, 
implementation responsibility, performance standards, monitoring, and corrective measures, 
and provides further public review where the revisions are material.  

Appendix B provides a complementary comparison between the Card record and the 
post-remand Dogwood THP materials, together with other agency and technical materials in 
the record.20  The appendix illustrates the kinds of project-specific mapping, field information, 
cumulative-project data, and operative protections that CAL FIRE has considered in the same 
lower Gualala River corridor, while identifying additional Card-specific revisions needed to 
support the conclusions in recirculated Section 4.  If CAL FIRE relies on any resulting revision to 
Card’s operations, maps, WLPZ or floodplain provisions, biological measures, road or crossing 
requirements, or other operative sections, those revised materials should be made available for 
further public and agency review. 

Before finding Card in conformance, CAL FIRE must consider the public input and other-
agency recommendations, respond in writing to the issues raised, and determine whether the 
THP conforms to the Forest Practice Act and applicable Rules.21  The requested revisions 
described below offer the potential to provide the information and enforceable conditions 
necessary for CAL FIRE to make that determination in a more fully informed manner, with 
meaningful public input, and on a legally adequate record. 

II. Section IV Still Does Not Adequately Analyze Cumulative Watershed Effects 

The Forest Practice Rules require a THP to disclose and analyze the interactions between 
the proposed harvest and all relevant past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects.22  Section IV should allow the public and reviewing agencies to understand the 
projects considered, the resource-specific effects that overlap in time and space, and the 
factual basis for CAL FIRE’s conclusions.  The recirculated material does not meet that standard. 

 
19  Appendix A:  Protective Measures Described in Card THP Sections II and IV That Are Non-Mandatory, Deferred, 
or Not Incorporated as Operative Conditions. 
20  Appendix B:  Revised Dogwood THP Materials Identify Information and Revisions Needed for the Card THP. 
21  PRC, § 4582.7, subd. (a). 
22  FPR. § 912.9, subds. (a)-(c); Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 (“TRA 2”), Sections A, C, and D. 
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A. The newly identified future THPs are listed, but not meaningfully analyzed 

The new information identifies approximately 650 acres of reasonably foreseeable 
future harvesting within the WAA:  

• Little Pepperwood (THP 1-26-00076-SON; 270 acres, with approximately 245 acres in 
the Big Pepperwood Creek area),  

• Noce (approximately 155 acres in the Mouth of Gualala River area and 230 gross 
acres), and  

• Herman (an anticipated 250-acre harvest in the Mouth of Gualala River area, 
mapped within an approximately 475-acre envelope).23   

The information establishes that these projects are sufficiently concrete to inform Section IV’s 
analysis.  Yet the discussion merely supplies project names, acreage, and maps; it does not 
explain how their likely effects combine with Card. 

For sediment and hydrology, Section IV offers only generic conclusions rather than a 
project-specific accounting of overlapping roads, crossings, harvest timing, treatment intensity, 
recovery assumptions, or delivery pathways.24  For biological resources, it does not evaluate the 
combined consequences of the past, present, and future relevant THPs for Class I waters, 
salmonid habitat, riparian functions, or marbled murrelet habitat.25  Similarly, it does not assess 
the added truck traffic, road maintenance, and stream-crossing use associated with the 
foreseeable three projects and any other reasonably foreseeable future projects that may 
contribute to these impacts.26  Its greenhouse-gas discussion models Card in isolation even 
though it now acknowledges a foreseeable multi-project harvest scenario in the same 
watersheds.27 

Where the agency has acreage, locations, project maps, and an anticipated harvest 
envelope, it must identify the assumptions it uses and explain why the foreseeable inputs from 
recently completed and reasonably probable future projects do—or do not—alter the 
conclusions for the resources at issue.  A bare project inventory is not a cumulative-impact 
analysis.28 

 
23  See Recirculated Section IV, pp. 140.4-140.8. 
24  See id. at pp. 146-150, 160-163. 
25  Id. at pp. 204-258. 
26  Id. at p. 265. 
27  Id. at pp. 270-273. 
28  The failure to consider currently pending THPs in the cumulative impact analysis is not limited to Card’s THP.  
We note that the cumulative impact analysis for the Little Pepperwood THP does not mention or consider the Card 
THP, the completed Dogwood THP, and the completed Apple THP.  See Little Pepperwood THP, Section IV, p. 124 
[tables listing past and future THP projects within Big Pepperwood watershed]. 
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B. Section IV does not analyze Dogwood’s completed 2021 operations and Apple’s 
completed 2019 operations as past projects 

The July 22 additions identify future projects, not recently completed closely-related 
projects such as Dogwood and Apple.  Earlier plan-history tables in the compiled Section IV list 
THP 1-15-042-SON (Dogwood) and 1-15-033-SON (Apple) by number and approved acreage (for 
Dogwood: approximately 176 acres in the Big Pepperwood Creek assessment area and 108 
acres in the Mouth of Gualala River assessment area; for Apple:  approximately 121 acres in the 
Mouth of Gualala River assessment area), but they do not disclose the close proximity of the 
Dogwood and Apple THPs to the proposed Card THP (i.e., across the South Fork of the Gualala 
River) nor do the tables analyze Dogwood and Apple as already implemented past projects.29  
The available completion records confirm that Dogwood and Apple were not merely approved: 
for Dogwood, the timber owner reported final completion of all work on October 19, 2021; and 
for Apple, the timber owner reported final completion of all work on October 11, 2019.30  
Section IV does not incorporate or analyze that information. 

The available record also identifies material features of the completed operations.  
Dogwood’s 2019 revised THP materials confirm why Card may not treat Dogwood as a bare 
plan-status entry.  Dogwood’s harvest acreage, mapped wet-area protections, road and 
crossing provisions, and anticipated effects changed through amendments and field 
implementation; CAL FIRE’s completion documentation reports that the spatial harvest extent 
was reduced through wetland exclusions.  Card must therefore identify the completed 
Dogwood and Apple operations, their location, treatment, roads and crossings, excluded areas, 
recovery condition, and continuing contribution to the affected setting.  A historic table entry 
based on the original planned harvest acreage cannot supply that analysis. 

CAL FIRE’s completion addendum describes 21 Dogwood harvest units within the South 
Fork Gualala watershed, states that most units were in flood-prone areas, and describes 
uneven-aged single-tree management.  It also identifies temporary crossings, water breaks, 
rolling dips, rocked fords, crossing deactivation, and bridge installation and removal as part of 
the THP road work.31   

  

 
29  Compare Exh. 1 – Card THP Maps with Exh. 2 – Dogwood Silviculture Maps and Exh. 3 – Apple Silviculture Maps. 
30  See CAL FIRE, Timber Operations Work Completion and/or Stocking Report and Completion Inspection Report 
Addendum for THP 1-15-042-SON (Dogwood) (received Jan. 24, 2022; approved Mar. 14, 2022) (“Dogwood 
Completion Record”), PDF pp. 1–14; see also CAL FIRE, Timber Operations Work Completion and/or Stocking 
Report and Completion Inspection Report for THP 1-15-033-SON (Apple) (received Nov. 1, 2019; approved Mar. 18, 
2020) (“Apple Completion Record”), PDF pp. 1–2.   

 The above-referenced CAL FIRE records concerning nearby THPs are incorporated herein by reference, as are all 
other records within the Dogwood, Apple, Noce, Herman, and Little Pepperwood files as of the date of this 
submission. 
31  Dogwood Completion Record, PDF pp. 12–13. 
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The completion records confirm that Dogwood and Apple are nearby recent, completed 
operations rather than speculative or merely approved projects and therefore must be 
accounted for in the existing-condition and cumulative analyses.32  CAL FIRE should incorporate 
and analyze the available Dogwood and Apple completion records, including the final-
completion date for each project, entire-operating-area certifications, mapped units, reported 
silvicultural treatments, road and crossing work, and completion-inspection findings.  CAL FIRE 
should also reconcile those materials with the watershed-assessment-area acreages, ECA 
inputs, actual treatment locations, and recovery assumptions used in Section IV.  An analysis 
based on approved acreage alone is not a substitute for considering relevant projects that have 
already been implemented in the same assessment areas.   

As summarized in Exhibit 4 and depicted in Exhibit 5, the approval record reflects a 
concentrated, multi-entry harvest pattern rather than isolated timber operations.33  Within Big 
Pepperwood Creek, the record identifies ten THPs approved from 2016 through 2026 and two 
proposed 2026 THPs, contributing a combined 1,299 watershed acres, or 19.9 percent of the 
watershed.  Within the Mouth of Gualala River watershed, the record identifies twelve 
approved THPs and the proposed Card THP, contributing 1,158 watershed acres, or 21.8 
percent of the watershed.  The combined tables identify 2,041.22 approved watershed acres 
and 416.03 additional proposed watershed acres.  While these figures do not, by themselves, 
establish the exact locations, completion status, treatment intensity, or effects of each entry, 
they do demonstrate why the cumulative analysis must evaluate the actual, spatially 
distributed pattern of recent and proposed canopy removal, roads, crossings, and associated 
operations, rather than treating each THP as an independent event.34 

CAL FIRE should assess cumulative watershed stress, treatment timing, recovery, and 
the adequacy of protections based on the actual completed Dogwood and Apple operations 
(and any other closely-related past projects), rather than treating Card as a stand-alone 
operation.35  If CAL FIRE disagrees with FoGR’s calculations, or concludes that they do not 
indicate material cumulative watershed stress, it should disclose its own calculations; identify 
the projects included and excluded projects; state the treatment-specific coefficients and 
recovery assumptions; and explain why the combined operations do not alter the no-
significant-impact conclusion. 

 
32  See id. at pp. 1–2, 4–8; Apple Completion Record, pp. 1-5.   

 This issue does not depend on whether the ten-year mapping convention in Technical Rule Addendum No. 2, 
section D.1.c also limits the separate cumulative-effects inquiry in section D.2.  Dogwood’s 2021 operations and 
Apple’s 2019 operations fall within any ordinary ten-year lookback from the 2026 Card review.  In all events, their 
actual locations, treatments, road and crossing work, recovery status, and continuing effects are part of the 
environmental setting against which Card’s effects must be assessed. 
33  See Exh. 4:  Ten-Year Timber Harvest Plan Approval Pattern in the Card THP Watersheds; see also Exh. 5:  Card 
Cumulative THP Map.  The numbers presented in FoGR’s calculations are similar to those presented in the THP.  
Compare Exh. 4 with Recirculated Section IV, pp. 140.1 – 140.3.  The revised plan should resolve any discrepancies. 
34  Exhs. 4-5; FPR, §§ 897(b)(2)-(3), 898. 
35  See FPR,  898 [addressing supplemental watershed protections where necessary, 
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C. The Stated Assessment Areas Must Be Adequately Applied and Supported 

Recirculated Section IV provides separate assessment-area descriptions for the resource 
subjects in its cumulative-impact checklist.36  The description:  

• identifies the Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth of Gualala River CALWATER 
planning watersheds as the Watershed Assessment Areas (“WAA”);  

• describes the Biological Assessment Area (“BAA”) as the WAA plus the area within 
0.7 mile of the THP boundary;  

• uses the THP area for soil productivity, greenhouse gases (“GHG”), and wildfire risk;  

• identifies a 300-foot Recreation Assessment Area, a visual area extending to 
locations within three miles, a 0.5-mile noise area, and the public-road network used 
to haul timber to mills in Sonoma and Mendocino Counties.  

It also states that the WAAs were selected under Part A of Technical Rule Addendum No. 2. 

Those descriptions do not demonstrate that each respective assessment area is 
appropriate for, or actually used in, the resource-specific cumulative analysis.  Forest Practice 
Rules section 912.9, subdivision (e), requires a brief description of the assessment area used for 
each resource subject, and TRA 2 requires an assessment guided by practicality and 
reasonableness.  The THP must therefore connect its stated assessment areas to the impact 
pathways and cumulative-project information on which each conclusion relies, using maps 
where they would clarify the analysis. 

For watershed resources, Section IV states that only activities within the two planning 
watersheds could combine with Card to affect watershed resources.  Yet the substantive 
discussions do not show, through maps or identified data: 

• how the selected planning-watershed boundaries capture the relevant road, 
crossing, sediment-delivery, peak-flow, temperature, and downstream aquatic 
pathways;  

• where the relevant past and foreseeable operations fall within those areas; or  

• whether any connected downstream reach requires consideration for a particular 
resource.   

CAL FIRE should require the RPF to explain, resource by resource, why the selected area 
captures the pathways by which Card could combine with Dogwood, Apple, Little Pepperwood, 
Noce, Herman, and other relevant operations. 

 
36  See Recirculated Section IV, pp. 135-136, 139-140. 
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The biological explanation is also incomplete as applied.  Section IV states that the BAA 
uses the WAA plus a 0.7-mile buffer because that area provides a representative sample of 
nearby habitat types and corresponds to the Forest Practice Rules’ northern-spotted-owl 
assessment area.  It then states the RPF’s belief that wildlife effects will diminish beyond the 
BAA.  This explanation is not supported by the Forest Practice Rules and conflicts with the 
broader non-aquatic BAA employed in the neighboring Dogwood THP.37   

Moreover, the explanation for the BAA may be relevant to some wildlife resources, but 
it does not explain which geographic area is actually used for each of the distinct biological 
conclusions concerning listed salmonids and aquatic connectivity, riparian-associated species, 
foothill yellow-legged frog, marbled murrelet and NSO habitat and disturbance, or repeated 
harvest-related fragmentation.  Nor does it identify the biological information supporting the 
conclusion that effects will diminish beyond the BAA. 

While CEQA does not require a separately labeled formal boundary for every species, 
Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 43 
Cal.4th 936, 948–950 confirms that the cumulative analysis must be reasonably tailored to the 
species under discussion.  There, the California Supreme Court upheld the challenged THPs 
there because their actual biological discussions expressly expanded beyond the designated 
planning watersheds and analyzed the affected species on a broader, species-appropriate 
scale.38  Card should similarly identify and support the geographic scope actually used for each 
biological conclusion, rather than rely solely on the general WAA/BAA descriptions. 

The remaining resource descriptions warrant comparable clarification.  The 300-foot 
Recreation Assessment Area rests on the property’s gated status and limited access by owners 
and guests, but Section IV’s visual discussion acknowledges views from the Gualala Road, the 
mainstem Gualala River (including the Wild and Scenic River-Recreational STA and river 
users).39  The THP should explain whether and how the 300-foot recreation area captures the 
relevant public river-corridor setting.  The visual assessment area should be expanded to three 
(3) miles from the THP, replicating the Dogwood THP’s assessment area.   

The traffic descriptions identify possible mill destinations and broadly states that public 
roads are used for log hauling, but it does not identify the actual haul routes, affected road 
segments, or geographic area used to evaluate combined haul traffic from Card and foreseeable 
operations.40  Finally, the plan-area descriptions for GHG and wildfire may identify where Card’s 
direct effects are greatest, but Section IV should distinguish that direct-project area from the 

 
37  See Dogwood THP, Resubmitted Section IV, p. 148 [applying a 1.3-mile radius to the applicable BAA]; see also 
Appendix B. 
38  Ebbetts Pass, supra, 43 Cal.4th at p. 950. 
39  See Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, p. 261. 
40  See id., pp. 140, 253-254, 265. 
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information and geographic scope used to evaluate whether Card’s effects could combine with 
foreseeable timber operations. 

CAL FIRE should require the RPF to revise Section IV to: (1) identify the stated 
assessment area actually used in each substantive resource discussion; (2) explain the resource-
specific impact pathways and criteria supporting its use; (3) map the WAAs, BAA, Card, actual 
Dogwood and Apple operations, and foreseeable THPs in relation to the relevant resource 
features; and (4) identify and explain any resource-specific expansion, limitation, or distinction 
in the cumulative analysis.  These revisions should focus on the resource subjects for which the 
current analysis relies on generalized conclusions, including watershed resources, biological 
resources, recreation, traffic, and GHG. 

III. The Recreation Analysis Does Not Support the Four-Acre STA or the Cumulative Finding 

A. Applicable Requirement 

CAL FIRE’s February 2026 return letter required the Card THP to address proposed 
operations within 200 feet of the Watercourse Transition Line of the mainstem Gualala River 
downstream of the North and South Fork confluence.41  The return letter cited the Wild and 
Scenic River protections and applicable Forest Practice Rules.  The final THP must therefore 
contain sufficient information to support the designated Scenic River-Recreational Special 
Treatment Area (“STA”), its boundary, and the operational protections on which CAL FIRE relies. 

B. Section IV Does Not Demonstrate That the Four-Acre STA Protects the River 
Corridor’s Recreational Values 

The resubmitted THP identifies four acres as the Scenic River-Recreational STA, with a 
30-foot no-harvest Core Zone and 120 feet of Single Tree Selection.42  It also identifies an 18-
acre Single Tree Selection unit adjoining less than one-quarter mile of the river.  But neither 
Section IV nor the operative maps explain why the four-acre boundary captures the portions of 
the river corridor from which Card’s operations may affect recreational and scenic values. 

Section IV acknowledges that the mainstem is used for swimming, fishing, drift-boat 
fishing, kayaking, canoeing, paddleboarding, sunbathing, and wildlife watching from public 
access points along Gualala County Road.  Yet its no-impact conclusion rests on generalized 
statements that the Core Zone and light selection harvest will avoid visual effects, that trees 
absorb noise, and that operations in the STA will occur for only two days.43  The analysis does 
not identify the location, duration, visibility, or anticipated noise of relevant activities—
including harvesting, tractor yarding, road use, hauling, and crossing work—as experienced 
from the river or public access points.  Nor does a projected return to pre-harvest volume 

 
41  See CAL FIRE, Letter of Return (1-26-00021-SON), dated Feb. 26, 2026, p. 1 [Return Item 1], citing 14 Cal. Code 
Regs. §§ 913.4(a), 1034(m), 1034(x)(2), 1034(x)(14), and PRC §§ 5093.52(i), 5093.545(n). 
42  Card THP, Section II, Item 14, pp. 13–14. 
43  Recirculated Section IV, p. 262. 
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within five to ten years establish that recreational and scenic conditions will be maintained 
during operations and recovery. 

C. The Cumulative Recreation Analysis Does Not Address Relevant Completed and 
Foreseeable Operations 

Section IV identifies one past THP (1-11-087-SON, Kestrel) and generally states that 
conventional logging is not known to cause significant cumulative recreation effects.44  It does 
not evaluate the completed Dogwood and Apple operations, both of which occurred across the 
South Fork from Card along the same river corridor, or explain their actual visual, noise, access, 
or riparian-setting effects in combination with Card. 

The discussion of foreseeable projects is similarly conclusory.  It assumes that future 
projects will not affect the mainstem because an STA exists “in the same location and beyond,” 
but it does not map the projects in relation to the existing STA, public access points, viewsheds, 
river uses, or operational periods.45  An STA designation alone does not establish that its 
boundary or prescriptions will protect the river corridor from combined effects. 

D. Requested Revisions 

Before approving the THP, CAL FIRE should require the RPF to: 

• Map the affected mainstem corridor, the existing STA, Card’s operations, completed 
Dogwood and Apple operations, foreseeable THPs, public access points, public 
viewsheds, roads, crossings, and relevant WLPZ and flood-prone areas. 

• Explain the factual basis for the four-acre STA boundary and demonstrate how its 
prescriptions protect recreational and scenic values during both operations and 
recovery. 

• Identify the location, duration, visibility, anticipated noise, and seasonal timing of 
river-facing operations, including harvesting, yarding, hauling, road use, and crossing 
work. 

• Evaluate Card’s combined effects with Dogwood, Apple, and reasonably foreseeable 
THPs on recreation, scenic quality, noise, access, and the river-corridor setting; and 
identify any additional enforceable protections needed. 

If this analysis results in a revised STA boundary, changed prescriptions, additional operational 
restrictions, or revised maps, CAL FIRE should recirculate those affected materials. 

 
44  Id. at p. 261. 
45  Ibid. 
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IV. Section IV Does Not Adequately Analyze Cumulative Effects on Water Quality and 

Watershed Resources 

A. Section 898 Requires a Waterbody-Specific Cumulative Analysis 

Section IV acknowledges that the Gualala River watershed is listed as water quality 
limited under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for sedimentation/siltation, temperature, 
and aluminum.46  It also identifies a sediment TMDL and recognizes that historic and ongoing 
land uses—including roads, crossings, timber harvesting, grazing, development, and flooding—
have contributed to sediment and related aquatic-habitat problems.47   

Those acknowledgments trigger a specific Forest Practice Rule requirement.  When a 
proposed timber operation may affect a waterbody within or downstream of the operation that 
is listed under section 303(d), the RPF must assess the degree to which the operation’s effects 
may combine with existing listed stressors to impair beneficial uses and thereby cause a 
significant adverse environmental effect; if such impacts may occur, the plan preparer must 
provide feasible mitigation sufficient to reduce them to a level of insignificance.48  That 
obligation is consistent with the Clean Water Act’s cumulative, source-inclusive structure.  A 
TMDL establishes the maximum pollutant load from “all combined sources” that may enter a 
waterbody while still implementing applicable water-quality standards, and the Ninth Circuit 
has confirmed that the section 303(d) and TMDL framework applies to nonpoint-source 
pollution as well as point-source pollution.49   

The required inquiry is consequently not whether Card, viewed in isolation, would 
independently violate a numerical water-quality standard, or whether ordinary Forest Practice 
Rules nominally apply.  It is whether substantial evidence supports the conclusion that Card’s 
harvest, WLPZ thinning and associated shade changes, roads, landings, crossings, culvert work, 
drainage, and watercourse-adjacent operations—considered with existing impairment, 
completed Dogwood and Apple operations, and the disclosed foreseeable projects—will not 
make a cumulatively considerable contribution to sediment, temperature, or related beneficial-
use impacts in the Gualala River and connected waters.  Section IV must identify and analyze 
those pathways, the relevant location and timing of operations, anticipated sediment delivery 
and riparian-canopy effects where reasonably feasible, recovery assumptions, and enforceable 
measures supporting its conclusion; generalized assurances of regulatory compliance do not 
satisfy section 898. 

