
FRIENDS OF GUALALA RIVER

August 20, 2026

Via Email: SantaRosaReviewTeam@fire.ca.gov 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

Attn: Santa Rosa Review Team

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

Dear CAL FIRE Review Team:

Friends of Gualala River (FoGR) submits these comments as a community-based 
complement to the supplemental comments submitted by its counsel concerning 
recirculated Section IV of the Card THP. Counsel’s letter identifies the record evidence 
and legal deficiencies in detail. These separate comments emphasize the practical 
consequence for the public and reviewing agencies: the THP, as currently assembled, 
does not provide a coherent, current, and enforceable account of the project that CAL 
FIRE proposes to approve.

FoGR supports responsible forest management and watershed restoration. But the 
public cannot assess whether Card will protect the Gualala River, salmonid habitat, 
wildlife, and recreational resources when the relevant information is dispersed among 
obsolete and revised plan sections, maps, consultant responses, agency memoranda, 
and anticipated future approvals. The July 22 recirculation acknowledged that newly 
disclosed foreseeable projects are significant new information. That acknowledgment 
requires a genuine reassessment of the cumulative conclusions, not simply an 
additional project list appended to Section IV.

The major unresolved errors:

1. The cumulative setting remains incomplete. 

Section IV identifies Little Pepperwood, Noce, and Herman, but does not analyze how 
those projects will combine with Card. Nor does it meaningfully account for the 
completed Dogwood and Apple operations immediately relevant to the lower South Fork 
Gualala River corridor. The record needs a common project inventory and maps 
showing actual or proposed harvest units, roads, crossings, treatment methods, timing, 
recovery assumptions, and overlapping resource areas. Without that foundation, 
conclusions about cumulative watershed, habitat, climate, wildfire, and recreational 
effects are not reviewable.
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2. The water-quality and temperature conclusions do not confront existing 
impairment. 

The Gualala watershed has long been listed for sediment impairment, and the EPA 
sediment TMDL and the Regional Water Board’s recently adopted TMDL Action Plan 
recognize the continuing importance of controlling road- and harvest-related sediment 
sources.  Yet Section IV does not explain Card’s incremental contribution from roads, 
culverts, crossings, landings, WLPZ operations, or flood-prone-area work, including the 
reported or potential road-material losses at Map Points B, 20, and 33. It likewise does 
not evaluate whether WLPZ thinning and the combined canopy changes from nearby 
operations may add to the documented temperature problem.

3. The biological findings rest on incomplete baselines and deferred 
protections. 

The recirculated material does not resolve the concerns raised for salmonids, northern 
spotted owl, marbled murrelet, foothill yellow-legged frog, rare plants, and sensitive 
floodplain communities. Several key protections are left to future surveys, future 
permits, consultation, later amendments, or discretionary wording such as “should” and 
“may.” A promise that an issue will be addressed after approval cannot substitute for a 
current analysis or a binding, location-specific condition governing field operations.

4. The wildfire and climate conclusions are not adequately connected to 
Card’s actual operations. 

Section IV does not provide the project-specific information necessary to evaluate 
harvest slash, fuel loading, ladder fuels, canopy retention, treatment timing, wind 
exposure, access, recovery-period fire risk, or the cumulative carbon implications of 
Card and the related harvest sequence. General statements that thinning reduces fire 
risk or that biomass will recover do not answer these location- and timing-specific 
questions.

The fragmented record prevents meaningful public participation:
Public review is meaningful only when the public, reviewing agencies, and 
decisionmaker can examine the same operative proposal. Here, the information needed 
to understand Section IV is dispersed across original and resubmitted THP sections, 
maps, the recirculated Section IV, Review Team and RPF materials, agency comments, 
and prospective permits or agreements. The record does not provide a clean version 
identifying the operative text, maps, project description, resource protections, or 
changes made during review.

This problem is not merely one of technical presentation. It prevents the public from 
determining where operations will occur; whether equipment will enter or work beside 

2



flowing water; what conditions apply at individual crossings, WLPZs, flood-prone areas, 
and sensitive habitat; how CDFW and Regional Water Board recommendations have 
been incorporated; and whether the measures CAL FIRE relies upon are actually 
enforceable. Terms such as WLPZ, WAA, ECA, Item 32(a), LSAA, and Map Point Table 
may be necessary, but the THP must connect them to mapped operations and binding 
protective measures in a form the public can evaluate.

Moreover, recirculation limited to Section IV is inadequate if correction of the cumulative 
analysis requires changes to the project description, operational maps, Special 
Treatment Area, crossing provisions, Item 32(a) measures, biological analysis, or other 
operative THP sections. Those changes must be disclosed and made available for 
further public and agency review before a conformance decision.

FoGR’s requests to CAL FIRE, CDFW, and the Regional Water Board:
FoGR respectfully asks CAL FIRE to withhold a conformance determination unless the 
record provides a complete resource-specific cumulative analysis and the enforceable 
protections necessary to support it. CAL FIRE should require a clean, consolidated 
public-review package that identifies the operative version and date of every THP 
section, map, attachment, and incorporated document; includes a change log; and 
explains how the recirculated analysis changes the project’s operations and protective 
measures.

FoGR further asks the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to require a 
waterbody-specific analysis of Card’s contribution to existing sediment and temperature 
impairment, including roads, culverts, crossings, riparian operations, delivery pathways, 
corrective-action schedules, monitoring, and the combined effects of completed and 
foreseeable projects. The Board should not treat a general reference to Forest Practice 
Rules or future permit compliance as a substitute for this analysis.

FoGR asks CDFW to insist that Card’s fish and wildlife protections be resolved before 
approval: project-specific crossing and salmonid measures; current, reviewable owl and 
murrelet information and avoidance restrictions; adequate assessment of foothill yellow-
legged frog; and botanical surveys and mapped protections for rare plants and sensitive 
floodplain communities. Each protective measure on which the agencies rely should be 
included in the operative THP as a mandatory, location-specific condition with a clear 
implementation, monitoring, and corrective-action mechanism.

Finally, FoGR asks all three agencies to require further recirculation of every affected 
THP section if the necessary corrections alter the plan’s analysis, maps, operations, or 
protections. A transparent and complete record will allow agencies to fulfill their 
respective responsibilities and will give the public a meaningful opportunity to participate 