A section 303(d) impairment reflects that applicable water-quality objectives are not 
being met or that designated beneficial uses are not being supported.50  The EPA’s Gualala 

 
46  Id. at p. 135. 
47  Id. at pp. 146–150 [“Sediment Effects”], 163–166 [“Water Temperature Effects”]. 
48  14 Cal. Code Regs., § 898. 
49  Pronsolino v. Nastri (9th Cir. 2002) 291 F.3d 1123, 1127–28, 1132–33, 1139, 
50  Barnum Timber Co. v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (N.D. Cal. 2011) 835 F. Supp. 2d 773, 775. 
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River Sediment TMDL specifically explains that excessive sediment has caused water-quality-
standard exceedances, identifies protection of cold-water fish, including coho and steelhead, 
from human-caused erosion as its central concern, and is intended to identify the sediment 
load that may be delivered to the River and its tributaries without exceeding standards and to 
allocate that load among watershed sources.51   

The EPA’s impairment determination has a substantial watershed-specific history.  In 
1993, the entire Gualala River watershed was placed on the Clean Water Act section 303(d) list 
for excessive sedimentation and siltation because sediment was impairing salmonid-related 
beneficial uses.  The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s technical work then 
evaluated both natural erosion and management-related sources—including roads and timber 
harvesting—to determine the watershed’s sediment loading capacity and the reductions 
needed to restore water quality.  EPA established the sediment TMDL in 2001 on that technical 
record; the TMDL sets a watershed-wide loading capacity of 475 tons per square mile per year, 
measured as a ten-year rolling average, and concludes that substantial reductions in human-
caused erosion are necessary to protect cold-water fish habitat.   

B. Section IV Identifies Existing Water Quality Impairment but Does Not Assess 
Card’s Incremental Contribution 

Section IV’s reliance on the 2001 Gualala River Watershed Technical Support Document 
and the March 2003 NCWAP report does not provide substantial evidence of existing 2026 
watershed conditions or of the cumulative effects of Card and the authorized harvest pattern 
that has emerged in the intervening twenty years.52  Those sources may supply useful historical 
context, but the cited aerial-photo and field assessments principally describe conditions 
through 1999–2000, before the subsequent operations identified in FoGR’s cumulative-project 
exhibits and before the currently proposed entries.  An historical observation that erosion or 
canopy conditions had improved during an earlier period cannot establish that the watershed’s 
current sediment, riparian-shade, stream-temperature, pool, or salmonid-habitat conditions 
remain adequate after later timber operations, road use, crossings, floodplain work, and new 
proposed harvests within the same impaired watersheds.  This is particularly problematic 
because the NCWAP itself found unsuitable mainstem temperatures in most subbasins, limited 
instream habitat complexity, and continuing sediment-related constraints, while 
recommending expanded temperature monitoring, continued road assessment and storm-
proofing, protection of high-quality habitat, and reduction of sediment delivery.  Card 
nevertheless relies on the 2003 report’s historical conclusions while characterizing current 

 
51  See U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Gualala River Total Maximum Daily Load for Sediment (Dec. 2001), 
pp. 1–2, available at: 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/gualala_river/110707/gualalafinaltmd
l.pdf; see also North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Staff Report for the Gualala River Sediment 
TMDL Action Plan (Feb. 2026) pp. 4, 10–13, available at:  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/02_2026/pdf/6/6-gualala-staff-rprt.pdf.  
52  See id. at pp. 141-142. 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/gualala_river/110707/gualalafinaltmdl.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/gualala_river/110707/gualalafinaltmdl.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/02_2026/pdf/6/6-gualala-staff-rprt.pdf
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monitoring needs—particularly east of the company’s western and central ownership—as 
“non-applicable.” 

The Gualala watershed’s logging and sediment problems have a long, documented 
history.  Old-growth logging began in the lower watershed in the nineteenth century, followed 
by a postwar logging boom that left large areas denuded and extensively scarred by roads and 
skid trails.53  The 1997 federal consent decree in Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s 
Associations v. Marcus required EPA to establish TMDLs for Northern California rivers; EPA’s 
resulting schedule set December 31, 2001 as the deadline for the Gualala sediment TMDL.  EPA 
established that TMDL in 2001.54  The 2001 EPA sediment TMDL identified excessive sediment 
as a water-quality problem affecting cold-water fisheries and recognized that road 
construction, road maintenance, and timber-harvest practices were material human-caused 
sediment sources in the watershed. 

Nevertheless, the record reflects a prolonged failure to translate those findings into 
enforceable, watershed-specific protections.  The Regional Water Board did not incorporate the 
Gualala sediment TMDL into the Basin Plan or adopt a corresponding implementation program 
after EPA established the TMDL.  FoGR was required to sue in 2021 after the Board enrolled a 
timber-harvest plan without, among other things, incorporating the TMDL into the Basin Plan.  
The resulting 2023 stipulated settlement and judgment required the Board to commence the 
incorporation process, establish an implementation schedule, and develop orders requiring 
inventory, assessment, prioritization, treatment, monitoring, and reporting for significant 
sediment-generating roads.55  Although the settlement disclaims an admission of liability, the 
sequence is revealing: litigation compelled EPA to establish the 2001 TMDL, and FoGR’s later 
litigation compelled the RWB to begin the long-delayed task of giving that TMDL enforceable 
effect.  CAL FIRE should not treat the TMDL’s existence, or the belated 2026 Action Plan, as 
evidence that existing programs have already resolved cumulative sediment and habitat risks 
from continuing timber operations. 

The Water Board’s recent TMDL Action Plan staff report observes that “[t]he watershed 
experiences high rates of natural erosion and landslides due to its unstable geological 
conditions, steep gradients, and significant precipitation.  This makes the land highly 
susceptible to activities that exacerbate erosion.“56  The RWB staff report identifies road-
related and timber-harvest-related sources as material contributors to the impairment and 

 
53  See Appendix B to Staff Report to the RWB re Gualala River TMDL Action Plan, Technical Support Document For 
Sediment (2001), pp. 5-6, available at:  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/gualala_river/pdf/8_15_2001_gualala
_river_watershed.pdf.  
54  U.S. EPA, Gualala River Total Maximum Daily Load for Sediment (Dec. 2001) pp. 1–2, 13–17. 
55  See Friends of Gualala River v. North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Mendocino Super. Ct. No. 
21CV00834, Stipulated Settlement Agreement and Judgment of Dismissal (Apr. 2023) pp. 1–4, available at:  
https://gualalariver.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/2023-04-Settlement-Agreement-FoGR-Water-Board.pdf.  
56  RWB staff report re Gualala River TMDL Action Plan, p. 7. 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/gualala_river/pdf/8_15_2001_gualala_river_watershed.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/gualala_river/pdf/8_15_2001_gualala_river_watershed.pdf
https://gualalariver.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/2023-04-Settlement-Agreement-FoGR-Water-Board.pdf
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describes the need to control sediment discharges from those land uses.57  These agency 
findings reinforce that Card’s sediment and temperature-related effects cannot be evaluated as 
an isolated, short-term event divorced from existing impaired conditions and the cumulative 
pattern of roads, crossings, riparian operations, and harvest activity in the watershed.  The Plan 
therefore cannot treat the existing impairment as a condition external to Card or assume that 
general compliance language resolves the effect of an additional timber operation in the 
affected watershed. 

Section IV does not perform the analysis section 898 requires.  It acknowledges 
continuing sediment effects from past land uses, states that their significance is difficult to 
quantify, and describes sediment and water-temperature limitations affecting salmonid 
habitat.58  But it then concludes, in generalized terms, that Card and future projects will have 
no significant cumulative sediment or temperature effects because of proposed protection 
measures, regulatory compliance, road improvements, revegetation, and anticipated 
restoration work.  The current “analysis” of water quality impairment issues assumes, without 
supporting evidence or an adequate explanation, that reported historical recovery more than 
twenty years ago has eliminated current or cumulative risk. 

That current Section V reasoning does not assess the degree to which Card’s actual 
activities may combine with the listed stressors.  The analysis does not identify the sediment-
and temperature-related pathways associated with Card’s harvest units, tractor operations, 
roads, landings, temporary crossings, culvert work, watercourse-adjacent facilities, or use of 
flood-prone areas.  It does not quantify, or otherwise support with site-specific evidence, the 
expected increment of sediment delivery, riparian-canopy change, pool-filling risk, turbidity, or 
temperature-related effects attributable to Card.  Nor does it explain how the identified 
measures avoid or reduce those effects to a level that will not combine with existing 303(d)-
listed impairments. 

Section IV must therefore supplement its historical narrative with current, location-
specific evidence: recent and proposed harvest and road maps; actual treatment and recovery 
information; current stream-temperature, riparian-canopy, sediment-source, crossing, and 
aquatic-habitat data; and a reasoned assessment of how Card’s effects will combine with those 
of completed and foreseeable projects.  General statements that GRT will continue existing 
practices, or that future projects will contain protective measures, do not substitute for that 
analysis or support the conclusion that Card will not contribute to the watershed’s 
acknowledged sediment- and temperature-related impairments. 

To the extent Card’s proposed WLPZ thinning reduces existing riparian canopy adjacent 
to the Gualala River and its tributaries, Section IV must evaluate whether the resulting change 
in shade could contribute to the existing temperature impairment.  TRA 2 recognizes that one 

 
57  Id. at pp. 4–5, 11–14, 18–19, 23–25; see also TMDL Action Plan, pp. 4-16, available at:  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/02_2026/pdf/6/6-gualala-
actionpln.pdf.   
58  See Card, THP Recirculated Section IV, pp. 141-166. 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/02_2026/pdf/6/6-gualala-actionpln.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/02_2026/pdf/6/6-gualala-actionpln.pdf
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of the ways in which cumulative Impacts from water temperature are most likely to occur is 
“[w]here removal of streamside Canopy results in substantial, additional solar exposure or 
increased contact with warm air at two or more locations along a Class I or II Watercourse.”59  
Yet, the analysis does not acknowledge this potential impact or provide a reasoned explanation 
for why the THP would not contribute to the temperature impairment problem.  

The omission is particularly material because FoGR’s prior comments identify existing 
road failures and high-risk culverts, including Map Points B, 20, and 33, while CDFW identified 
multiple temporary bridge crossings and deficiencies in the THP’s proposed protections for 
Class I watercourses.  Section IV does not integrate those project-specific conditions into its 
sediment or water-temperature analysis.  A conclusion that the project will comply with the 
Rules cannot substitute for an explanation of why the operations will not add to the 
impairments for which the receiving waterbody is listed. 

The Erosion Control Plan’s descriptions of Map Points B, 20, and 33 supply concrete 
examples of potential sediment sources that Section IV does not analyze.60  At Map Point B, the 
plan reports that a failed relief culvert caused the loss of approximately 50 cubic yards of road 
material within the WLPZ of the South Fork Gualala River.61  At Map Point 20, it states that 
failure of a badly rusted culvert could release approximately 40 cubic yards of material at a 
Class II crossing.  At Map Point 33, it reports that approximately five cubic yards have eroded 
and that another approximately 40 cubic yards could erode if the failed culvert is not 
replaced.62  These descriptions are not themselves estimates of sediment delivery to a receiving 
waterbody, and the plan provides no density conversion, delivery ratio, timing analysis, or 
probability assessment from which the public or agency can determine their contribution to the 
listed sediment impairment.   

Section IV should provide a site-specific source-to-delivery analysis identifying, for each 
material road, culvert, crossing, and floodplain source: the volume at issue; existing and 
reasonably foreseeable delivery pathways; the estimated delivered fraction where feasible; 
timing and sequencing of corrective work; inspection and contingency measures; and the basis 
for concluding that Card’s operations will not combine with existing sediment impairment.  The 
analysis must also explain how those measures implement the applicable sediment TMDL and 
section 916.9’s requirement to prevent significant sediment increases, rather than merely 
invoking general Rules compliance. 

 
59  TRA 2, Section A, 1, b. 
60  See Card THP, Section II, pp. 41-52. 
61  Id. at p. 45. 
62  Id. at p. 49. 
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C. The Cumulative Water Quality Impact Analysis Does Not Account for Dogwood, 
Apple, and Foreseeable Projects 

Section IV also fails to evaluate the combined water-quality effects of Card, the 
completed Dogwood and Apple operations, and the reasonably foreseeable Little Pepperwood, 
Noce, and Herman THPs.  It does not provide a common-scale map or project table showing the 
location, timing, treatment intensity, roads, crossings, drainage features, flood-prone areas, or 
potential sediment-delivery pathways for those projects.  It therefore does not assess whether 
the projects’ effects may overlap in time or combine in connected tributaries or downstream 
reaches of the Gualala River. 

The completed 2021 Dogwood operation is particularly important.  While FoGR does not 
seek to revisit the Dogwood’s approval, it readily observes the direct relevance of Dogwood 
here because it was a recently completed operation within the assessment areas used for 
Card’s cumulative analysis.  The final Dogwood plan was revised through judicial and 
administrative proceedings and included specific road, riparian, and species-protection 
measures.  Section IV should identify those operative measures, completed units and facilities, 
and available completion, maintenance, inspection, and recovery information; explain how that 
evidence informs the current environmental setting, impact analysis, and protective measures.  
Section IV must evaluate whether Card could combine with any remaining or overlapping 
resource conditions affected by Dogwood.  A historical plan listing and generalized assurance of 
regulatory compliance do not perform that analysis.  

The available completion records confirm that Dogwood and Apple involved completed 
harvest units and road-related work, including temporary crossings, drainage measures, rocked 
fords, and crossing deactivation.  Section IV cannot dismiss Dogwood and Apple’s relevance by 
referring generally to historic logging before the Forest Practice Act.  Dogwood is a recently 
implemented operation (proximately located across the river) whose treatment, road, crossing, 
recovery, and continuing watershed effects must be evaluated as part of the existing 
environmental setting and cumulative analysis. 

Nor may Section IV rely on anticipated restoration work or generalized improvements to 
the landowner’s road system without identifying the specific restoration measures, location, 
timing, effectiveness, and relationship to Card’s impact pathways.  Restoration may be relevant 
to the baseline or mitigation analysis, but it does not eliminate the obligation to assess Card’s 
incremental effects on listed water-quality stressors. 

D. The Fog-Drip Conclusion Relies on Unsupported Narrative Rather Than a 
Resource-Specific Analysis 

Section 4 acknowledges that coastal fog provides a significant moisture input and that 
removing forest canopy “would necessarily reduce” fog interception and fog drip until canopy 
closure.63  It nevertheless concludes that past intensive harvests have been overcome; later 

 
63  Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, p. 191. 
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entries had no significant effect; the area now experiences “healthy” fog-drip input; and Card 
and foreseeable future projects will cause only a slight, temporary reduction before returning 
to baseline or even increasing fog drip.64 

Those conclusions are not supported by identified facts, measurements, or explained 
analytical assumptions.  Section IV provides no fog-occurrence, throughfall, canopy-
interception, soil-moisture, stand-structure, crown-area, or site-specific hydrologic data for 
Card or the watershed assessment areas.  It does not identify the timing, location, acreage, 
prescriptions, canopy removal, or recovery of the asserted past “entries,” including the 
completed Dogwood and Apple operations.  Nor does it explain what evidence supports the 
assertion that the area has recovered to “healthy” fog-drip conditions, what “baseline” is being 
used, or how future climatic conditions are incorporated into the predicted recovery. 

Section IV also misuses its citation to Keppeler.  Keppeler’s 1998 Caspar Creek study65 
did not measure fog drip.  Rather, it states that canopy removal, particularly near ridges, 
“probably resulted in less fog interception and drip,” and that quantifying fog drip at Caspar 
Creek warranted further investigation.66  The study found increased post-harvest streamflow 
and soil moisture under the particular Caspar Creek treatments, but attributed that net 
hydrologic response to reduced evapotranspiration overriding possible fog-precipitation losses.  
It further cautioned that, during recovery, evapotranspiration could return before the 
regenerating canopy again functions as an effective fog-drip collector; the author described 
that possibility as unconfirmed and hypothetical.67  Moreover, Caspar Creek (located within the 
Jackson Demonstration State Forest in northern Mendocino County) was relatively inland and 
experienced substantially less summer fog than coastal Sonoma County.  Keppeler therefore 
cannot support the plan’s assertion that Card or future harvesting will return fog drip to 
baseline or increase it over time.  At most, it confirms that the relationship among harvest, 
canopy interception, evapotranspiration, fog drip, soil moisture, and streamflow is site- and 
treatment-specific and requires the factual analysis that Section IV omits. 

The plan’s brief reference to Petreshen (2021) does not cure those omissions.68  Section 
IV characterizes the thesis as finding that topography and tree-species composition predict fog 
presence more strongly than forest density and that harvest did not affect fog inundation.69  
That characterization omits important limits on the study’s findings.  Petreshen monitored fog 
conditions during one 2020 summer season at four shoulder and ridge plots within the Caspar 

 
64  Id. at pp. 191–192. 
65  The plan should also verify its reference to a “Keppeler in 2007” reference (p. 191); the cited study is a 1998 
publication. 
66  Elizabeth T. Keppeler, Summer Flow and Water Yield Response to Timber Harvest (1998) USDA Forest Service 
Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-168, pp. 42–43, available at:  
https://research.fs.usda.gov/download/treesearch/7791.pdf . 
67  Id. at p. 42. 
68  Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, p 192. 
69  See ibid. 

https://research.fs.usda.gov/download/treesearch/7791.pdf
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Creek Experimental Watersheds: two in an unharvested third-growth watershed and two in a 
watershed subject to a 2017–2019 stand-density reduction.70  The thesis found no “evident“ 
treatment effect on fog deposition at those plots and inferred that local topography and 
species composition were important influences.71  But it also states that the small sample size 
made it difficult to distinguish the effects of treatment, fog deposition, and soil moisture, and 
calls for further study.72   

The Petreshen thesis therefore does not establish that harvesting has no effect on fog 
interception or fog-drip input, much less that Card and future projects will return fog drip to 
baseline or increase it over time.  Its measurements further showed that fog-drip inputs to litter 
and surficial soils were relatively small, while forested sites had higher overall litter moisture 
than harvested sites.73  The THP does not explain why the thesis’s one-season, four-plot 
observations apply to Card’s particular selection and group-selection treatments, retained-tree 
distribution, redwood-dominated canopy, watercourse-adjacent operations, or the combined 
sequence of completed Dogwood and Apple operations and foreseeable projects in these 
watersheds.  A study that reports no detected effect in that limited setting cannot substitute 
for a site-specific analysis of those issues.  

The cumulative discussion is especially conclusory.  It states that all future projects will 
“maintain or improve” fog drip and that uneven-aged management will be particularly 
beneficial, while acknowledging a temporary post-harvest reduction.74  Yet it does not analyze 
the known locations, treatments, timing, canopy retention, or recovery periods of Little 
Pepperwood, Noce, and Herman, and it does not incorporate the actual completed Dogwood 
and Apple operations.  It therefore supplies no factual basis for the ultimate finding that the 
combined projects will have no significant cumulative fog-drip effect. 

Facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion supported by 
facts may constitute substantial evidence; “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative” does not.75  The recurring use of terms such as “probably,” “undoubtedly,” 
“anticipated,” “expected,” and “healthy” cannot substitute for the necessary factual support.  
The same defect appears elsewhere in the watershed discussion, including generalized 
assertions that recent flooding has not significantly altered watercourse conditions, that 
streamside vegetation is abundant and healthy, and that future projects will protect or improve 

 
70  See Petreshen, Fog Presence and Ecosystem Responses in a Managed Coast Redwood Forest (2021), pp. 19-20, 
31-32; available at:  https://research.fs.usda.gov/sites/default/files/2023-04/psw-petreshen2021.pdf. 
71  See id. at p. 81. 
72  See id. at pp. 80-81. 
73  See id. at pp. 69–71. 
74  See Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, p. 192. 
75  CEQA Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (a). 

https://research.fs.usda.gov/sites/default/files/2023-04/psw-petreshen2021.pdf
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watershed resources without identifying the underlying site-specific evidence.76  A cumulative-
impact analysis cannot rest on that form of unsupported narrative. 

Before finding Card in conformance, CAL FIRE should require the RPF to: 

1.  Identify the fog-drip functions evaluated and their relationship, if any, to soil moisture, 
riparian conditions, streamflow, temperature, vegetation, and wildfire conditions; 

2.  Disclose the factual basis for the fog-drip baseline and impact predictions, including 
reasonably available fog and climate information, stand and canopy characteristics, retained-
tree distribution, relevant harvest history, and the assumptions used to estimate post-harvest 
reduction and recovery; 

3.  Explain the applicability and limitations of each cited study to Card’s proposed treatments 
and site conditions, rather than relying on a generalized characterization of that literature; 

4.  Evaluate Card together with actual Dogwood and Apple operations and reasonably 
foreseeable Little Pepperwood, Noce, Herman, and other relevant projects, using their known 
or reasonably foreseeable treatment areas, canopy removal, timing, and recovery periods; and 

5.  Identify any operative retention, canopy, watercourse, seasonal, or monitoring measures on 
which CAL FIRE relies to avoid or reduce a material fog-drip effect, and recirculate any resulting 
material revision to Section 4 or other operative THP provisions. 

E. Requested Revisions 

Before finding Card in conformance, CAL FIRE should require the RPF to: 

• identify each 303(d)-listed water-quality impairment and affected beneficial use 
within or downstream of Card’s relevant watercourse network; 

• identify and map the water-quality assessment area actually used for sediment, 
temperature, and other listed stressors, including connected tributaries, 
downstream reaches, crossings, roads, drainage facilities, flood-prone areas, and 
potential delivery pathways; 

• provide an evidence-based, project-specific assessment of the degree to which 
Card’s operations may contribute to sedimentation, turbidity, riparian-canopy or 
temperature effects, any reduction in soil moisture, and other relevant water-quality 
stressors; 

 
76  See Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, pp. 163, 191-192. 
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• incorporate the completed Dogwood operations and reasonably foreseeable Little 
Pepperwood, Noce, and Herman THPs into that analysis, using available information 
concerning their location, timing, treatment, roads, crossings, and recovery; 

• identify the operative protection, mitigation, monitoring, and corrective measures 
on which CAL FIRE relies, explain how each measure addresses the identified water 
quality and watershed resource impact pathway, and disclose any residual 
cumulative effect; and 

• recirculate any revised Section IV analysis and any related revisions to the project 
description, road and crossing provisions, watercourse protections, maps, or other 
THP sections required to support a lawful section 898 determination. 

V. The Wildfire and Climate Analysis Is Not Supported by a Site-Specific Record 

Section IV states that the THP will reduce wildfire risk and generate a net carbon benefit 
through increased biomass, wood products, and carbon recovery over a five-year period.77  The 
revised section does not disclose the assumptions or site-specific evidence needed to assess 
and verify those conclusions. 

A. The wildfire conclusion is unsupported by a fire-behavior analysis 

The analysis does not evaluate pre- and post-harvest surface fuels, slash loading and 
treatment, fuel moisture, canopy and ladder fuels, wind exposure, topography, ignition 
patterns, or the likelihood and consequences of a fire during the recovery period.  Those 
variables determine whether a particular treatment reduces or increases fire behavior.  The 
scientific literature recognizes that commercial harvest can alter canopy, surface fuels, and 
microclimate in ways that can increase fire behavior unless the treatment and site conditions 
are specifically evaluated.78  CAL FIRE may not conclude the THP will provide a wildfire benefit 
here without analyzing the characteristics of this harvest, its slash and fuel-treatment 
commitments, and the combined landscape conditions that Section IV now identifies.  The issue 
is not whether generalized fuel-management principles may sometimes reduce fire risk; it is 
whether this THP identifies the amount and location of harvest slash, treatment timing and 
method, retained and removed ladder fuels and canopy, expected fuel moisture and wind 
exposure, and post-harvest fire-behavior conditions sufficient to support its project-specific and 
cumulative conclusion. 

The prior comments also explain that the plan’s discussion of fog and hydrology does 
not establish that the Card THP will improve or even avoid worsening relevant moisture and 

 
77  See Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, pp. 281-284. 
78  Weatherspoon, Fire-Silviculture Relationships in Sierra Forests (1996); available at:  
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1132&context=barkbeetles&httpsredir=1&referer; 
see also Miller, et al., Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (1996), available at:  
https://research.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/6664.  

https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1132&context=barkbeetles&httpsredir=1&referer
https://research.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/6664
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streamflow conditions.  Coastal fog is ecologically important, but the cited literature does not 
establish the specific harvest-density relationship assumed for this site.79  CAL FIRE should 
disclose its baseline and assumptions, account for climate-driven changes in fog and fuel 
moisture, and evaluate the consequences of those assumptions during the operational and 
recovery periods. 

B. The biomass and greenhouse-gas conclusion does not answer FoGR’s central 
concern 

Section IV identifies Technical Rule Addendum No. 2, Item G, approach No. 2 as the 
methodology for its greenhouse-gas discussion.80  FoGR identifies three unresolved issues in 
this analysis:  (1) it applies the method to Card alone without considering cumulative and 
evidently escalating checkerboard THP logging practices in the region, (2) assumes, without 
supporting substantial evidence, rapid carbon recoupment, and (3) treats faster young-tree 
growth as if it necessarily establishes greater carbon storage than more limited harvest 
alternatives.  The Rules require disclosure of the relevant carbon components and a meaningful 
explanation of the basis for the conclusion.81 

FoGR’s prior carbon analysis directly tests the claim that increased post-harvest growth 
necessarily offsets the lost biomass.  Under its modeled scenarios, the Big Pepperwood Creek 
area retains approximately 2.19 million metric tons of carbon after Card in 2026, compared 
with approximately 3.24 million metric tons without harvest—a roughly 32-percent deficit. In 
the Mouth of Gualala River area, the comparable figures are approximately 1.45 million and 
2.63 million metric tons—a roughly 45-percent deficit.  FoGR presents those calculations as an 
analytical check on the THP’s assumption, not as a substitute for CAL FIRE’s own field- and 
record-based analysis.  They show why a growth-rate assertion does not establish that total 
carbon stock, including live-tree and soil carbon, has recovered to the no-harvest baseline. 

That same shortcoming is amplified by the cumulative record.  The analysis does not 
test a scenario that includes Apple’s actual operations, Dogwood’s actual operations, and the 
reasonably foreseeable Little Pepperwood, Noce, and Herman projects.  The available Dogwood 
Completion Record provides concrete project-specific inputs for that analysis, including the 
completion date, mapped units, predominant single-tree-selection treatment, and post-harvest 

 
79  Johnstone & Dawson, Climatic context and ecological implications of summer fog decline in the coast redwood 
region (2010), available at:  https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.0915062107; see also Battles, et al., 
Climate change impacts on forest growth and tree mortality: A data-driven modeling study in the mixedconifer 
forest of the Sierra Nevada, California (2008), 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/225400741_Climate_change_impacts_on_forest_growth_and_tree_m
ortality_A_data-driven_modeling_study_in_the_mixedconifer_forest_of_the_Sierra_Nevada_California; see also 
Anderegg et al., Consequences of widespread tree mortality triggered by drought and temperature stress (2012), 
available at:  https://www.nature.com/articles/nclimate1635. 
80  See Recirculated Section IV, p. 267. 
81  PRC § 4551, subd. (b)(1); FPR, § 912.9; TRA 2, Item G. 

https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.0915062107
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/225400741_Climate_change_impacts_on_forest_growth_and_tree_mortality_A_data-driven_modeling_study_in_the_mixedconifer_forest_of_the_Sierra_Nevada_California
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/225400741_Climate_change_impacts_on_forest_growth_and_tree_mortality_A_data-driven_modeling_study_in_the_mixedconifer_forest_of_the_Sierra_Nevada_California
https://www.nature.com/articles/nclimate1635
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stocking information.82  Similar information is available concerning the neighboring Apple 
operations.  CAL FIRE should use those inputs to test the assumption of a five-year full biomass 
recovery period, while disclosing any remaining uncertainty concerning actual acreage by 
assessment area and post-harvest carbon recovery.  Statewide carbon trends or generalized 
assertions about wood products cannot replace a transparent, watershed-relevant assessment 
that identifies project timing, harvest intensity, carbon pools, recovery periods, and the 
uncertainty in the claimed five-year recoupment. 

VI. The THP Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts to Biological Resources. 

A. The THP Does Not Adequately Analyze Potentially Significant Impacts to Foothill 
Yellow-Legged Frog or Protect FYLF Habitat 

1. The THP acknowledges suitable FYLF habitat but does not provide an adequate 
baseline 

Section II and recirculated Section IV acknowledge that suitable foothill yellow-legged 
frog (“FYLF”) (Rana boylii) habitat occurs within or adjacent to the Plan Area and throughout 
the BAA, and that FYLF occurrences have been recorded in the Gualala River watershed.  Yet 
the sections identify the nearest occurrence differently.  Section II states that one occurrence 
was approximately two miles south of the THP area, while Section IV states that the nearest 
occurrence is more than one mile south of the Plan boundary.83  The THP should identify the 
records on which those statements rely, including the date, location, and habitat context of 
each record, and reconcile whether they describe the same occurrence or different records. 

The THP also identifies two Class I watercourses and several Class II-S watercourses 
adjacent to the Plan Area, as well as a Class II-S watercourse within it.84  But neither Section II 
nor Section IV includes a Card-specific field survey or otherwise establishes the absence of FYLF 
from potentially affected watercourses, associated wet or recently dry channels, cobble and 
gravel substrate, bank cavities, undercut banks, or adjacent upland refuge habitat. 

2. The THP does not provide an activity-specific impact analysis or enforceable 
FYLF protections 

Section II concludes that ordinary WLPZ rules and unspecified “best harvesting 
practices” will adequately protect FYLF.85  Section IV similarly asserts that adult frogs near the 
THP will be protected by WLPZ requirements and ASP-zone protections, and that restrictions 
adopted for red-legged frog and fish will also protect FYLF.86  Neither section identifies the 

 
82  Dogwood Completion Record, PDF pp. 1–2, 12–14. 
83  Compare Card THP, Section II, p. 83 with Section IV, p. 229. 
84  Id., Section II, pp. 57-59. 
85  See id. at pp. 83-84. 
86 See id., Section IV, p. 257. 
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specific requirements that will apply at each potentially affected watercourse or activity area, 
explains how those requirements protect FYLF eggs, larvae, juveniles, and adults, or analyzes 
Card’s particular road, crossing, equipment, streambed, bank, watercourse-adjacent, or 
drafting activities. 

Measures designed for fish or another amphibian may be relevant, but they are not self-
executing FYLF protections.  The THP must explain how each relied-upon measure addresses 
FYLF habitat use and vulnerability at different life stages, including the risk of sediment 
discharge, disturbance of cobble and gravel substrate, crushing or entrapment during 
equipment use, and injury associated with wet crossings, bridge installation or removal, and 
water drafting. 

CDFW’s comments on the neighboring Dogwood THP identify these omitted issues.  
CDFW explained that watercourse-related activities may affect FYLF and egg masses through 
wet crossings, bridge installation or removal, water drafting, sediment discharge, substrate 
disturbance, and crushing or entrapment of frogs at different life stages.87  CDFW 
recommended targeted surveys, daily inspections, trained biological oversight, exclusion 
fencing, stop-work procedures, and agency notification before and during covered activities.88  
Card does not establish that these risks are absent or that its general WLPZ and ASP provisions 
will adequately address them. 

3. The cumulative FYLF analysis is also inadequate 

Section IV does not evaluate whether Card’s watercourse-related activities may 
combine with completed Dogwood and Apple operations and the disclosed foreseeable THPs to 
affect FYLF habitat or movement in the relevant watershed setting.  It does not identify the 
habitat, crossings, roads, drainage features, and watercourse operations associated with those 
projects; assess overlapping timing or disturbance pathways; or explain why repeated ground 
disturbance, crossing use, sediment delivery, riparian alteration, and equipment activity will not 
cumulatively affect FYLF habitat or individual frogs.  A generalized conclusion that future 
projects will comply with applicable rules does not substitute for a resource-specific cumulative 
analysis. 

4. Requested revisions and enforceable FYLF protections 

Before finding Card in conformance, CAL FIRE should require the RPF to: 

1. Identify and reconcile the FYLF-occurrence records cited in Sections II and IV, and map 
suitable FYLF habitat and all watercourses, crossings, drafting sites, and watercourse-adjacent 
activities that may affect it; 

 
87  See Exh. 7 - CDFW comments on recirculated Dogwood THP, dated Feb. 22, 2019, pp. 1-3.  CDFW’s 
recommendations for FYLF survey methodology are hereby incorporated by this reference. 
88  See ibid. 
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2. Conduct or disclose appropriately timed, qualified-biologist surveys of potentially 
affected FYLF habitat before approval and before covered operations, consistent with the 
survey recommendations identified by CDFW in its Dogwood comments; 

3. Evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on FYLF, including the effects of 
roads, crossings, bridge installation or removal, drafting, sediment discharge, substrate 
disturbance, WLPZ operations, and equipment use in relation to completed and foreseeable 
THPs; 

4. Incorporate binding, site-appropriate FYLF protections into Item 32(a) or another 
operative THP provision. At a minimum, the final THP should require pre-activity surveys, 
detection-triggered stop-work and agency notification, appropriate biological oversight and 
daily inspections, worker training, equipment restrictions, exclusion measures where 
warranted, reporting, and a designated person authorized to suspend and resume work; 

5. Map the locations to which each protection applies and specify implementation 
responsibility, documentation, monitoring, and CAL FIRE and CDFW compliance-verification 
procedures; and 

6. Recirculate any resulting revisions to Card’s road, crossing, WLPZ, ASP, biological-
resource, or operational provisions before approval. 

These measures must be incorporated into the final operative THP rather than deferred 
to generalized best practices or a future agency process.  Only then can CAL FIRE and CDFW 
determine, on a reviewable record, whether Card’s operations will avoid take and adverse 
effects on FYLF and its habitat.  If these measures require revisions to Card’s road, crossing, 
WLPZ, ASP, biological-resource, or operational provisions, CAL FIRE must recirculate the 
affected materials for public and Review Team comment. 

B. The Revised Section IV Does Not Support Its Finding of No Significant Impact to 
the Marbled Murrelet 

The Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) is federally listed as threatened 
and California-listed as endangered.89  A project may have a potentially significant biological 
effect if it would substantially adversely affect a special-status species, directly or through 
habitat modification.90  The available record presents a reasonable potential for such effects 
from Card, individually and cumulatively.  The recirculated Section IV does not provide the 
analysis needed to support its contrary conclusion. 

 
89  See Northwest Forest Plan—The First 20 Years (1994–2013): Status and Trend of Marbled Murrelet Populations 
and Nesting Habitat, available at:  https://www.fs.usda.gov/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr933.pdf.   
90  CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, § IV(a); see also id. at §§ 15065, subds. (a)(1), (a)(3), 15380. 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr933.pdf
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1. Section II acknowledges the Green Bridge MAMU habitat area and nearby Card 
operations, but does not provide a clear, Card-specific disturbance analysis. 

Resubmitted Section II confirms that murrelet habitat is a project-specific issue, not a 
speculative concern.  Item 32(a) identifies the Marbled Murrelet as a listed species and 
acknowledges the nearby Green Bridge MAMU Habitat Area.  It states that approximately 3.5 
acres of selection harvest are proposed on the south side of the South Fork Gualala River, 
between 1,000 and 1,320 feet from that habitat area.  It also states that the area would retain 
the 13 largest trees per acre and a dense overstory canopy.  Item 32(a) further identifies use 
and maintenance of an existing permanent road for water drafting and “potentially hauling 
logs” as the only Card road-related operations within 1,320 feet of the habitat area.91 

Those disclosures are important, but they do not support the plan’s broader conclusion 
that no potentially significant murrelet impact is anticipated.  Item 32(a) first states that habitat 
structures are not present within or adjacent to the plan area, but then acknowledges the 
Green Bridge habitat area and Card operations within the outer 1,320-foot disturbance buffer.  
It does not reconcile those inconsistent propositions or provide a current map showing the 
precise relationship of Card’s harvest area, water-drafting access, potential haul route, and any 
associated operations to the 300-, 330-, 825-, and 1,320-foot protection and disturbance zones. 

The California State Geoportal includes data characterizing large portions of the THP 
area as having a high habitat value for MAMU.92  Although modeled CWHR data do not 
establish suitable habitat or occupancy at Card, they reinforce the need to disclose the field 
basis for the plan’s contrary conclusion and to map the habitat assessment on which CAL FIRE 
relies.  The modelled suitable MAMU habitat data directly conflicts with the unsupported 
assertion, based on an uncorroborated September 2022 communication, that the THP area 
does not constitute suitable habitat for MAMU.93 

The plan also relies on the attached 2018 CDFW consultation for the Plum THP.  While 
that consultation is useful background, it was prepared for a different THP and different 
described operations, including activity within 300 and 825 feet of the Green Bridge Habitat 
Area, temporary crossing installation and removal, timber falling, and tractor yarding.94  The 
Card THP analysis does not explain how the presently proposed operations compare to Plum’s, 
which provisions of that consultation apply to Card, or whether the underlying assumptions 
remain valid. 

 
91  Card THP, Resubmitted Section II, Item 32(a), p. 74. 
92  See Exh. 8 – Marbled Murrelet Habitat Map, source State Geoportal.  Note:  the source data are from California 
Wildlife Habitat Relationship system (CWHR) Predicted Habitat Models, which represent areas of predicted 
suitable habitat for each species within its range. 
93  See Recirculated Section IV, p. 207.  FoGR requests that this September 2022 communication from CDFW to the 
applicant, if in writing, be included in the administrative record for this project.  If the cited communication was 
verbal, FoGR requests corroboration of this statement from CDFW staff. 
94  See ibid., attached MAMU Consultation 16-R1-CTP-041-MAMU, pp. 75-79. 
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This is the same deficiency CDFW identified during first review.  CDFW noted that the 
Card THP included the Plum consultation but did not place the consultation’s disturbance-
protection recommendations in the operative “Protection Measures for MAMU ‘Green Bridge’ 
habitat area” portion of Item 32(a).  CDFW requested confirmation whether those measures 
apply to Card; a disclosure of activity-specific sound levels for access-road use, hauling, crossing 
installation, and harvesting under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 2020 disturbance 
guidance; and clear protective measures, including buffers, in Item 32(a).95 

Item 32(a) presently includes limited vehicle restrictions during the nesting season: a 15-
mile-per-hour limit near dawn and dusk, restrictions on stopping, and a prohibition on log-load 
band tightening within 825 feet. It also prohibits food waste and personal trash within 1,350 
feet.96  Those measures do not answer CDFW’s request for an activity-specific analysis or clearly 
establish that the attached Plum consultation’s 300-foot vegetation buffer and sound-based 
330-, 825-, and 1,320-foot restrictions are binding conditions of the Card THP.  If CAL FIRE 
intends the full Plum consultation to operate as a Card condition, the plan should say so 
expressly and identify each applicable restriction in a clear, enforceable form. 

2. The recirculated Section IV does not resolve the inconsistency or analyze 
Card’s actual disturbance potential. 

The recirculated Section IV does not address CDFW’s request or reconcile it with the 
information in Item 32(a).  It states that there are no special habitat elements apart from 
proximity to the Pacific Ocean and Gualala River, and then concludes that there is no 
reasonable potential for significant cumulative biological effects.97  Section IV then checks the 
box for “no reasonably potential significant adverse impacts” for the biological-resource 
subject.98  It provides no murrelet habitat map; no inventory of habitat trees, platforms, canopy 
structure, or interior habitat; no Card-specific survey information; no operation-by-operation 
noise or visual-disturbance analysis; no analysis of activity during the murrelet nesting season; 
and no enforceable avoidance measures in Item 32(a).  A generalized conclusion cannot 
substitute for the analysis CDFW requested and does not constitute “substantial evidence.” 

The generalized conclusions concerning potential MAMU impacts do not address the 
known Green Bridge Habitat Area, Card’s selection harvest and road-related activities within 
the 1,320-foot disturbance area, or CDFW’s unresolved questions concerning activity type, 
distance, sound, timing, and enforceable protections.  Due to the Project site’s suitable MAMU 
habitat, the past, present, and future nearby timber operations, the proposed hauling and 
water-drafting activity, and the identified disturbance buffers, a reasoned, Card-specific 

 
95  CDFW, First Review Comments, Apr. 1, 2026, pp. 1-2. 
96  Card THP, Resubmitted Section II, Item 32(a), p. 74. 
97  See id., Recirculated Section IV, pp. 135, 138. 
98  Id. at p. 138. 
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evaluation is required before CAL FIRE may conclude there is no reasonable potential for a 
significant effect. 

The scientific literature confirms why these omissions matter.  According to one recent 
scientific report: 

Timber harvest on nonfederal lands has been the majority source of that loss 
and fragmentation, particularly since the federal listing of the species in 1992 
(Valente et al. 2023).  Habitat loss and fragmentation directly impacts murrelets 
by reducing nest site availability and by displacing them from their nest sites, 
which, for site-faithful species such as murrelets can result in nest abandonment, 
delayed breeding, failure to breed in subsequent years, and nest failure due to 
egg, chick, or adult predation (Raphael et al. 2002a).  Additionally, timber 
harvest-related activities within or adjacent to habitat which occur during the 
Breeding Season may lead to aborted, missed, or delayed feedings which can 
result in juvenile mortality, and increased energetic costs due to increased 
vigilance by adults, which can have negative impacts on reproductive success 
(Hébert and Golightly 2006, USFWS 2015).99 

A recent Northern Coastal California study demonstrated a repeatable method to 
identify murrelet habitat patches and individual trees using LiDAR-derived measures of tall-tree 
density, tree height, and canopy complexity.100  Other research found that murrelets use 
coastal, fog-influenced landscapes with relatively low fragmentation and isolation of old-forest 
patches, particularly near the coast and river mouths.101  Northern California research also 
found nests more likely farther from paved roads and treated road-generated noise as a factor 
that can reduce the quality of remaining habitat.102  While these sources do not establish an 
occupied nest at Card, they do establish that the combination of disclosed suitable habitat, 
roads, logging operations, and the project’s coastal setting requires a reasoned site-specific 
assessment. 

A revised murrelet analysis should include a habitat assessment that addresses nesting 
structures, including large limbs and platforms, moss or other nest substrates, canopy 
connectivity, and unobstructed flight access.  The assessment should extend through the South 

 
99  See Pacific Seabird Group, Terrestrial Habitat Management Recommendations for Marbled Murrelet (Jan. 
2024), p. 1, available at:  https://pacificseabirdgroup.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Terrestrial-Habitat-
Management-Recommendations-for-MAMU-2024.pdf. 
100  Lamphear et al., Marbled Murrelet Habitat Suitability in Redwood Timberlands of Northern Coastal California 
Utilizing LiDAR-Derived Individual Tree Metrics (2025) 20 PLOS ONE e0307726, available at:  
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/39977398/.  
101  Meyer & Miller, Use of Fragmented Landscapes by Marbled Murrelets for Nesting in Southern Oregon (2002) 16 
Conservation Biology 755, available at:  https://research.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/31567.  
102  Golightly et al., Characteristics of Marbled Murrelet Habitat in Northern California (2009) pp. 3, 17–19, available 
at:  https://tethys.pnnl.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Golightlyetal2009.pdf.  

https://pacificseabirdgroup.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Terrestrial-Habitat-Management-Recommendations-for-MAMU-2024.pdf
https://pacificseabirdgroup.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Terrestrial-Habitat-Management-Recommendations-for-MAMU-2024.pdf
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/39977398/
https://research.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/31567
https://tethys.pnnl.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Golightlyetal2009.pdf
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Fork/Mainstem corridor as potentially relevant habitat or movement terrain of adult and 
fledgling murrelets. 

3. The cumulative murrelet analysis is inadequate. 

The recirculated Section IV newly identifies the Noce THP, including approximately 155 
acres in the Mouth of Gualala River assessment area, and the anticipated Herman THP, 
approximately 250 acres in that area.103  But it does not assess their combined effects with Card 
on suitable murrelet habitat, habitat connectivity and fragmentation, forest-edge conditions, 
road and haul-route disturbance, or overlapping activity during the nesting season.  Nor does it 
analyze the actual 2021 operations under the Dogwood THP as a past project, including the 
location and condition of treated areas, roads, and any continuing habitat or disturbance 
effects. 

Section IV’s use of the general term BAA as the appropriate geographic scope does not 
identify the geographic area actually used to assess Marbled Murrelet habitat, habitat 
connectivity, road and haul-route disturbance, or overlapping operations, and it does not 
explain why that area is appropriate for the species.  The murrelet cumulative setting must 
instead encompass the coastal terrestrial nesting landscape that includes the Green Bridge 
Habitat Area, connected or nearby suitable habitat, relevant road and hauling-disturbance 
zones, and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable timber operations capable of 
affecting that habitat.104 

CAL FIRE should therefore require that the RPF (1) identify a documented, murrelet-
appropriate study area supported by habitat, connectivity, flight-access, and activity-specific 
disturbance information, (2) map the relevant habitat and disturbance setting at a common 
scale, and (3) evaluate the combined effects of Card, the actual Dogwood operations, Noce, 
Herman, and other relevant coastal timber operations.  Card’s incremental canopy removal, 
roads, and operational disturbance must be evaluated with these closely related THPs and 
other coastal timber operations for their combined effects on habitat-patch connectivity, edge 
creation, and potential predator access.  The analysis should address the location and condition 
of suitable habitat; habitat loss, edges, and connectivity; roads and hauling activity; the timing 
of operations relative to the nesting season; and the basis for any conclusion that Card’s 
incremental effects are not cumulatively considerable. 

4. Requested revisions to MAMU analysis and protective measures 

FoGR requests that CAL FIRE, before approving the THP, require the RPF to: 

• Prepare a current, Card-specific map showing the Green Bridge Habitat Area; the 
300-, 330-, 825-, and 1,320-foot buffers; Card’s proposed harvest areas, roads, 

 
103  See Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, p. 140.6. 
104  Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1216; Ebbetts Pass 
Forest Watch v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 1331, 1352-1353. 
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water-drafting locations, potential haul routes, crossings, landings, and other 
relevant operations. 

• Identify each Card activity that may occur within the relevant disturbance buffers, 
including its location, equipment, anticipated sound level, duration, and seasonal 
timing; evaluate those activities under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 2020 
auditory and visual disturbance guidance. 

• Disclose whether protocol murrelet surveys have been conducted for Card, their 
dates, methods, geographic coverage, and results, and obtain any needed CDFW 
review of the current conditions. 

• State expressly which provisions of the Plum consultation apply to Card.  Any 
measure on which CAL FIRE relies should be incorporated into Item 32(a) or another 
clearly identified, enforceable Card provision, including applicable seasonal 
restrictions, vegetation buffers, sound-based buffers, and operational controls.105 

• Revise the cumulative biological analysis to evaluate Card with the actual Dogwood 
and Apple operations, Noce, Herman, and other relevant coastal timber projects 
within a murrelet-specific geographic scope. 

• Recirculate any revised Item 32(a) provisions, operational maps, biological analysis, 
or other material THP revisions for public review and comment.106 

C. The THP Does Not Support Its No-Impact Finding for Northern Spotted Owl 

The Northern Spotted Owl (“NSO”) (Strix occidentalis caurina) is federally and state 
listed as threatened and is a Board of Forestry sensitive species.  The Forest Practice Rules 
require a THP within the NSO evaluation area or near a known activity center to follow an 
applicable take-avoidance procedure and provide the information necessary for the Director to 
determine that the proposed operations will not result in take.107  Here, Item 32(a) elects the 
Coast Redwood Region Take Avoidance Analysis under section 919.9, subdivision (d), and 
represents that no exception is proposed.108  That framework can provide meaningful 
protection, but the currently available THP materials do not adequately demonstrate that its 
factual predicates have been established or that the resulting protections support the Section 
IV conclusion of no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact. 

 
105  See discussion concerning the requirements for enforceable mitigation measures in the following section 
concerning potentially significant impacts to the NSO, section VI, C, infra. 
106  The analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to other special status species must be similarly revised. 
107  FPR, § 919.9. 
108  See Card THP, Section II, pp. 70-74. 
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1. The NSO baseline and activity-center information is not reconciled. 

Item 32(a) states that the plan area contains suitable NSO habitat and identifies three 
NSO territories and activity centers within 0.7 mile of the plan area.109  It further represents 
that complete 2025 calling and survey data have been submitted and that operations capable 
of disturbance during the breeding season, or habitat alteration at any time, may not 
commence until required survey results are provided to CAL FIRE and amended into the THP. 

Recirculated Section IV, however, identifies only two activity centers within 0.7 mile of 
the THP and states that both are more than one-quarter mile from the plan boundary.110  Its 
separate noise discussion identifies two activity centers—SON0082 and SON0017—within the 
one-half-mile noise assessment area.111  Section IV does not identify whether those are the 
same centers described in Item 32(a), explain why Item 32(a) identifies three centers while 
Section IV identifies two, or provide a current map and table reconciling the centers, their 
locations, occupancy history, and relevant distances from Card’s harvest units, roads, landings, 
water-drafting access, crossings, and haul routes. 

This is not a merely clerical matter.  The applicable habitat-retention and breeding-
season restrictions depend on the particular activity center, its current reproductive status, the 
location of the core and suitable-habitat areas, and the distance and type of proposed 
operations.112  According to the U.S. FWS, “  The home range of NSO is a 1.3 mile radius circle 
centered on the activity center [Citations].”113  As drafted, the THP lacks substantial evidence 
supporting the conclusion that significant impacts to NSO will be effectively mitigated.  CAL FIRE 
should require an accurate current NSO activity-center inventory, map, and supporting survey 
summary before relying on the plan’s take-avoidance conclusion. 

 
109  See id. at p. 70.  The 0.7-mile radius chosen for the BAA is not supported by substantial evidence.  Section 
919.9(d) requires activity-center-specific documentation where an activity center lies within 0.7 mile of a plan 
within the coast-redwood range.  That regulatory threshold does not, by itself, establish the geographic area 
adequate for CEQA’s cumulative analysis of habitat condition, connectivity, repeated harvest entries, and 
operational disturbance.  The THP should reconcile all relevant activity centers and explain the geographic scope 
actually used for each of those impact pathways, including any broader area supported by the resource-specific 
evidence.  For impacts to NSO, the Card THP should instead use a minimum 1.3-mile radius for the BAA, as used 
with the Dogwood THP. 
110  See id. at Section IV, pp. 135, 204.  If the recommended 1.3-mile radius for the BAA were utilized, NSO Activity 
Center SON0045 would also be within the Card THP’s assessment area.  See Exh. 6 – Map of SON045 Activity 
Center from Dogwood THP, Section 2, p. 73.3. 
111  See id. at Section IV, p. 285.2. 
112  See U.S. FWS, Letter to CAL FIRE, dated Nov. 1, 2019, attachment:  Northern Spotted Owl Take Avoidance 
Analysis and Guidance for Private lands in Cal, available at:  
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2019-1101_NSO-TakeAvoidanceAnalysis_Att_A-B.pdf.  
113  See id., attachment, p. 6. 

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2019-1101_NSO-TakeAvoidanceAnalysis_Att_A-B.pdf
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2. The direct habitat and disturbance analysis is conclusory, and the protective 
measures are insufficiently enforceable as mandatory requirements 

Section IV states that all of the THP area provides suitable nesting/roosting habitat and 
that suitable habitat will remain after harvest.114  But it does not disclose the existing and post-
harvest acreage, location, quality, or connectivity of nesting/roosting and foraging habitat for 
each relevant activity center.  Nor does it show the 100-acre core areas, the retained habitat 
within the appropriate activity-center radius, the location of Card’s selection and group-
selection units in relation to those areas, or the cumulative effect of recent entries on the same 
habitat. 

Item 32(a) contains potentially protective measures, including habitat-retention 
requirements, seasonal restrictions, and restrictions on certain road use and timber operations 
within one-quarter mile of a known activity center.115  However, several provisions are phrased 
as recommendations (e.g., repeated use of precatory “should” rather than mandatory “shall”) 
and thus lack minimum enforceability standards under CEQA.116  The NSO Habitat Retention 
and Typing measure is legally deficient because it relies on permissive, non-mandatory 
language.  By routinely using the word "should" instead of "shall" or "must," the proposed 
measure creates advisory suggestions rather than binding legal requirements.   

Critical Flaws in the Proposed Measure:  The pervasive use of permissive language like 
"should" fails the mandatory and enforceable requirements, converting a binding restriction 
into a mere recommendation, thereby rendering vital NSO protections entirely at the discretion 
of the project proponent: 

• Habitat Augmentation: Stating that a core area "should be augmented" with 
additional habitat does not guarantee that the 100-acre requirement will actually be 
met with high-quality habitat. 

• Core Area Boundary Changes: Stating that the 100-acre core area "should not be 
redrawn in subsequent entries" allows future operations to shrink or shift protected 
owl habitats without restriction. 

• Core Area Radius Protections: Stating that the 500-foot radius "should remain 
unchanged" fails to firmly protect the immediate, sensitive zone around an active 
owl site. 

 
114  See Card THP, Section IV, pp. 205-206. 
115  See id., Section II, pp. 70-73. 
116  Under CEQA, all adopted mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through legally binding instruments.  
See PRC, § 21081.6, subd. (b); see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2). 
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• Harvest Restrictions: Stating that redrawn core areas "should not include any acres 
harvested within the previous 5 years" fails to strictly prohibit logging in recently 
disturbed, sensitive owl zones. 

• Habitat Functionality: Requiring operations within 1,000 feet of an activity center to 
"retain the functionality" of pre-harvest habitat, but framing it as something they 
"should" do, makes the prevention of habitat downgrading completely optional. 

Required Corrections:  To comply with CEQA, the lead agency must revise this measure 
to eliminate improper precatory language.  The word "should" must be replaced with "shall" or 
"must" in many of the instances noted above.  This ensures the requirements are clear, 
mandatory, and legally enforceable. 

Additionally, the plan does not clearly identify which restrictions apply to which unit, 
road segment, or activity center.  The operative plan must use mandatory language for every 
measure on which CAL FIRE relies and must identify the responsible party, applicable locations, 
survey trigger, approval process, and compliance-verification mechanism. 

The available Section IV materials also do not provide an activity-specific disturbance 
analysis.  Because the THP arbitrarily sets a BAA radius of 0.7 miles, the analysis of impacts to 
NSO fails to consider impacts associated with disturbing the habitat within 0.25 miles of Activity 
Center SON0045.117  Because the THP ignores these impacts, it fails to propose protective 
measures to address them.  

The SON0045 map from the Dogwood THP confirms that this known activity center, its 
500-foot no-harvest area, 500-to-1,000-foot nest/roost-habitat retention area, and 0.25-mile 
seasonal-restriction area are in close proximity to Card’s mapped harvest operations.  Yet Card 
neither maps SON0045 and these buffers against its own units, roads, landings, crossings, 
water-drafting access, and haul routes nor incorporates corresponding mandatory protections.  
Card’s generalized assertion that 2025 calling and survey data will be provided later does not 
suffice.  Because Card proposes habitat-altering operations in suitable habitat, the selected 
Coast Redwood take-avoidance procedure requires current-protocol surveys of suitable habitat 
within the applicable 0.7-mile survey area, current activity-center mapping supported by 
detection records, call-point and surveyed-area maps, habitat typing, SPOWDB and available 
adjacent-landowner information, and written justification for any survey limitation or protocol 
deviation.118   

Before CAL FIRE may rely on a no-take or no-impact conclusion, Card must amend the 
operative THP to disclose those materials and impose enforceable, mapped restrictions for 
SON0045 and every other relevant center: no harvest within the applicable protected core and 

 
117  See Card THP, Section IV, p. 135; see also id., Section V, p. 350 [map showing SON0045 just outside of Card 
BAA]; see also Exh. 6 - Map of SON0045 Activity Center from Dogwood THP. 
118  USFWS, Northern Spotted Owl Take Avoidance Analysis and Guidance for Private Lands in California, 
Attachment A, pp. 1-4, 10-12. 
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500-foot area; retention of pre-harvest suitable-habitat function within 1,000 feet; no new 
roads, cable corridors, skid trails, or comparable disturbance within a core area; and a February 
1 through July 31 restriction on timber operations within one-quarter mile unless current 
protocol monitoring establishes non-nesting or nesting failure, with the applicable road-use 
restrictions maintained through July 10.  These terms must be stated as mandatory conditions, 
identify the affected units and operations, and provide for CAL FIRE verification rather than 
being left to later amendment or discretionary implementation.  

Further, the separate noise discussion broadly asserts that topography and forest cover 
will reduce sound below levels affecting sensitive species, but it provides no analysis of the 
location, timing, duration, or predicted noise from ground-based harvesting, yarding, road use, 
hauling, water drafting, crossing work, or landing operations in relation to each impacted 
activity center.119  This omission is particularly material during the breeding season when 
operations may create substantial noise effects on sensitive species.   

The THP should explain why the proposed ground-based operations, rather than 
helicopter operations, will avoid disturbance to the identified centers under the applicable U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service guidance and the selected take-avoidance procedure.120 

3. The cumulative NSO analysis does not support the finding of no significant 
impact 

Section IV concludes that current conditions will be maintained or enhanced and that no 
significant cumulative biological impact will occur because Card and future projects will follow 
applicable NSO protection measures.121  This unsupported assertion is not a substitute for a 
resource-specific cumulative analysis.  The recirculated materials identify completed and 
foreseeable timber operations—including Dogwood, Apple, Little Pepperwood, Noce, and 
Herman—but do not evaluate their actual or anticipated effects on the same NSO activity 
centers, suitable-habitat acreage, habitat continuity, edge conditions, road disturbance, or 
breeding-season operations. 

The cumulative analysis should be centered on each relevant activity center and its 
associated 0.7-mile habitat area, rather than on a generalized BAA label.  It should identify the 
condition of habitat before and after recent operations; the acreage, quality, and spatial 
distribution of retained nesting/roosting and foraging habitat; the location of roads and noise-
generating activities; the status and recovery of actual Dogwood and Apple operations; and the 
timing, location, and anticipated treatment of foreseeable projects.  CAL FIRE must then 
explain, with supporting acreage tables and common-scale maps, why Card’s incremental 
habitat removal and disturbance will not combine with those operations to reduce habitat 

 
119  See id., Section IV, pp. 285.1 – 285.2. 
120  See USFWS, Estimating the Effects of Auditory and Visual Disturbance to Northern Spotted Owls and Marbled 
Murrelets in Northern California, available at:  https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2019-
1101_NSO-TakeAvoidanceAnalysis_Att_A-B.pdf. 
121  See Card THP, Section IV, p. 206-207, 258. 

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2019-1101_NSO-TakeAvoidanceAnalysis_Att_A-B.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2019-1101_NSO-TakeAvoidanceAnalysis_Att_A-B.pdf
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below applicable retention thresholds, fragment habitat, increase edge effects, or disturb 
nesting owls. 

4. Requested revisions and enforceable protections 

Before approving the THP, CAL FIRE should require the RPF to: 

• Reconcile all NSO territories and activity centers identified in Sections 2 and 4, the 
noise analysis, the 2025 calling and survey record, and the current CNDDB or agency 
data; provide a current map and table identifying each center, occupancy and 
reproductive-status information, and the distance to every Card unit and relevant 
operation. 

• Disclose and map, for each relevant activity center, the pre- and post-harvest 
acreage, location, condition, and connectivity of nesting/roosting and foraging 
habitat; the 100-acre core area; the retained suitable habitat within the 0.7-mile 
radius; and the relationship of Card’s proposed operations to those areas. 

• Identify each activity that may generate habitat alteration, noise, or visual 
disturbance near an activity center, including harvesting, yarding, road use, hauling, 
water drafting, crossings, landings, and maintenance; state its timing and location; 
and explain how the activity complies with the selected take-avoidance procedure 
and applicable disturbance guidance. 

• Comply with 14CCR 919.9 by conforming to the requirements of USFWS Take 
Avoidance Scenario 4: Avoidance of Disturbance and Direct Take Through Habitat 
Retention. 

• Restrict timber operations until such time as all NSO surveys (which follow the most 
recent approved USFWS survey protocols) for the current, or immediately 
preceding, survey period are complete and the results have been provided to CAL 
FIRE. 

• Amend the plan with yearly NSO survey results, as necessary.  These survey result 
amendments may contain changes to the NSO protections not included in the THP 
as originally approved.  All NSO amendments should be checked by the RPF and/or 
LTO to assure compliance with the most current NSO information. 

• Incorporate into Item 32(a), using mandatory and enforceable language, each 
habitat-retention, seasonal, survey, road-use, and operational restriction on which 
CAL FIRE relies.  The final THP should state that no covered operation may begin 
unless the applicable survey results, current activity-center information, and 
required protections have been approved and incorporated into the operative plan. 

• Revise the cumulative analysis to evaluate Card together with actual Dogwood and 
Apple operations and reasonably foreseeable Little Pepperwood, Noce, Herman, and 
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other relevant timber operations affecting the same activity-center habitat areas.  
The analysis should address combined habitat loss, recovery, fragmentation, edge 
effects, road and noise disturbance, and overlap with the breeding season. 

• Recirculate any material revision to Item 32(a), activity-center maps, habitat-
retention calculations, operational restrictions, or Section IV’s biological-resource 
analysis. 

D. The Revised Section IV Does Not Support Its Finding of No Significant Impact to 
Listed Salmonid Species 

The THP identifies federally listed Central California Coast coho salmon, California 
Coastal Chinook salmon, and Northern California steelhead as species associated with the 
Gualala River watershed.122  It also proposes operations and road-crossing work that can affect 
watercourses and downstream habitat.  Those disclosures trigger the specific requirements of 
Forest Practice Rules section 916.9, which apply “[i]n addition to all other Rules” in watersheds 
with listed anadromous salmonids and take precedence over inconsistent general provisions.123 

Section 916.9 does not allow CAL FIRE to rely solely on generalized assurances that the 
ordinary Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone (“WLPZ”) rules are adequate.  The rule requires 
every timber operation to be planned and conducted to protect, maintain, and contribute to 
the restoration of properly functioning salmonid habitat and listed salmonid species. (Id., subd. 
(a).) Among other things, the operation must comply with applicable TMDLs; prevent significant 
increases in sediment, channel or bank instability, blockage of aquatic migratory routes, 
adverse streamflow effects, and increased peak flows; and protect or restore the riparian trees, 
large woody debris recruitment, and canopy necessary for instream habitat and suitable water 
temperatures. (Id., subd. (a)(1)–(8).) 

Section IV confines its analysis of cumulative impacts to salmonids to the two sub 
watersheds within which the THP is located, the WAA.  The WAA label does not itself establish 
the appropriate scope for salmonid analysis.  Section IV must identify and explain the aquatic 
area actually used to assess listed salmonids, including Class I watercourses potentially affected 
by Card, connected tributaries, downstream receiving habitat, sediment-delivery pathways, 
riparian functions, crossings, roads, and other operations capable of contributing to the same 
stressors.124  It presently provides no resource-specific explanation showing that the WAA 
captures those connected effects. 

 
122  Card THP, Recirculated Section IV, pp. 218-226. 
123  14 CCR § 916.9. 
124  CEQA Guidelines, § 15130; see also NMFS, Final Recovery Plan for the Southern Oregon/Northern California 
Coast Coho Salmon ESU (2014) [emphasizing the importance of watershed processes, habitat connectivity, water 
quality, and cold-water refugia to recovery], available at:  
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/final-recovery-plan-southern-oregon-northern-california-
coast-evolutionarily.  

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/final-recovery-plan-southern-oregon-northern-california-coast-evolutionarily
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/final-recovery-plan-southern-oregon-northern-california-coast-evolutionarily
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1. The THP Identifies Direct Salmonid Exposure Pathways but Does Not 
Demonstrate Compliance with Section 916.9 

CDFW’s second-review letter identified an immediate problem with the access and 
crossing proposals.  CDFW explained that certain temporary bridge crossings would require 
heavy equipment to cross flowing Class I watercourses and potentially suitable salmonid 
habitat.125  The THP’s response—that no impact is expected and that standard WLPZ rules are 
sufficient—does not demonstrate how the operation will prevent temporary passage barriers, 
sediment discharge, channel disturbance, or direct injury to fish. 

CDFW’s June 17 second-review letter identified Map Point 4’s inadequate fish-hazing 
description and requested incorporation of the Fisheries Impact Minimization Plan required 
through the CDFW LSAA.  CDFW also identified Map Points 670, 28, 29, and 30 and requested 
that the Map Point Table clarify whether heavy equipment would cross each Class I 
watercourse; if so, CDFW recommended protections comparable to those required for Map 
Point 4.126  The operative plan materials currently available do not clearly show whether any 
later revision removed or altered Map Point 30.  CDFW’s June 17 memorandum also identifies 
unresolved discrepancies between the Map Point Table and the Fish and Game Code section 
1611 notification materials for Map Points 9, 14, 17, and 19, including inconsistent descriptions 
of existing or proposed culverts and omitted notification information.127  Before approval, CAL 
FIRE should require a clean, consolidated Map Point Table and operative maps that identify the 
status of each crossing and all enforceable fish-protection measures.  The final THP should 
make clear which version controls.  Those concerns go directly to section 916.9’s requirement 
to prevent significant blockage of aquatic migratory routes and to protect properly functioning 
salmonid habitat.128 

The THP should therefore identify, for each crossing and any associated in-channel or 
near-channel work: the affected watercourse class and habitat condition; operation timing; 
flow conditions; crossing installation and removal methods; fish-presence evaluation; qualified-
biologist oversight; fish relocation or exclusion protocols, if warranted; sediment and turbidity 
controls; contingency procedures; and post-operation inspection requirements.  The THP must 
describe the current water quality impairments.129  A general commitment to comply with 
other rules does not substitute for these project-specific disclosures and enforceable measures. 

 
125  CDFW, Second Review Recommendations for Card THP, June 17, 2026, p. 3. 
126  See id. at p. 3. 
127  See id. at pp. 1-2. 
128  14 CCR § 916.9, subd. (a)(4). 
129  North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Gualala River Sediment TMDL Staff Report (2024) , available 
at:  https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/08_2025/pdf/3/3-gualala-
staffreport.pdf; NCRWQCB, Staff Report re Amending Basin Plan to incorporate the Action Plan for the Gualala 
River Sediment TMDL (2025), available at:  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb1/board_info/board_meetings/12_2025/pdf/3/3-gua-ssr.pdf.  

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/08_2025/pdf/3/3-gualala-staffreport.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/board_info/board_meetings/08_2025/pdf/3/3-gualala-staffreport.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb1/board_info/board_meetings/12_2025/pdf/3/3-gua-ssr.pdf
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2. The THP Does Not Provide the Required Analysis of Existing and Cumulative 
Salmonid Habitat Conditions 

Section 916.9 expressly requires consideration of “[p]re-plan adverse cumulative 
watershed effects” on anadromous-salmonid populations and habitat.  The THP must 
specifically acknowledge or refute such effects; if Card, combined with identified pre-plan 
effects, would add to significant adverse existing cumulative watershed effects, the plan must 
set forth measures that will effectively reduce those effects.130 

The recirculated Section IV does neither.  It acknowledges that the Gualala River is 
water-quality limited for sediment and temperature, and it identifies past timber operations 
and ongoing road-related sediment risks.  But it does not meaningfully assess the existing 
condition of salmonid habitat, identify whether these conditions constitute adverse cumulative 
watershed effects, or explain how Card’s crossings, road work, harvest, and WLPZ operations 
will avoid adding to them.  The Gualala River has long been listed as impaired by sediment, with 
impaired beneficial uses that expressly include salmonid migration, spawning, and cold-water 
habitat.  Scientific literature likewise recognizes that fine sediment can reduce egg-to-fry 
survival and impair juvenile salmonid growth and survival.131  The conclusion that impacts will 
be less than significant is unsupported because it is not tied to the specific protections section 
916.9 requires. 

The omission of the completed Dogwood THP is especially consequential.  Dogwood was 
a recent, completed timber operation across the Gualala River from Card for approximately 
one-half mile of the river corridor.132  It is an identifiable past project that may bear on riparian 
canopy, road and crossing effects, sediment delivery, disturbance, and the condition of 
downstream salmonid habitat.  The cumulative analysis cannot reasonably treat the watershed 
as though that recent operation did not occur.133  

3. The analysis must also account for the reasonably foreseeable Noce and 
Herman THPs, as well as other relevant operations, at a geographic scale 
appropriate to the salmonid resource.  

Section 916.9 itself recognizes that sediment effects and protective requirements may 
extend upstream beyond a single planning watershed: subsections (k) through (q) apply to 
immediately upstream, contiguous watersheds for transported fine sediment, and may extend 

 
130  14 CCR § 916.9, subd. (b). 
131  Jensen et al., Reviews in Fisheries Science, Impact of Fine Sediment on Egg-to-Fry Survival of Pacific Salmon 
(2009), available at:  https://coast.noaa.gov/data/czm/pollutioncontrol/media/Technical/D16%20-
%20Jensen%202009%20Impact%20of%20Fine%20Sediment.pdf; see also Suttle et al., How Fine Sediment in 
Riverbeds Impairs Growth and Survival of Juvenile Salmonids (2004), available at:  
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/records/state_board/2006/ref324.pdf. 
132  CAL FIRE, Timber Operations Work Completion and/or Stocking Report and Completion Inspection Report 
Addendum for THP 1-15-042-SON (Dogwood) (received Jan. 24, 2022; approved Mar. 14, 2022. 
133  See id. at pp. 1–2, 4–8, 10, 12–14. 

https://coast.noaa.gov/data/czm/pollutioncontrol/media/Technical/D16%20-%20Jensen%202009%20Impact%20of%20Fine%20Sediment.pdf
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/czm/pollutioncontrol/media/Technical/D16%20-%20Jensen%202009%20Impact%20of%20Fine%20Sediment.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/records/state_board/2006/ref324.pdf


CAL FIRE August 21, 2026 
Re:  Comments OBO FoGR Addressing Recirculated Section IV of Card THP Page 42 
 
farther upstream based on the cumulative-impact assessment required by sections 898 and 
912.9. (14 CCR § 916.9, Geographic Scope.) A resource-specific salmonid analysis therefore 
cannot be confined mechanically to an unexplained assessment boundary.The THP Does Not 
Demonstrate That Its WLPZ Operations Will Meet the Rule’s Riparian-Protection Objectives 

For timber operations and silvicultural prescriptions within WLPZs, section 916.9 makes 
protection, maintenance, or restoration of beneficial uses, properly functioning salmonid 
habitat, and listed aquatic or riparian-associated species significant objectives.134  The rule 
assigns distinct functions to the Core, Inner, and Outer Zones, including bank stability, canopy 
retention, large-wood recruitment, shade, structural diversity, nutrient inputs, microclimate 
protection, and sediment filtration.135 

The THP describes WLPZ operations and relies on general retention standards, but does 
not demonstrate, reach by reach, how its prescriptions will achieve these salmonid-specific 
objectives. In particular, the record does not adequately connect the proposed retention, 
harvesting, landings, road work, and crossing activities to the existing riparian condition; 
needed shade and temperature protection; large-wood recruitment; bank stability; sediment-
filtering function; or the flood-prone and channel-migration characteristics of the affected river 
corridor. 

If the applicant relies on a site-specific measure or nonstandard operational provision in 
lieu of a standard section 916.9 requirement, the THP must include the evaluation required by 
section 916.9, subdivision (v), or obtain CDFW’s written concurrence for a measure limited to 
particular sites. That evaluation must describe the evaluation area and existing riparian 
condition; identify affected beneficial functions and positive and negative effects; describe the 
proposed measure and predicted consequences; provide an implementation schedule and 
monitoring plan; rely on best available science; and identify and mitigate potential significant 
adverse impacts to listed salmonids.136  The THP should state expressly whether it invokes any 
such provision and, if so, supply the required evaluation. 

4. Requested Revisions 

FoGR requests that CAL FIRE require the applicant to revise the THP and recirculated 
Section IV to: 

• identify and map each salmonid-relevant watercourse, crossing, WLPZ, flood-prone 
area, and channel-migration area affected by Card, and explain the applicable 
section 916.9 protections; 

• provide a reach-specific analysis demonstrating how the proposed WLPZ 
prescriptions will protect or restore riparian canopy, bank stability, large-wood 

 
134  FPR, § 916.9, subd. (c). 
135  Id., subd. (c)(1)–(3). 
136  14 CCR § 916.9, subd. (v). 
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recruitment, sediment filtration, stream temperature, and other properly 
functioning salmonid-habitat conditions required by section 916.9; 

• provide complete, enforceable fish-passage, fish-protection, crossing-installation, 
crossing-removal, and seasonal-operation measures for Map Points 4, 670, 28, 29, 
and 30, consistent with CDFW’s comments; 

• acknowledge or refute existing adverse cumulative watershed effects on listed 
salmonids, as required by section 916.9, subdivision (b), and identify measures that 
will effectively reduce any incremental contribution from Card; 

• revise the cumulative analysis to include the completed Dogwood THP and its 2021 
operations, the foreseeable Noce and Herman THPs, and other relevant timber 
operations affecting the same salmonid-bearing system; 

• disclose and support any site-specific or nonstandard riparian provisions under 
section 916.9, subdivision (v), including the required beneficial-functions evaluation 
and any required CDFW concurrence; and 

• Incorporate the applicable LSAA and Fisheries Impact Minimization Plan measures 
into the THP, or expressly identify them as enforceable conditions of approval, 
rather than relying on future or unspecified measures. 

• recirculate all revised sections, maps, operational prescriptions, and mitigation 
measures that result from this analysis so the public and reviewing agencies can 
comment on the complete proposal. 

E. The THP Does Not Adequately Analyze Potential Effects on Rare Plants and 
Sensitive Floodplain Plant Communities 

The Card THP identifies a botanical survey and generally provides that any subsequently 
discovered rare or sensitive plant will receive a 50-foot no-operations buffer unless CDFW 
determines that different measures are appropriate.137  It also represents that the survey 
followed CDFW’s 2018 botanical-survey protocols.  Those general statements do not 
demonstrate that the THP has adequately identified the rare plants and sensitive natural 
communities that may occur in Card’s flood-prone alluvial setting, evaluated the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of proposed operations on them, or incorporated enforceable 
protections for identified occurrences. 

The available record identifies a substantial reason for closer review.  The Water Quality 
pre-harvest inspection reportedly observed extensive wetlands and wetland-indicator plant 
species throughout much of the Card harvest area.  The Card THP proposes harvest, tractor 

 
137  Card THP, Section II, Item 32(b), p. 84; see also id. at Section V, Card THP 2025 Botanical Survey, pp. 319-320 
[revealing RPF, and not a qualified botanist, conducted the floristic and non-floristic surveys]. 
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operations, existing skid-trail use, road and crossing work, and other ground disturbance in or 
near flood-prone terrain. Yet the presently available THP materials do not provide mapped 
delineations of seasonal wetland vegetation, a natural-community inventory, or a resource-
specific analysis of how those operations could affect wetland-dependent rare plants or 
sensitive plant communities. 

The nearby completed Dogwood THP demonstrates why this information is material, 
while not establishing that the same resources necessarily occur on Card.  In response to Dr. 
Peter Baye’s technical memorandum, CDFW concluded that two resources omitted from 
Dogwood’s rare-plant table—fringed corn-lily (Veratrum fimbriatum) and slough-sedge swards 
(Carex obnupta)—had potential to occur in the THP area.  CDFW therefore recommended a 
botanical survey by a botanist with wetland-species expertise, conducted during the 
appropriate blooming period under CDFW’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to 
Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities, followed by a botanical 
report provided to CDFW and CAL FIRE before harvest.138 

CDFW’s recommendation was based on more than a generic possibility.  Dr. Baye 
identified a 2018 record of V. fimbriatum in wet alluvial-terrace redwood forest in the lower 
Gualala River area, noted that shaded colonies may flower later in the summer or fall, and 
explained that old skid-trail depressions and related seasonal wetlands can provide suitable 
habitat.139  He also documented that slough-sedge swards are a CDFW-ranked sensitive natural 
community associated with seasonally flooded or saturated depressions, including former skid 
trails, and identified the potential for direct disturbance to soils, sods, roots, and rhizomes; 
altered drainage; canopy opening and desiccation; and invasive-species spread.140  These 
observations warrant a Card-specific inquiry because the Card and Dogwood areas occupy the 
same lower-river floodplain context and because Card proposes activities capable of affecting 
analogous seasonal-wetland features. 

The THP’s post-approval discovery measure does not cure the deficiency. It relies on 
fortuitous discovery after approval, sets only a default 50-foot buffer, and expressly excludes 
the use and maintenance of existing roads.  That approach neither establishes an adequate 
botanical baseline nor protects sensitive communities that may occur in skid trails, road 
depressions, swales, crossings, or other areas where operations are planned. It also does not 
identify the timing, survey methods, reference sites, mapped occurrences, avoidance zones, 
equipment restrictions, monitoring, or restoration measures necessary to assess and avoid 
impacts before operations begin. 

Nor does Section 4 provide a meaningful cumulative analysis.  Its generalized biological 
conclusions do not identify rare-plant populations or sensitive natural communities within the 
relevant assessment area; evaluate their distribution in relation to completed Dogwood and 

 
138  See Exh. 7 – CDFW, Comments on Recirculated Dogwood THP (Feb. 22, 2019), p. 3. 
139  See id., Baye, Memorandum re Dogwood THP (Feb. 18, 2019), pp. 2–4. 
140  Id. at pp. 4–7. 
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Apple operations and foreseeable projects; or assess whether repeated use of floodplain roads, 
skid trails, crossings, and seasonal-wetland features could result in habitat loss, fragmentation, 
altered hydrology, canopy and microclimate changes, invasive-species introduction, or loss of 
locally limited occurrences.  A conclusion that future plans will comply with applicable rules 
does not substitute for that resource-specific analysis. 

Before finding Card in conformance, CAL FIRE should require the RPF to: 

1. Conduct or disclose a botanist-led, wetland-focused survey of Card’s harvest units, roads, 
skid trails, crossings, swales, flood-prone areas, and associated suitable habitat, using current 
CDFW protocols and survey timing sufficient to detect species identifiable only during later 
flowering or fruiting periods; 

2. Prepare a botanical report and maps identifying all special-status plant occurrences, suitable 
habitat, and sensitive natural communities, including seasonal-wetland vegetation and any 
slough-sedge swards or analogous community types; 

3. Evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on those resources, including ground 
disturbance, skid-trail and road reuse, yarding, crossings, drainage alteration, canopy removal, 
desiccation, and invasive-species introduction, in light of completed Dogwood and Apple 
operations and reasonably foreseeable future THPs; 

4. Incorporate binding, location-specific avoidance and protection measures before approval, 
including no-entry zones, adequate buffers, prohibition or relocation of equipment use where 
necessary, flagging, biological monitoring, invasive-species controls, and restoration 
requirements; and 

5. Recirculate any resulting material revision to Section 4, the botanical report, operational 
maps, or Item 32 protections before approval. 

VII. Summary of Requested Revisions to Card THP Before a Decision 

The scale and temporal concentration of repeated harvesting in the two affected 
watershed may produce a patchwork of canopy removal, stand fragmentation, edge effects, 
road use, and ground disturbance across the surrounding landscape.  Section IV must therefore 
evaluate, at resource-appropriate geographic scales, whether the combined operations 
diminish forest connectivity and late-seral habitat attributes; increase disturbance and 
fragmentation affecting northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet, salmonids, amphibians, rare 
plants, and other sensitive resources; increase sediment delivery, peak-flow, temperature, 
riparian, and other watershed risks in the sediment-impaired Gualala River system; and 
compound visual, noise, access, and enjoyment effects on river-oriented recreation and Special 
Treatment Area resources.  The approval inventory is an initial evidentiary baseline for that 
inquiry, not a substitute for it.  CAL FIRE must require analysis using actual operational records, 
mapped harvest and road locations, treatment methods, recovery conditions, and resource-
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specific interaction effects for the identified past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
projects.141 

FoGR requests that CAL FIRE require the following revisions and disclosures before 
deciding whether to approve the Card THP: 

1. Prepare one consolidated cumulative-project table for Card, Dogwood, Little 
Pepperwood, Noce, Herman, and all other relevant past, present, and probable 
future projects.  For each project, identify status, actual or proposed acreage, 
location, prescription, roads and crossings, timing, and the basis for any assumed 
recovery. 

2. Provide common-scale maps showing Card; Dogwood’s completed mapped units 
and associated roads and crossings; Little Pepperwood; Noce; and Herman in 
relation to watershed-assessment boundaries, watercourses, crossings, watercourse 
and wet-area protections, floodplain, unstable areas, and relevant biological 
resources. 

3. Incorporate and analyze the Dogwood Completion Record as evidence of a 
completed 2021 past project. Reconcile the report and mapped units with actual 
acreage by assessment area, prescriptions, roads and crossings, timing, ECA inputs, 
and recovery assumptions used in the cumulative analysis.  Explain how Dogwood’s 
continuing effects are considered with Card and the foreseeable future THPs. 

4. Reconsider the scope of designated STAs and revise the discussion of STAs to justify 
the designated areas and provide adequate protective measures and restrictions. 

5. Revise the sediment, hydrology, aquatic-habitat, riparian-function, biological-
resource, and traffic analyses to evaluate overlapping effects, rather than relying on 
generic conclusions; identify enforceable protections and respond to the specific 
concerns raised by FoGR and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

6. For each cumulative resource subject, identify the assessment area actually used in 
the substantive analysis; expand the assessment area, as appropriate for each 
affected resource (e.g., utilize a 1.3-mile radius to extend the BAA for NSO and other 
sensitive species); explain the relevant impact pathways and selection criteria; and 
provide maps where necessary to clarify the analysis. 

7. Revise Section IV’s water-quality analysis to comply with 14 CCR section 898.  
Identify the 303(d)-listed impairments and affected beneficial uses in waters within 
or downstream of Card; assess the degree to which Card’s sediment, temperature, 
crossing, road, drainage, riparian, and related effects may combine with those 
existing stressors; and identify enforceable measures that reduce any cumulative 

 
141  Exh. 4:  Ten-Year Timber Harvest Plan Approval Pattern in the Card THP Watersheds; 14 CCR § 898; see also 
Exh. 5:  Card Cumulative THP Map. 
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effect to insignificance.  The analysis must account for Dogwood’s completed 
operations and the reasonably foreseeable THPs, using mapped and project-specific 
information. 

8. Conduct a site-specific wildfire analysis that addresses fuels, slash, canopy and 
ladder fuels, fuel moisture, topography, wind exposure, ignition and access 
conditions, treatment timing, and the recovery-period risk; do not rely on a 
generalized assertion that harvest reduces wildfire risk. 

9. Revise the greenhouse-gas analysis to disclose the Item G inputs and assumptions; 
compare a no-additional-harvest baseline with a cumulative scenario that includes 
Apple, Dogwood, and the three foreseeable THPs; address live-tree and soil carbon, 
wood-product assumptions, recovery periods, and uncertainty in the asserted five-
year recoupment; disclose the project acreage, inventory inputs, growth and harvest 
assumptions, and output worksheets used in the CAL FIRE GHG calculator; explain 
how the analysis treats completed Apple and Dogwood operations and the newly 
disclosed foreseeable THPs in its cumulative climate discussion. 

10. Incorporate into the plan the current MAMU/NSO survey reports and underlying 
detection information, survey dates, locations, effort, protocol, current activity-
center and suitable-habitat maps, and the basis for the selected survey radius and 
avoidance approach.142 

11. Revise the analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to listed species and 
species of special concern, including the FYLF, the Marbled Murrelet, NSO, listed 
salmonid species, and rare plants, as recommended above. 

12. Make the revised analyses, maps, and operative commitments available in a clean, 
consolidated form.  The final clean version of the THP should provide a roadmap 
identifying every revised map, operational measure, and Section IV conclusion.  If 
they materially change the THP’s information, conclusions, or protections, 
recirculate the affected sections for public and agency review.   

13. For each disputed conclusion, identify the precise plan page, map, data source, 
calculation, and operative condition on which it relies.  A citation to general Forest 
Practice Rules, professional judgment, or the existence of a future permit process 
does not explain how the recirculated information was evaluated or substitute for 
analysis and enforceable protections in the THP. 

 
142  A statement that additional surveys or an amendment will be addressed after approval does not allow the 
public to evaluate whether the plan’s no-take and no-significant-impact conclusions are supported, nor does it 
make resulting restrictions operative before work begins. 
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VIII. Conclusion 

CAL FIRE’s August 11, 2026 Review Team Recommendation to the Director recommends 
approval and states that “[n]o significant unmitigated cumulative impacts were identified.”143  
That conclusory statement does not supply the required cumulative-impact analysis or 
substantial evidence supporting a finding that the Project’s cumulative effects are insignificant.  
The Forest Practice Rules require assessment of closely related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, and require a specific assessment of whether operations may 
combine with existing sediment-related stressors to impair beneficial uses in a Clean Water Act 
section 303(d)-listed waterbody.144  The recirculated Section IV does not adequately account 
for the completed Dogwood and Apple operations, the identified future THPs, or the resource-
specific effects of their combined harvests; nor does it provide a reasoned, evidence-based 
explanation for dismissing those effects.  The Director therefore cannot rely on the 
Recommendation’s unsupported conclusion in determining that the THP conforms to the Forest 
Practice Rules.145 

The current recirculated version of Section IV of the Card THP adds selected future-
project information but does not cure the previously identified omission of Dogwood’s actual 
2021 operations, and contributions from other relevant past, present, and probable future THP 
projects from the cumulative analysis.  Section IV must evaluate the material information it now 
discloses, together with known recent past operations such as Dogwood and Apple, rather than 
rely on generalized conclusions.  FoGR respectfully requests that CAL FIRE require the revisions 
described above, respond in writing to these and FoGR’s prior comments, and refrain from 
approving the THP unless the final record contains sufficient analysis and enforceable 
protections. 

Please add FoGR representatives and the undersigned to the notice lists for the Card 
THP.  Please direct such notice and any questions or concerns you may have regarding the 
above comments to FoGR’s president, Nathan Ramser (nathanramser@gmail.com), its vice 
president Ethan Arutunian (ethan@arutunian.com) and to the undersigned at the email 
address shown in the above caption page. 

Very Truly Yours, 
 
 
_________________________ 
Jason Holder 

 
  

 
143  Review Team Recommendation to the Director, Card THP 1-26-00021-SON, Aug. 11, 2026, p. 1. 
144  14 CCR § 898. 
145  14 CCR §§ 897(b)(2)-(3), 898.1(c), 898.2(c). 
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mailto:ethan@arutunian.com
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cc:   (via email only) 

Client Contacts 
Kristin Garrison, CDFW Environmental Scientist (Kristin.Garrison@wildlife.ca.gov)  
Julie Lile, CDFW Senior Environmental Scientist Supervisory (Julie.Lile@wildlife.ca.gov) 
Jim Burke, NCRWQCB Senior Engineering Geologist (James.Burke@waterboards.ca.gov)  

 
Attachments: 

Exhibit 1:  Card THP Maps  

Exhibit 2:  Dogwood Silviculture Maps 

Exhibit 3:  Apple Silviculture Maps 

Exhibit 4:  Ten-Year Timber Harvest Plan Approval Pattern in the Card THP Watersheds 

Exhibit 5: Card Cumulative THP Map 

Exhibit 6: Map of SON0045 Activity Center from Dogwood THP 

Exhibit 7:  CDFW Comments on Recirculated Dogwood THP, dated Feb. 22, 2019 

Exhibit 8:  Marbled Murrelet Habitat Map 

Appendix A:  Protective Measures Described in Card THP Sections II and IV That Are Non-
Mandatory, Deferred, or Not Incorporated as Operative Conditions 

Appendix B:  Revised Dogwood THP Materials Identify Information and Revisions Needed for 
the Card THP 
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Exhibit 4 -  Ten-Year Timber Harvest Plan Approval Pattern in the Card THP Watersheds 

Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth of Gualala River Watersheds (2016-2026) 

Purpose and source scope. This exhibit compiles the attached ten-year approval tables for the two watershed assessment areas used in the Card 
THP.  The tables distinguish proposed 2026 THPs from THPs approved from 2016 through 2026 and report the source tables’ watershed-specific 
acreage and equivalent-clearcut-area (ECA) values.  Approval data identify the intensity and temporal concentration of proposed and approved 
harvesting; they do not, by themselves, establish the actual date, footprint, treatment, or completion status of each operation. 

Summary of reported approvals and proposed harvesting: 

• Big Pepperwood Creek: the source table identifies 10 THPs approved from 2016 through 2026 (952.61 watershed acres; 588.84 ECA 
acres; 14.6% and 9.0% of the watershed, respectively) and two proposed 2026 THPs, Card and Little Pepperwood (346.67 watershed 
acres; 226.83 ECA acres; 5.3% and 3.5%). The source-reported combined harvest acreage is 1,299 acres, or 19.9% of the watershed; the 
combined ECA value is 815.67 acres, or 12.5%. 

• Mouth of Gualala River: the source table identifies 12 THPs approved from 2016 through 2026 (1,088.61 watershed acres; 677.10 ECA 
acres; 20.5% and 12.8%) and the proposed Card THP (69.36 watershed acres; 43.09 ECA acres; 1.3% and 0.8%). The source-reported 
combined harvest acreage is 1,158 acres, or 21.8% of the watershed; the combined ECA value is 720.19 acres, or 13.6%. 

• Across the two tables, the source data identify 22 approved THPs and three proposed entries, with 2,041.22 approved watershed acres 
and 416.03 proposed watershed acres. Because a THP may have acreage in both watersheds, these are watershed-specific contributions 
and should not be treated as unduplicated whole-plan acreage. 

• The repeated approvals and pending entries require a resource-specific cumulative analysis of the combined forest-cover, road, 
crossing, watershed, habitat, and public-use effects. That analysis should use actual operations and mapped locations where available, 
rather than approval data alone. 

Interpretive limitation.  This exhibit summarizes the source approval tables.  It does not determine whether an individual THP was completed, 
whether its predicted ECA remains unrecovered, or whether its resource effects overlap with Card.  Those questions require the operational 
record, site-specific maps, treatment information, and resource-specific cumulative analysis. 
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Table 1. Big Pepperwood Creek Watershed: reported approvals and proposed THPs 

 

THP No. Project Year Approval Acres in 
watershed 

ECA in 
watershed 

% of 
watershe

d 

% ECA 
watershed 

Proposed THPs 

1-26-00021-SON Card 2026  99.73 56.61 1.5% 0.9% 

1-26-00076-SON Little Pepperwood 2026  246.94 170.22 3.8% 2.6% 

Subtotal 346.67 226.83 5.3% 3.5% 

Approved THPs (2016-2026) 

1-24-00103-MEN Copper Top 2024 09/19/24 110.32 55.16 1.7% 0.8% 

1-23-00073-MEN LARCH 2023 08/10/23 225.89 156.55 3.5% 2.4% 

1-23-00099-SON Steam Donkey 2023 04/10/24 242.31 121.15 3.7% 1.9% 

1-22-00042-SON Holly 2022 09/01/22 40.59 20.3 0.6% 0.3% 

1-22-00043-SON Rock 2022 09/02/22 17.77 8.89 0.3% 0.1% 

1-20-00003-SON VISTA 2020 05/14/20 12.72 10.31 0.2% 0.2% 

1-19-00050-MEN Hautala Gualala THP 2019 2019 07/25/19 10.06 5.03 0.2% 0.1% 

1-19-00197-MEN Hoodoo 2019 2019 02/19/20 22.14 14.77 0.3% 0.2% 

1-17-104-SON ELM 2017 03/08/18 183.36 152.96 2.8% 2.3% 

1-15-042-SON DOGWOOD 2015 07/01/16 87.47 43.74 1.3% 0.7% 

Subtotal 952.61 588.84 14.6% 9.0% 

Total source-reported harvest acres 1299 815.67* 19.9% 12.5%* 

* Calculated as the sum of the proposed and approved subtotals; it is not a separate source-table entry. 
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Table 2. Mouth of Gualala River Watershed: reported approvals and proposed THPs 

[Note:  The proposed 250-acre Herman THP and portions of the proposed 230-acre Noce THP are not included in this table because available 
information is incomplete.] 

THP No. Project Year Approval Acres in 
watershed 

ECA in 
watershed 

% of 
watershe

d 

% ECA 
watershed 

Proposed THPs 

1-26-00021-SON Card 2026  69.36 43.09 1.3% 0.8% 

Subtotal 69.36 43.09 1.3% 0.8% 

Approved THPs (2016-2026) 

1-23-00099-SON Steam Donkey 2023 04/10/24 22.80 11.40 0.4% 0.2% 

1-22-00042-SON Holly 2022 09/01/22 151.53 92.41 2.9% 1.7% 

1-22-00043-SON Rock 2022 09/02/22 4.65 2.33 0.1% 0.0% 

1-21-00076-SON Spruce 2021 10/01/21 52.07 26.04 1.0% 0.5% 

1-20-00144-SON Sheps Opening 2020 02/09/21 162.09 81.04 3.1% 1.5% 

1-19-00051-SON Hazel 2019 07/17/19 66.18 33.09 1.2% 0.6% 

1-18-057-SON CHET RICHARDSON THP 2018 2018 08/22/18 80.08 50.51 1.5% 1.0% 

1-18-082-SON STEWARTS POINT 2018 12/19/18 125.12 62.56 2.4% 1.2% 

1-17-049-SON CHERRY 2017 10/04/17 37.17 36.71 0.7% 0.7% 

1-16-047-SON GERMAN SOUTH 2016 11/03/16 184.66 135.11 3.5% 2.5% 

1-15-033-SON APPLE 2015 02/25/16 104.97 97.27 2.0% 1.8% 

1-15-042-SON DOGWOOD 2015 07/01/16 97.31 48.65 1.8% 0.9% 

Subtotal 1,088.61 677.10 20.5% 12.8% 

Total source-reported harvest acres 1,158.00 720.19* 21.8% 13.6%* 

* Calculated as the sum of the proposed and approved subtotals; it is not a separate source-table entry. 
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Exhibit 5:   Card THP Cumulative Operations Map and Ten-Year Watershed Context  

(Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth of Gualala River Watersheds) 

Explanatory statement.  The map on the following page provides spatial context for the cumulative-project approval tables attached to the follow 
up comments concerning recirculated Section IV as Exhibit 4.  Those tables identify, within the two Card watershed assessment areas, 22 THPs 
approved between 2016 and 2026 and three proposed entries.  The approved entries account for 2,041.22 watershed acres, and the proposed 
entries account for 416.03 additional watershed acres.  In Big Pepperwood Creek, the source table identifies ten approved THPs (952.61 watershed 
acres) and Card plus Little Pepperwood as proposed 2026 THPs (346.67 acres).  In the Mouth of Gualala River watershed, it identifies twelve 
approved THPs (1,088.61 watershed acres) and Card as a proposed THP (69.36 acres).  Viewed together with the map, those data show that the 
relevant authorization record is not limited to one isolated operation; it comprises a distributed pattern of approved and proposed harvest areas 
extending across and adjacent to the two watersheds over the past decade.  The map therefore underscores the need for Section IV to evaluate 
how the timing, treatment, recovery, road and crossing use, and mapped locations of those operations may combine with Card at resource-
appropriate geographic scales.  Approval data and mapped outlines alone do not establish the actual completion date, treatment intensity, or 
environmental effect of an individual operation; those matters require the operational record and resource-specific cumulative analysis. 

Data source and limitation.  The acreage and equivalent-clearcut-area data are drawn from Exhibits 1 through 4 and available historic THP data 
and are reported by watershed contribution.  A plan may appear on both watershed tables where it has acreage in both; the totals are not 
unduplicated whole-plan acreage. 

Interpretive Note:  This exhibit should be read with the cumulative-project approval table exhibit and the THP’s project-specific maps.  Together, 
they provide a common-scale starting point for evaluating the spatial and temporal pattern of harvest authorizations; they do not replace CAL 
FIRE’s duty to analyze resource-specific cumulative effects and feasible mitigation.  
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Map of Card THP and Other Approved or Proposed Timber Harvest Plans 

 
Note:  Map supplied by Friends of Gualala River.  Project outlines and labels are shown as depicted in the supplied image; the map is presented for cumulative-context 
and illustration purposes and is not an independently surveyed boundary map.  The proposed 250-acre Herman THP and the proposed 230-acre Noce THP are not 
included in this map because available information is incomplete. 
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SEASONAL AND PERMANENT 
NSO RESTRICTIONS 
JULY 7, 2014 

PERMANENT RESTRICTIONS: 
No harvesting within 500 feet of NSO without amendment. 
Maintain nest/roost habitat between 500-1,000 ft. 

SEASONAL RESTRICTIONS: 
Seasonal restrictions apply within 0.25 
miles of active NSO. No timber operations 
(except road use) until after July 31 . 
(See USFWS Attachment A, 2011) 

I 

l 'I 

+ 
Legend 

@ SON045 FLATS LOCATION 

_,,,_.,,_ WATERCOURSES 

••sr••• ROADS 

m 500 FOOT BUFFER 

D 1,000 FOOT BUFFER 
.,- 1., .... 
i,. ,. ,.: 0.25 MILE BUFFER 

i!T1T!TI DOGWOOD THP BOUNDARY 

1 in= 1 000 f t 

\ 
\ ,,. 

···-···-··J······· 

Exhibit 6



UNIT, RPF, PLANSUB, ftp/NEW 

State of California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Memorandum 

Date: February 22, 2019 

To: Mr. Dominik Schwab, Forest Practice Manager 
North Coast Region Office 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 
135 Ridgway Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 
SantaRosaReviewTeam@fire.ca.gov 

Original signed by 
From: Mr. Gregg Erickson, Regional Manager 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife-Bay Delta Region, 2825 Cordelia Road, Suite 100, Fairfield, CA 94534 

Subject: California Department of Fish and Wildlife Comments on Recirculated Timber Harvesting Plan 
1-15-042 SON "Dogwood" 

This report includes the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's (CDFW) recommendations 
based on portions of the 1-15-042 SON Dogwood Timber Harvesting Plan (THP), which were 
recirculated for public comment beginning January 22, 2019. The recirculation includes new 
information submitted by the Registered Professional Forester (RPF) addressing a decision from a 
Sonoma County Superior Court Case (SCV-262241) requiring additional information on 
alternatives and cumulative effects. The scope of the review is limited to additions and revisions of 
the recirculated "Section IV" as indicated in the notice of the open public comment period. 

CDFW is a trustee agency for California's fish, wildlife, and native plant resources (Public 
Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.), a responsible agency pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), §15381 and §15386, and a review team agency under 14 CCR 
§1037.5(a). The recommendations in this memorandum are focused on avoiding or minimizing the 
proposed project's effects on fish, wildlife, and botanical resources. CDFW requests that these 
recommendations be included as enforceable conditions in the approved THP. Findings and 
recommendations made in this memorandum should be applied to the review of all other 
documents related to this project prepared and reviewed pursuant to CEQA. 

The Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement associated with this THP may need to be 
amended or reissued to address changes to the project description or significant new issues 
resulting from review. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog 
On July 21, 2017, foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF) became a candidate for state listing under 
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), as stated in the cumulative impact assessment. 
As such, regulatory conditions have changed since initial adoption of the THP and impacts to 
FYLF should be considered in context of "significant new information." 

The section titled "Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog", pages 178-179, describes activities where 
FYLF or its egg masses could be impacted. Activities that have the potential to impact FYLF, 
including potential for take, include use of wet crossings, installation and removal of abutments 

~'?ECEIVED 
FEB 2 5 2019 

COAST AREA OFFICE 
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Mr. Dominik Schwab 2 February 22, 2019 

to the four temporary bridges inside the channel bank and water drafting at four sites on gravel 
bars. Potential impacts.to FYLF include take of egg masses or FYLF at any life stage when 
driving through wet ford crossings, entrapment of any life stage of FYLF during installation of 
abutments, release of sediment that could suffocate egg masses, take of tadpoles or adult FYLF 
utilizing interstitial spaces in, or on top of, cobble streambeds or gravel bars during water 
drafting on gravel bar activities, and seasonal removal of bridge abutments and closure of 
gravel bar drafting holes. 

In addition to measures specified in the THP, CDFW recommends incorporating the following 
protection measures into the THP to address impacts to FYLFs and their habitat. If FYLF cannot 
be fully avoided, an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) is required. 

FYLF - Survey Methodology. The Registered Professional Forester (RPF) should provide a 
FYLF survey methodology to CDFW for review and written approval no less than 30 days prior 
to beginning THP activities in the stream channel. No activities should begin until FYLF 
surveys have been completed using a method approved by CDFW. Survey methodology 
should target all life stages and should include a wet stream survey. The survey should 
include an adaptive management approach based on the stream flow, including if the stream 
is wet, if it has been dry for less than 30 days, or if it has been dry for over 30 days. Surveys 
within the project area should include searching cavities under rocks, within vegetation such 
as sedges and other clumped vegetation, and under undercut banks, in areas of suitable 
habitat no less than 150 feet from the streambed during the rainy season (October 16 to June 
14) or 50 feet from the streambed during the dry season (June 15 to October 15), and 500 feet 
upstream and downstream of the project area. Surveys should be conducted at different times 
of day and under variable weather conditions if possible. If FYLF or evidence of their presence 
are found, CDFW should be notified immediately and activities should not occur without 
written approval from CDFW allowing the project to proceed. Presence of FYLF may require a 
CESA ITP before project activities may commence. Results of the survey should be submitted 
to CDFW prior to the beginning of project activities. 

FYLF - Surveys. Prior to initiating temporary bridge construction, bridge removal, or water 
drafting activities, a Qualified Biologist or RPF with knowledge of FYLF should conduct 
surveys for FYLF using a CDFW approved methodology. The results of the surveys should be 
provided to CDFW prior to harvest activities. If presence of FYLF adults, juveniles, tadpoles or 
egg masses are found, CDFW should be notified immediately and activities should not 
commence without written approval from CDFW allowing the project to proceed. Presence of 
FYLF may require a CESA ITP before project activities may commence. 

Daily Inspections. At the beginning of each day during bridge construction, removal, or water 
drafting activities, the project area and nearby vicinity should be surveyed by a Qualified 
Biologist or RPF with knowledge of FYLF, including searching cavities under rocks, within 
vegetation such as sedges and other clumped vegetation, and under undercut banks. If FYLF 
or other species listed pursuant to CESA are encountered during project activities, all work 
should cease and CDFW should immediately be notified. Work should not proceed without 
written approval from CDFW. Presence of FYLF may require a CESA ITP before project 
activities may resume. If no FYLF or other species listed pursuant to CESA are encountered 
during the daily inspection, the qualified biologist should oversee the installation of exclufl~Ec1=1ven 
fencing around the work are that was surveyed for that day. "' ""' U 
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Mr. Dominik Schwab 3 February 22, 2019 

Qualified Biologist or RPF with Knowledge of FYLF On-site. The Permittee should ensure a 
Qualified Biologist or RPF with knowledge of FYLF is on-site to monitor compliance with the 
above FYLF conditions. The Qualified Biologist or RPF with knowledge of FYLF should have 
the authority to halt project activities in order to implement measures to prevent take of this 
species. 

Vehicle Restrictions. If FYLFs are found in the project area, any vehicles parked on-site for 
more than 15 minutes should be inspected before it is moved to ensure that frogs have not 
moved under the vehicle. Vehicular speed in the WLPZ should be kept to a maximum of 
15 miles per hour. During the rainy season, drivers should avoid any amphibians present on 
the road. 

On-Site Education. Prior to activities in the stream channel, a Qualified Biologist or RPF with 
knowledge of FYLF should conduct an education session on species and biological resources 
that may be present within the project area, such as FYLFs. The training should consist of 
basic identification of the species, their life history and their habitats, how they may be 
encountered in the work area, protection measures to ensure species are not impacted by 
project activities, and procedures to follow when they are encountered. Interpretation should 
be provided for non-English speaking workers, and the same instruction should be provided 
for any new workers prior to their performing activities on-site. 

Rare Plants in Floodplain Wetlands 
Table 1 in Section IV - Cumulative Impact Statement, pages 200-205 describes "recently added 
rare plants that could be in the area of this THP." On February 18, 2019, CDFW received from a 
member of the public an independent assessment of special-status plant and sensitive plant 
communities that are not included in the above-named Table 1 (see Attachment 1). CDFW 
reviewed the assessment and concurs that the following specieswere not included in Table 1 but 
have the potential to occur in the THP area: 

• Fringed corn-lily (Veratrum fimbriatum) 
• Slough sedge swards (Carex obnupta) 

To address potential impacts to these species, including direct take and adverse habitat 
modification, CDFW recommends that a botanist with wetland species expertise perform a botanical 
survey of the plan area during the appropriate blooming period following CDFW's "Protocols for 
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Natural 
Communities" (CDFW updated March 20, 2018). A Botanical Report should be provided to CDFW 
and CAL FIRE prior to harvest operations. 

To minimize impacts to wetland plants and disturbance of wetland soils and features in the 
floodplain, CDFW recommends limiting harvest equipment use to skid trails and using rubber tires 
on equipment. If rare plants are found during the surveys, additional species-specific protective 
measures may be needed. 

Wildlife Trees 
The section titled "Late Successional Forest and Large Tree Analysis", pages 191-192isstates 
that, "sound late seral trees that are outside of a WLPZ are very rare," no larger than l "'ll r,: t'; r,e l,IVfi!:::IJ 
surrounding second-growth, and have "little unique wildlife value." CDFW disagrees that these' i,,,,,/i i;; • 
trees have little unique wildlife value. Given the fact stated prior that they are, "very rare,"FEB 2 5 20fg 
provides them unique value, in addition to the fact that there are very few old-growth trees 
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Mr. Dominik Schwab 4 February 22, 2019 

remaining in Sonoma County. Recently, it has come to the attention of CDFW that one of these 
old-growth trees outside of the WLPZ was cut down in another plan area outside of harvest 
activities. CDFW recommends these very rare old-growth trees be protected as wildlife trees. 

The section titled "Recruitment of Future Late Seral Elements", pages 192-193, (5) articulates, 
"Douglas-fir trees make better wildlife trees than comparably sized redwood trees, and because 
they have lower economic value (and conky ones have zero economic value) these are the first 
trees to get marked as wildlife trees." With the warmer conditions than Oregon and Washington, 
Douglas-fir along the northern California coast begin to show conk about age 70 and live to be 
generally 250 years old along the Sonoma and Mendocino coastline. Redwood trees are known 
to live for thousands of years along the central and northern California coast. CDFW 
recommends that Gualala Redwood Timber prioritize marking redwood trees as wildlife trees for 
the benefit of future generations. 

CONCLUSION 

Please direct questions or correspondence regarding this memorandum to Ms. Jeanne Chinn, 
Environmental Scientist, at (707) 576-2793; or Ms. Randi Adair, Senior Environmental Scientist 
(Supervisory), at (707) 576-2786. 

cc: John Bennett, Gualala Redwood Timber RPF - Jbennett@pacificstates.com 
Kim Sone, CAL FIRE Forest Practice Inspector- kim.sone@fire.ca.gov 
Isabel Baer, CDFW Environmental Program Manager- lsabel.baer@wildlife.ca.gov 

ATTACHMENT 

Attachment 1. Letter regarding "THP 1-15-042 SON (2019 recirculated "Dogwood" THP) 
cumulative impacts and alternatives analysis", Peter R. Baye, Ph.D. Provided to CDFW via email 
on February 18, 2019. 
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botanybaye@gmail.com 

Peter R. Baye, Ph.D. 
Botanist, Coastal Plant Ecologist 

33660 Annapolis Road 
Annapolis, California 95412-0065 

MEMORANDUM 

(415) 310-5109 

To: Jeanne Chinn, California Department of Fish and Wildlife Region 3 Jeanne.Chinn@wildlife.ca.gov 
Virginia O'Rourke, California Department of Fish and Wildlife Region 
Virginia.O'Rourke@wildlife.ca.gov 

Cc: 
James Burke, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board James.Burke@waterboards.ca.gov 
Danielle Castle, California Department of Fish and Wildlife Region 1 Danielle.Castle@wildlife.ca.gov 
Jon Hendrix California Department of Fish and Wildlife Region 1 Jon.Hendrix@wildlife.ca.gov 
Isabel Baer, California Department of Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Planning Branch 
Isabel.Baer@wildlife.ca.gov 
Greg Suba, California Native Plant Society, 
Renee Pasquinelli, California Native Plant Society 

Date: February 18, 2019 

SUBJECT: "Dogwood" Timber Harvest Plan 1-15-042 SON reassessment of cumulative impacts to 
sensitive plants and communities in floodplain (flood prone) seasonal wetlands, Gualala River Main 
Stem, Sonoma County, CA (bordering Mendocino County) 

Hello, Jeanne and Virginia. 

I would like to submit this technical memorandum for your consideration in re-evaluating cumulative 
environmental impacts to special-status wetland plant species and communities in "flood prone" 
(floodplain) forested plant communities along the lower Gualala River mainstem, within the biological 
assessment area of the "Dogwood" THP (1-15-042 SON). 

The Dogwood THP was reopened January 22, 2019, for comments on cumulative impacts that were not 
adequately addressed in previous recirculated versions of the THP. In CDFW's First Review (May 13, 
2015), and subsequent CDFW comments, I found no discussion of rare plant cumulative impacts, wetland 
plant community impacts, or discrepancies between CDFW sensitive plant survey protocols and plant 
survey methods and results applied to Dogwood THP. I have also not yet found additional CDFW 
comments submitted to CAL FIRE on these subjects. After detailed review of Dogwood THP, I have 
found significant omissions, inconsistencies, and errors in the methods, factual detenninations, and 
conclusions about the potential significant THP impacts (direct, indirect and cumulative) to sensitive 
plants and wetland plant communities. I have therefore summarized available infonnation within my 
expertise, obtained from relevant sources (see references) to clarify these issues. I am providing them to 

you for your independent review and use. F? [:CE n,e D 
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Below is a short account of the missing, incomplete, or erroneous information in the TI-IP regarding 
cumulative, direct, and indirect impacts special-status wetland plants and commlmities. These have not 
yet been addressed, I believe, by CDFW comments on Dogwood TI-IP or other flood-prone TI-IPs on the 
lower Gualala River. 

1.0 Summary (bullet points) 

• Fringed corn-lily, Veratrumfimbriatum, is a special-status wetland plant with the same CDFW 
rarity rank (S3, "vulnerable") as California (swamp) harebell (Campanula californica). 

o V. jimbriatum was not included in the TI-IP rare plant scoping, the standardized RPF 
plant list for TI-IP survey. 

o The TI-IP does not address cumulative, direct, or indirect impacts to this special-status 
plant species, even though C. californica (same rank) is covered. 

o One Calflora record (2018) exists in the project study area, and it is present in the 
adjoining Sonoma County Regional Parks redwood forest floodplain contiguous with the 
original Dogwood TI-IP Unit 1 (2015). 

o The TI-IP plant survey period does not cover the late summer/fall flowering time of V. 
fimbriatum in shaded habitats. 

• Slough sedge swards (Carex obnupta, California Natural Community List 45.183.00) 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C. obnupta swards (meadow patches) are ranked by CDFW as an S3 (vulnerable) 
community type. 
C. obnupta is an obligate wetland plant (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional 
Wetland Plant Lists, 2016, for Arid West and Valley, Mountain and Coast), indicating 
that it occurs almost always (99% occurrence) in wetlands. 
Vegetation dominated by C. obnupta occurs extensively in the Dogwood TI-IP area, 
where many stands (swards) are highly conspicuous in view from the Haul Road. 
These obligate wetland C. obnupta-dominated vegetation are seasonal wetlands flooded 
or saturated in the wet season. 
I observed many large, dense C. obnupta swards in direct view from the main GRI Haul 
Road (Gualala to Twin Bridges), in swales and old skid roads/trails, during a drive 
inspection of the Dogwood TI-IP with Henry Alden (Gualala Redwoods forest manager) 
in 2016. 

o I observed C. obnupta swards (seasonal wetlands) severely disturbed (soil, sod, and 
rhizomes, roots exposed) by halted timber operations in the lower Buckeye Creek unit of 
Dogwood TI-IP in 2016, on the site inspection with Henry Alden. Most of these 
seasonally drained wetland swards are not protected or mapped in the TI-IP as "wet areas" 
under the Forest Practice Rules definition. 

o C. obnupta was reported as present in the TI-IP area by the RPF, but no information or 
assessment was provided on the community or impacts. 

o Despite the ecological importance of this vulnerable special-status community, and 
visible evidence of Dogwood TI-IP impacts (Buckeye Creek unit), and widespread 
distribution in the TI-IP area, there has been no assessment of cumulative, indirect, or 
direct impacts to it. 

• l"""'-Severe deficiency of THP plant surveys and nonconformance with CDFW special-status, ~'.;:r:: CEIVEo 
plant and community survey protocols (2009, 2018). The omission of fringed com-lily r- "" 
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(Veratrumfimbriatum) from rare plant scoping and surveys in a study area where they are 
present, and failure to disclose or assess seasonal wetland plant communities like slough sedge 
swards, are significant errors that appear to be related to the failure of RPF plant surveys to meet 
minimal standards of CDFW protocols, or any other professional botanical survey standards: 

o Survey dates did not include the flowering time of V. fimbriatum in shaded forested 
habitats. 

o The base plant list contained only common (English) names of plant, many of which 
were incomplete (generic only, not identifiable to species), irregular, or not uniquely 
associated with botanical names. 

o No information was provided on the distribution and types of plant communities in the 
study area, and the existence of seasonal wetlands was explicitly denied, even though the 
sensitive plant species in the THP area are obligate (OBL) to facultative wetland 
(FACW) species occurring mostly or nearly always in wetlands. 

These deficiencies preclude meaningful, accurate assessments of potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to wetland plants and communities, since they provide no basis for an 
accurate baseline of existing conditions in the project area, much less the surrounding floodplain . 
landscape. They also preclude meaningful review by qualified botanists and plant ecologists. 

2.0. Cumulative impact accounts. 

2.1. Cumulative impacts to special-status fringed corn-lily, Veratrumfimbriatum 

Veratrumfimbriatum was not included in the Dogwood THP rare plant scoping or the 
standardized RPF general plant list for THP survey. The plant was not reported from the RPF surveys. V. 
fimbriatum is a sensitive/special-status plant with the same State Rank (S3 = Vulnerable) as California or 
swamp harebell (Campanula californica), which was including in the RPF's special-status plant scoping 
and was reported ( or under-reported) in surveys the RPF conducted in 2016. Both species occur almost 
exclusively primarily in seasonal wetland vegetation, as indicated by their federal wetland plant indicator 
status. V fimbriatum is assigned the highest rank of wetland affinity ( obligate, OBL) in the U.S. Anny 
Corps of Engineers Regional Wetland Plant lists covering coastal Sonoma County (Valley, Mountain and 
Coast Wetland Plant list 2016 (Lichvar, R.W., D.L. Banks, W.N. Kirchner, and N.C. Melvin. 2016. The 
National Wetland Plant List: 2016 wetland ratings. Phytoneuron 2016-30: 1-17. Published 28 April 2016. 
ISSN 2153733X) https://www.codot.gov/programs/envirorunental/wetlands/nwpl wmvc 2016vl.pdf. 
Obligate (OBL) rank is defined as occurring 99% of the time in wetlands ("Occur almost always under 
natural conditions in wetlands"). 

The CDFW S3 rank of "vulnerable" means "Vulnerable in the state due to a restricted range, relatively 
few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors making it vulnerable 
to extirpation." V. fimbriatum has a CNPS California Rare Plant Rank of 4.3, "Limited distribution in 
California" with species-specific CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants Notes "Possibly 
threatened by logging and associated road usage". The State S3 rank and CNPS Inventory rank and notes 
clearly indicate the potential for significant cumulative impacts of floodplain logging (including local 
extirpation) if it is present in the THP area. 

Veratrum fimbriatum is indeed documented as present in the Dogwood THP area. V. fimbriatum occurs in 
the Gualala River mainstem floodplain between Highway 1 and Twin Bridges (Annapolis Road), the 
study area including the Dogwood THP area. One recent (2018) Calflora record at Valley CrossinR.Ece,veo 
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appears to be within in the THP biological assessment area, and possibly within the Dogwood THP area 
itself. 

https://www.calflora.org/entry/observ.html?track=m#srch=t&lpcli=t&taxon=Veratrnm+fimbriatum&chk 
=t&cch=t&inat=r&cc=SON 

Calflora record: 

RECORD DETAIL po117265 

Taxon: Veratrum fimbriatum 
Date: 2018-05-28 

Observer(s): William Maslach 

Location: Among redwoods of wet alluvial terrace. 

I have personally observed V. .fimbriatum colonies growing in old skid trail depressions in the lower 
Gualala River floodplain, under mature redwood forest, in Sonoma County Regional Park adjoining the 
fonner Unit 1 of the Dogwood THP area. I observed additional colonies in old skid trails and similar 
depressions apparently within in the Dogwood THP area. V. .fimbriatum colonies growing in heavy 
redwood shade flowers sparsely and weeks later than colonies exposed to partial sun on the coastal 
terraces and roadside ditches west of the Dogwood THP area. 

As the CNPS notes indicate, the occurrence of V. .fimbriatum in old skid road depressional wetlands 
makes them vulnerable to cumulative and direct impacts of skid road re-use. Operation of heavy 
equipment and vehicles in occupied old skid trails would crnsh existing populations. Skid trails should be 
surveyed for this species, based on current (2018) and past (2009) guidelines of CDFW sensitive plant 
and community protocols (Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities). The THP plant survey period did not cover the late 
summer/fall flowering time of V. .fimbriatum in shaded habitats, and V. .fimbriatum was apparently not 
even included in rare plant scoping for the THP. 

Cumulative impact assessment for V. .fimbriatum, and other special-status plants in the Dogwood THP 
area, would minimally require an assessment of: 

• Accurate, evidence-based field surveys during the flowering season to establish the distribution 
and abundance of V. .fimbriatum (late summer/fall flowering period for shaded colonies of V. 
.fimbriatum has not been conducted) both in the THP area, and in the lower Gualala River 
floodplain habitats suitable for this species overall, including other flood prone THP areas. 

• Timber harvest operation disturbances that would be likely to adversely impact V. .fimbriatum 
(log yarding, vehicle operation in skid trails or seasonal wetlands in general, or vicinity of 
identified V..fimbriatum colonies) in the THP area, and other flood prone habitats potentially 
supporting this species in the lower Gualala River 

• Disturbances causing increased plant competition, including invasive non-native species 

Survey and cumulative impact assessment guidelines by CDFW (Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities) recommend the 
following procedures, applied to V. .fimbriatum: 

Timing and Number of Visits • RECEIVED 
Conduct botanical field surveys in the field at the times of year when plants will be both .., 
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evident and identifiable. Usually this is during flowering or fruiting. Space botanical field 
survey visits throughout the growing season to accurately determine what plants exist in 
the project area. This usually involves multiple visits to the project area (e.g. in early, 
mid, and late-season) to capture the floristic diversity at a level necessary to determine 
if special status plants are present. The timing and number of visits necessary to 
determine if special status plants are present is determined by geographic location, the 
natural communities present, and the weather patterns of the year(s) in which botanical 
field surveys are conducted. 

Reference Sites 
When special status plants are known to occur in the type(s) of habitat present in a 
project area, observe reference sites (nearby accessible occurrences of the plants) to 
determine whether those special status plants are identifiable at the times of year the 
botanical field surveys take place and to obtain a visual image of the special status 
plants, associated habitat, and associated natural communities. 

Assessment of potential project impacts (p. 11) 

• A discussion of the significance of special status plant populations in the project 
area considering nearby populations and total range and distribution; 

• A discussion of the significance of sensitive natural communities in the project 
area considering nearby occurrences and natural community distribution; 

• A discussion of project related direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to special 
status plants and sensitive natural communities; 

• A discussion of the degree and immediacy of all threats to special status plants 
and sensitive natural communities, including those from invasive species; 

• A discussion of the degree of impact, if any, of the project on unoccupied, 
potential habitat for special status plants; and 

• Recommended measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to special 
status plants and sensitive natural communities. 

2.2. Cumulative impacts to special-status slough sedge swards (Carex obnupta) and other 
sensitive/special-status communities in flood prone areas with seasonal wetlands 

C. obnupta is an obligate wetland plant (U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers Regional Wetland Plant Lists, 
2016, Arid West and Valley, Mountain and Coast), indicating that it also occurs almost always (99% 
occurrence) in wetlands ("Occur almost always under natural conditions in wetlands"). Vegetation stands 
dominated by this species are strong preliminary indicators of wetlands, and direct hydrology indicators 
(winter flooding and saturation for weeks or months most years) would confinn wetland status. 

C. obnupta swards (meadow patches) are ranked by CDFW as an S3 (vulnerable) community type, and 
is classified as a "SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITY", 
(https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/DataNegCAMP/Natural-Communities), along with other seasonal wetland 
and flood prone plant community types present in the Dogwood THP area, including: 

45.183.00 Carex obnupta Slough sedge swards G4 S3 

61.410.05 A/nus rubra / Salix lasiolepis G4 S3 

86.100.21 Sequoia sempervirens- Um be/Ju/aria ca/ifornica G3 S3 

52.113.00 Scirpus mlcrocarpus Small-fruited bulrush marsh G4 S2 
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Vegetation dominated by C. obnupta occur extensively in the Dogwood THP area, where many stands are 
highly conspicuous in view from the Haul Road. These obligate wetland C. obnupta-dominated 
vegetation are seasonal wetlands flooded or saturated in the wet season. I observed many large, dense C. 
obnupta swards in direct view from the main GRI Haul Road (Gualala to Twin Bridges), in swales and 
old skid roads/trails, during a drive inspection of the Dogwood THP with Henry Alden (Gualala 
Redwoods forest manager) in 2016. C. obnupta was reported as present in the THP area by the RPF, but 
no infonnation or assessment was provided on the community or impacts. 

I observed C. obnupta swards (seasonal wetlands) severely disturbed (soil, sod, and rhizomes, roots 
exposed) by halted timber operations in the lower Buckeye Creek unit of Dogwood THP in 2016, on the 
site inspection with Henry Alden. Most of these seasonally drained wetland swards are not protected or 
mapped in the THP as "wet areas" under the Forest Practice Rules definition, because they are seasonally 
drained in the dry summer Mediterranean climate, not saturated or moist through most of the year: 

Forest Practices Rules 2018 "Wet Areas": Meadows and Wet Areas (For the Northern Forest 

District:) means those areas which are moist on the surface throughout most of the year and/or 

support aquatic vegetation, grasses and forbs as their principal vegetative cover (Ref. Sec. 

4562.7, PRC).[= perennial marsh or swamp, not seasonal wetland] 

Despite the ecological importance of this vulnerable community, there is no mapping, descriptin, or 
assessment of cumulative, indirect, or direct impacts to it. CDFW guidance for "Addressing Sensitive 
Natural Communities in Environmental Review" states: 

Identify all Natural Communities within the project footprint using the best means possible, for 

example, keying them out in the Manual of California, Second Edition (Sawyer et al. 2009) or In 

classification or mapping reports from the region, available on VegCAMP's Reports and Maps 

page. 

Refer to the current standard list of Natural Communities to determine if any of these types are 

ranked Sensitive (Sl-S3 rank); if so, see CEQA Guidelines checklist at IVb. 

Potentially significant cumulative impacts to slough sedge swards is likely to occur in this and other (past 
and proposed) flood prone THPs of the lower Gualala River as a result of: 

• Re-occupation of skid trail depressions with slough sedge, crushing or disturbing roots, rhizomes, 
sods, or soil; 

• Yarding operations that disturb soil and fragment rhizomes and roots, exposing plants to 
desiccation in summer, as well as soil invertebrates that support slough sedge swards, and are 
supported by them; 

• Drainage of depressions or skid roads where water pools to facilitate equipment operation (a 
practice in flood-prone THPs). 

• Canopy opening, increased light causing increased temperatures and evapotranspiration, or spread 
of invasive non-native species. 

CDFW protocols for assessment of impacts to sensitive plant communities requires an account of their 
existing distribution, abundance, and assessment of impacts. None have been provided for slough sedge 
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swards (or any other wetland plant communities other than those few in perennially saturated to moist 
"wet areas") in the Dogwood THP area. 

2.3. Potential significant cumulative impacts due to deficiency of special-status plant and 
community surveys 

The omission of wetland-dependent fringed com-lily (Veratrum.fimbriatum) from rare plant scoping 
and surveys in a study area where they are present indicates the consequence of nonconfonnance with 
CDFW special-status plant and sensitive plant community survey protocols by the RPF and the 
Dogwood THP. It apparently resulted from failure to detect, disclose or assess seasonal wetland plant 
communities like slough sedge swards, and apply adequate botanical expertise and review to rare 
plant species and community assessments. Consequently, special-status wetland plant populations and 
sensitive wetland plant communities present in the THP area be subject to direct significant impacts 
from soil-disturbing logging disturbances such as skid road use, yarding operations, desiccation of 
severed, exposed below-ground roots and rhizomes. Significant indirect impacts may result from skid 
road drainage, compaction, canopy opening, increased competition from ground layer vegetation, and 
spread of invasive disturbance-dependent plants (no infonnation for which is provided in the THP). 

Specific critical deficiencies of Dogwood THP plant surveys include: 

o Survey dates did not include the flowering time ofV. fimbriatum in shaded forested 
habitats. 

o The base plant list contained only common (English) names of plant, many of which 
were incomplete (generic only, not identifiable to species), irregular, or not uniquely 
associated with botanical names. 

o No information was provided on the distribution and types of plant communities in the 
study area, and the existence of seasonal wetlands was explicitly denied, even though the 
sensitive plant species in the THP area are obligate (OBL) to facultative wetland 
(FACW) species occurring mostly or nearly always in wetlands. 

These deficiencies preclude meaningful, accurate assessments of potentially significant cumulative 
impacts to wetland plants and communities, since they provide no basis for an accurate baseline of 
existing conditions in the project area, much less the surrounding floodplain landscape. They also 
preclude meaningful review by qualified botanists and plant ecologists. 

2.4. Alternatives and minimization of cumulative impacts to slough sedge sward wetlands 
and rare plants 

Cumulative impacts to rare wetland plants and sensitive plant communities in the floodplain could be 
minimized by alternatives that reduced the spatial extent of THP logging disturbances and wetland 
drainage impacts, and consolidated logging operations in patches with few or no slough sedge swards and 
minimized skid road use in or near slough sedge patches. The close relationship between obligate wetland 
species with special status, and wetlands supporting slough sedge swards ( a primary but not exclusive 
indicator of seasonal wetlands in the lower Gualala River floodplain) suggests that this approach would 
be essential to assessment of alternatives that minimized or avoided cumulative impacts to botanical and 
wetland resources. Without accurate baseline information presented as maps of wetland plant 
communities, this integrated review of cumulative impact mitigation and alternatives would not be 
possible. Conformance with CDFW protocols for botanical surveys would provide this needed 
opportunity. 
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Appendix A:  Protective Measures Described in Card THP Sections II and IV That Are Non-Mandatory, Deferred, or Not 
Incorporated as Operative Conditions 

The following table demonstrates a recurring problem: Section IV frequently treats anticipated compliance, future project review, 
future consultation, future restoration, or projected natural recovery as if those matters were present mitigation.  CAL FIRE cannot 
cure the THP’s discretionary wording merely by stating in its Official Response that “should,” “may,” “anticipated,” or “will attempt” 
was intended to be mandatory.  The operative THP itself must state each protection as a binding requirement, identify where and 
when it applies, assign responsibility, and provide an objectively verifiable performance standard and corrective-action mechanism. 
An interpretive gloss in an Official Response does not supply an enforceable condition governing the licensee’s field operations.  
Accordingly, each measure identified in Appendix A on which CAL FIRE relies must be revised in the THP—not only in the response—
to use mandatory language and to specify implementation, monitoring, and enforcement. 

Source Described measure Why the measure is non-
mandatory, deferred, or not 
operative 

Required correction 

Section II, Item 
14, LTO felling 
instructions (p. 
15) 

Fallers “will attempt” to reduce 
damage to future crop trees, 
“shall also look for” active nests, 
and CAL FIRE and CDFW “shall 
be notified for consultation 
regarding additional protection 
measures” if nests are found. 

The directive to “attempt” damage 
reduction and “look for” nests does 
not require a defined survey, 
avoidance radius, stop-work action, 
qualified-biologist oversight, or a 
binding response to a discovery. 
The substantive protection is 
instead deferred to later 
consultation. 

Identify covered nest and wildlife-
resource areas; require pre-
operation surveys where warranted; 
specify mandatory stop-work, 
notification, avoidance, and 
resumption criteria; and identify 
who may authorize any departure. 

Section II, 
watercourse and 

Large woody debris otherwise 
required to be retained “may be 
moved” for “operational 

“Operational reasons” is undefined 
and no approval, location, method, 
replacement, or monitoring 

Limit the exception to mapped 
locations and defined circumstances; 
require documented, location-
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Source Described measure Why the measure is non-
mandatory, deferred, or not 
operative 

Required correction 

WLPZ provisions 
(p. 60) 

reasons,” including road 
opening, safety, or restoration 
work. 

requirement limits the exception. 
The exception can defeat the stated 
retention measure without a 
documented resource-specific 
determination. 

specific determination and any 
approval required by the Rules, 
avoidance of channel impacts, 
documentation, and restoration or 
replacement where removal affects 
habitat function. 

Section II, § 
1611/LSAA 
discussion (p. 61) 

Fish and Game Code section 
1611 notification materials and 
the anticipated Lake and 
Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (“LSAA”) are 
attached, while a final 
agreement remains pending and 
“will be amended into the THP 
following plan approval.” 

The operative LSAA and Fisheries 
Impact Minimization Plan are not 
yet part of the plan available for 
public review. The THP therefore 
does not presently state the final 
crossing, dewatering, fish-hazing, 
timing, monitoring, or corrective 
measures on which CAL FIRE may 
rely. 

Require execution and incorporation 
of the final LSAA, Fisheries Impact 
Minimization Plan, crossing 
diagrams, and all related measures 
(if it relies on such materials to 
support its approval finding) before 
determining conformance; identify 
them in the Map Point Table and LTO 
instructions; and recirculate any 
material revisions. 

Section II, Item 
32(a), Marbled 
Murrelet 
protection (pp. 
74-79) 

The THP attaches the 2018 Plum 
THP consultation and includes 
limited vehicle and trash 
restrictions near the Green 
Bridge Habitat Area. 

The attached Plum consultation 
was prepared for a different 
project. Its key disturbance 
measures—including vegetation 
buffers and sound-based 
restrictions—are not clearly 
incorporated as Card conditions. 

State whether each Plum measure 
applies to Card; if so, restate it in 
Item 32(a) in mandatory language, 
identify its mapped extent and 
activity coverage, and incorporate 



3 
 

Source Described measure Why the measure is non-
mandatory, deferred, or not 
operative 

Required correction 

CDFW specifically noted this 
omission. 

Card-specific noise, timing, and 
buffer requirements. 

Section II, Item 
32(a), NSO 
protections (pp. 
70-71) 

Several NSO provisions state that 
habitat “should” be augmented 
or retained, operations “should” 
retain habitat functionality, and 
deviations “may” be made at 
agency discretion based on 
factors such as noise 
minimization, duration, and 
topography. 

“Should” is advisory. The discretion 
provision lacks measurable criteria, 
a written-finding requirement, 
notice, or a map showing how 
particular units, roads, and activity 
centers are protected. 

Convert every protection CAL FIRE 
relies upon into “shall” 
requirements; map applicable core 
areas and restrictions; identify the 
relevant activity center and 
operation; and require written 
agency approval and public 
disclosure of any deviation. 

Section II, Item 
32(a), newly 
identified NSO 
activity centers 
(pp. 70-73) 

If NSOs move to a new location, 
“appropriate protection 
measures should be provided” 
or consultation with NSO review 
agencies “should occur.” 

The provision neither mandates a 
survey response nor prohibits 
operations while the resource 
status and protections are resolved. 
It leaves both the decision to 
consult and the resulting measures 
uncertain. 

Require immediate notice, 
suspension of covered operations 
within a specified area, agency 
consultation, and incorporation of 
approved measures before work 
resumes. 

Section II, Item 
32(a), California 
red-legged frog 
and FYLF 

The plan states that standard 
WLPZ measures and “best 
harvesting practices” will 

These are generalized conclusions, 
not Card-specific avoidance 
measures.  They do not prescribe 
surveys, daily inspections, biological 

Incorporate species-specific survey, 
avoidance, monitoring, notification, 
and stop-work provisions into Item 
32(a), with mapped applicability to 
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Source Described measure Why the measure is non-
mandatory, deferred, or not 
operative 

Required correction 

discussion (pp. 
82-84) 

adequately protect habitat and 
that impacts are not anticipated. 

oversight, exclusion fencing, work 
windows, stop-work procedures, or 
restrictions for crossings, water 
drafting, and equipment use. 

crossings, drafting sites, wetlands, 
and watercourse-adjacent 
operations. 

Section II, Item 
32(b), post-
approval rare-
plant discovery 
(p. 84) 

A rare or sensitive plant found 
after approval receives a default 
50-foot buffer “until” later 
species-specific measures are 
developed through consultation; 
agreed measures may later be 
added through minor 
amendment. The measure 
excludes existing-road use and 
maintenance. 

The approach depends on chance 
discovery after approval, allows the 
operative protection to be 
developed later, and leaves existing 
roads outside the stated avoidance 
measure. It is not a substitute for a 
completed botanical baseline, 
mapped occurrences, and 
preapproved protections. 

Complete and disclose botanical and 
sensitive-community surveys 
(conducted by a qualified botanist, 
during appropriate blooming and  
fruiting periods); map seasonal 
wetland vegetation, special-status 
plant occurrences, suitable habitat, 
and sensitive natural communities; 
establish binding no-entry zones, 
equipment restrictions, monitoring, 
and restoration requirements; and 
eliminate the blanket existing-road 
exception unless supported by a 
species-specific determination. 

Section II, wet-
area protection 
provisions (p. 60) 

Additional wet areas discovered 
during operations “will be 
protected as described above.” 

The provision does not establish 
field-identification criteria, required 
survey personnel, mapping, 
cessation of work pending 
delineation, or a mechanism to 

Require pre-operation wet-area and 
botanical mapping; specify discovery 
and stop-work protocols; require 
CAL FIRE approval of mapped 
protection zones; and prohibit 
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Source Described measure Why the measure is non-
mandatory, deferred, or not 
operative 

Required correction 

determine whether the generic 
protection is adequate for seasonal 
wetlands or sensitive plant 
communities. 

equipment use pending that 
approval. 

Section IV, 
sediment, 
temperature, and 
watershed 
conclusions (p. 
192) 

Section IV attributes no 
significant cumulative sediment 
or temperature effects to 
proposed protection measures, 
regulatory compliance, road 
improvements, revegetation, 
and anticipated restoration 
work. 

The discussion does not identify the 
particular improvement or 
restoration measure, its location, 
timing, performance standard, 
responsible party, funding, 
monitoring, or enforceable 
connection to Card’s identified 
sediment and temperature 
pathways.  Narrative reliance on 
anticipated future actions cannot 
function as mitigation. 

Identify each measure in Section II 
or another operative document; 
state its location, deadline, 
performance standard, monitoring, 
corrective action, and responsible 
party; and evaluate the residual 
impact if the measure is not 
completed or effective. 

Section IV, fog-
drip analysis (pp. 
191–192) 

Future projects are said to 
“maintain or improve” fog drip; 
uneven-aged management is 
said to be especially beneficial; 
and temporary reductions are 
predicted to return to baseline 
or increase over time. 

These are predictive conclusions, 
not mitigation measures.  Section 
IV supplies no enforceable canopy-
retention target, species-
composition requirement, recovery 
criterion, monitoring, or 

Either support the conclusion with 
site-specific evidence and disclose 
uncertainty, or incorporate 
measurable canopy-retention, 
treatment-location, monitoring, and 
adaptive-management measures 
into the operative THP. 
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Source Described measure Why the measure is non-
mandatory, deferred, or not 
operative 

Required correction 

contingency if the assumed fog and 
moisture response does not occur. 

Section IV, 
streamside-
vegetation 
conclusion (p. 
190) 

Future projects are “expected to 
promote and protect” 
streamside vegetation through 
regulations, and Card is said to 
be “designed to protect” it. 

The conclusion rests on generalized 
expectations of future regulatory 
compliance. It does not identify the 
actual future treatments, riparian-
canopy conditions, road and 
crossing activities, or enforceable 
measures that would avoid 
combined effects in the affected 
watershed. 

Provide a project-specific, mapped 
analysis and incorporate any 
necessary riparian, equipment, 
seasonal, and restoration measures 
as binding requirements. 

Section IV, 
biological-
resource 
conclusions (pp. 
256–258) 

Section IV generally assumes 
that Card and future projects will 
comply with applicable species-
protection rules and therefore 
avoid significant cumulative 
effects. 

Compliance with unspecified future 
requirements is not an enforceable 
Card condition and does not 
analyze the location, timing, 
disturbance, habitat-retention, or 
recovery effects of Card, Dogwood, 
Apple, Little Pepperwood, Noce, 
and Herman on the same 
resources. 
 

Identify each species-specific 
operative measure, where and when 
it applies, and its compliance 
mechanism; revise the cumulative 
analysis using actual and foreseeable 
project information; and incorporate 
resulting protections into Item 32(a) 
and related maps. 

Section IV, 
recreation 

The analysis relies on the 
existence of the Scenic River-

These statements are not 
enforceable limits on activity 

Map and adopt operative limits for 
river-facing operations, including the 
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Source Described measure Why the measure is non-
mandatory, deferred, or not 
operative 

Required correction 

analysis (pp. 261-
262) 

Recreational STA and generalized 
statements concerning light 
selection harvest, trees 
absorbing noise, short 
operational duration, and 
predicted recovery. 

location, noise, hauling, yarding, 
visibility, timing, or duration. Nor 
does the STA label itself establish 
that its existing boundary and 
prescriptions protect the river 
corridor. 

STA boundary, harvest intensity, 
screening and retention, equipment 
and road use, seasonal timing, noise, 
and haul activity; require monitoring 
and corrective action where needed. 

Section IV, GHG 
and wildfire 
conclusions (pp. 
267–273, 281-
293) 

Section IV relies on predicted 
post-harvest carbon recovery, 
wood-product storage, increased 
growth, and asserted wildfire 
benefits. 

These are analytical assumptions, 
not binding mitigation.  The plan 
does not establish enforceable 
slash-treatment, canopy, fuel-
moisture, carbon-monitoring, 
recovery, or adaptive-management 
requirements tied to the claimed 
benefits. 

Disclose the inputs and uncertainty 
supporting the conclusions.  If CAL 
FIRE relies on fuel- or carbon-related 
benefits to support a no-impact 
finding, incorporate the relevant 
operational commitments, 
monitoring, and corrective measures 
into the THP. 
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Appendix B:  Revised Dogwood THP Materials Identify Information and Revisions Needed for the Card THP 

The post-remand Dogwood THP materials provide relevant examples of project-specific information, mapping, and enforceable 
operational provisions that can support cumulative-impact and resource-protection analysis in the lower Gualala River corridor.  
Dogwood’s particular conclusions and prescriptions illustrate the kinds of information CAL FIRE should require before relying on 
analogous conclusions for Card.  This appendix also identifies additional Card-specific revisions supported by the current record, 
including CDFW’s review comments and the completed Dogwood operations. 

Revised Dogwood THP material Revisions required to the Card THP and recirculated Section IV 
“The Biological assessment area will be the 
same as the watershed assessment area 
plus an additional 1.3 miles perimeter 
around the THP boundary which is the area 
assessed for Northern spotted owls and 
other mobile non-aquatic species.  For 
aquatic species the assessment area is the 
Class I and II watercourses, springs, ponds 
and wet areas within the planning 
watersheds of the WAA.”  (Dogwood THP, 
Revised Section IV, pp. 147-148.) 

The Biological Assessment Area (BAA) for Card THP should replicate that of 
Dogwood, and should thus extend 1.3 miles from the WAA (not the 0.7-mile radius 
currently employed) for assessing cumulative impacts to non-aquatic species.  Doing 
so would result in the NSO activity center designated SON045 to be within the BAA.  
The Card THP does not currently include a separate BAA for aquatic species.  This 
omission must be corrected.  The planning watershed of the WAA is an appropriate 
BAA for aquatic species. 
The Card THP adopts an assessment area for visual impacts that largely tracks the 
recreation resource assessment area.  This assessment area should be expanded to 
a three-mile radius extending from the THPs boundaries. 

Dogwood included maps and tables for 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
harvest activity, identifying acreage, 
watershed percentages, silvicultural 
methods, and locations. (Id. at pp. 115–
122, 123–141.19.) 

Card should provide a common-scale cumulative-project map and table for Card, 
completed Dogwood (and Apple) operations, and the Little Pepperwood, Noce, and 
Herman THPs.  The table should identify, to the extent information is available, each 
project’s location, timing, acreage, treatment method, roads, crossings, 
watercourse-adjacent operations, and relationship to the resource-specific 
assessment areas.  Section 4 should then explain how that information supports 
each cumulative-impact conclusion. 

Dogwood’s proposed operations changed 
through amendments and field 
implementation. Its completion 
documentation reports that the spatial 

Card should evaluate Dogwood based on the operations actually completed—not 
solely on the acreage or activities originally proposed.  The cumulative analysis 
should identify the Dogwood and Apple implemented treatment areas, road and 



2 
 

Revised Dogwood THP material Revisions required to the Card THP and recirculated Section IV 
extent of operations was reduced through 
wetland exclusions. 

crossing work, excluded areas, completion dates, and available information 
concerning recovery and continuing watershed conditions. 

Dogwood provided a detailed road 
database and map-point system, including 
crossing descriptions, timing restrictions, 
stabilization measures, and sediment-
delivery categories.  (Revised Dogwood 
THP, Section II, Item 18 and associated 
road-work materials.) 

Card should include a reconciled road-and-crossing table identifying every relevant 
road segment, landing, drainage feature, and crossing; its current condition; 
proposed work; potential sediment-delivery or fish-passage pathway; applicable 
operational restriction; responsible party; timing; inspection requirement; and 
enforceable corrective measure.  The text, maps, and Section 4 analysis should use 
consistent map-point references. 

Dogwood identified temporary Class I 
crossings, described installation methods, 
and cross-referenced Fish and Game Code 
section 1600 agreements and associated 
conditions. (Id., Section II, Item 24.) 

Before approval, Card should identify complete and binding crossing protections for 
each currently proposed crossing identified by CDFW, including Map Points 4, 670, 
28, and 29 (and Map Point 30 to the extent it remains in the operative plan), 
including installation and removal methods, operating periods, flow restrictions, 
fish-presence procedures, avoidance and minimization measures, sediment and 
turbidity controls, qualified-biologist responsibilities, post-operation inspection, and 
responsible agencies.  If CAL FIRE relies on an LSAA, Fisheries Impact Minimization 
Plan, or other external approval, the final operative plan should identify and 
incorporate the applicable conditions by enforceable reference. 

Dogwood included location-specific 
floodplain and WLPZ protections, including 
no-cut areas, canopy-retention measures, 
large-tree retention, mapped or flagged 
skid-trail limits, dry-soil restrictions, and 
protections for off-channel habitat. (Id. at 
pp. 22–27.) 

Card should provide a reach-specific explanation of how its WLPZ, flood-prone-area, 
channel-migration-area, road, landing, and crossing provisions will protect the 
functions required by Forest Practice Rules section 916.9, including canopy and 
temperature protection, bank stability, large-wood recruitment, sediment filtration, 
habitat complexity, and fish passage.  The plan should map the locations to which 
each protection applies. 

Dogwood’s 303(d) discussion identified 
sediment and temperature impairments, 
historic sediment sources, salmonid limiting 
factors, temperature information, road-

Card should revise Section 4 to provide the project-specific analysis required by 
Forest Practice Rules section 898.  It should identify the relevant listed impairments 
and beneficial uses; describe Card’s potential sediment, turbidity, canopy, 
temperature, road, crossing, and drainage pathways; assess the degree to which 
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Revised Dogwood THP material Revisions required to the Card THP and recirculated Section IV 
stormproofing measures, and stream and 
large-wood monitoring. (Id., Section IV, pp. 
153–165.) 

those effects may combine with existing stressors; and identify the enforceable 
protection, mitigation, monitoring, and corrective measures on which CAL FIRE 
relies.  Any claimed restoration or road-improvement benefit should be supported 
by identified location, timing, scope, and evidence of effectiveness. 

CDFW’s Dogwood comments illustrate the 
need for pre-operation surveys for FYLF, 
biological oversight, stop-work procedures, 
and clear protection measures where 
operations may occur near suitable aquatic 
habitat. 

Card should not rely solely on standard WLPZ rules and generalized “best harvesting 
practices” to conclude that FYLF impacts are not anticipated.  Before approving 
operations at crossings, drafting sites, and watercourse-adjacent areas, CAL FIRE 
should require species-appropriate surveys, inspection protocols, qualified-biologist 
authority, work restrictions, notification and stop-work procedures, and enforceable 
avoidance or minimization measures. 

Dogwood THP identified NSO activity 
centers and included protective measures.  
(Id., Section II, pp. 73.1-73.3.)   

Card’s Sections II and IV identify inconsistent activity-center information and rely on 
surveys, retention measures, and seasonal restrictions without one reconciled 
current map and supporting inventory.  Card should reconcile each NSO territory 
and activity center identified in Sections II and IV, the noise analysis, and the current 
survey record; map each center in relation to units, roads, landings, crossings, and 
haul routes; and disclose applicable occupancy and reproductive-status information.  
It should also identify, in mandatory language, the habitat-retention, survey, 
seasonal, road-use, and operational restrictions applicable to each activity center, 
including any exception or deviation process. 

Dogwood’s murrelet discussion referred to 
CDFW radar observations and prior survey 
and habitat-assessment work in the South 
Fork and Mainstem Gualala corridor. (Id., 
Section IV, p. 182; see also Section II, pp. 
38.2-39 [murrelet discussion].) 

Card should identify and consider available CDFW Review Team comments, survey 
reports, habitat assessments, radar materials, consultation records, and biological 
analyses for Dogwood, Apple, and other relevant operations in the South Fork and 
Mainstem Gualala corridor.  Card should also provide a project-specific assessment 
of suitable habitat, canopy connectivity, flight access, activity-specific noise and 
visual disturbance, timing, and cumulative fragmentation and edge effects, followed 
by enforceable protections where warranted. 

Dogwood used a seasonally appropriate 
rare-plant survey, mapped the survey 
route, documented a sensitive-plant 

CAL FIRE should require surveys conducted by a qualified botanist during 
appropriate blooming and fruiting periods; mapping of seasonal wetlands and 
sensitive natural communities; and enforceable restrictions on skid-trail, road, and 
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Revised Dogwood THP material Revisions required to the Card THP and recirculated Section IV 
occurrence, and imposed a defined 
equipment-exclusion zone.  (Id., Section II, 
amendment at p. 45.1.)  CDFW’s Dogwood 
comments and Dr. Baye’s memorandum 
identified the risk that seasonal floodplain 
wetlands, fringed corn-lily, slough-sedge 
swards, and other sensitive resources may 
be overlooked by generali zed surveys or 
dry-season field review.  

equipment use in occupied or suitable habitat.  Where the revised Card THP 
identifies potentially sensitive wetland, botanical, or riparian resources, it should 
identify the survey or field-verification method used; include maps of any sensitive 
locations found; and state the resulting operational restrictions, equipment-
exclusion areas, and monitoring requirements. 

Dogwood’s fog drip, moisture, and wildfire 
assumptions are unsupported and 
conclusory.  (Id., Section IV, pp. 150, 161, 
219-220.) 

The record contains no Card-specific measurements or enforceable operational 
requirements supporting predictions that future harvest will maintain or improve 
fog drip, soil moisture, streamflow, or fire conditions.  Card should disclose the 
factual basis, site conditions, literature limits, and uncertainty supporting its fog, 
soil-moisture, temperature, and fire assumptions.  If CAL FIRE relies on asserted 
benefits from canopy retention, fuel treatment, or post-harvest recovery, the final 
THP should identify binding retention, slash-treatment, operational-timing, 
monitoring, and adaptive-management measures. 

Dogwood included project-specific 
greenhouse-gas calculation sheets and 
stated assumptions.  (Id., Section IV, pp. 
214–247.) 

Card should disclose the data inputs and assumptions supporting its greenhouse-gas 
and carbon-sequestration conclusions, including assumptions concerning harvest 
volume, retained and removed biomass, slash, soil disturbance, wood-product 
storage, regeneration, and the asserted timing of carbon recovery.  Section IV 
should also explain how the analysis accounts for completed Dogwood operations 
and reasonably foreseeable timber operations within the relevant assessment area. 

If these revisions require changes to Card’s project description, road or crossing provisions, WLPZ prescriptions, biological measures, 
maps, or other THP sections outside recirculated Section IV, CAL FIRE should recirculate those affected materials with a clear 
crosswalk identifying the operative version of each revised provision. 
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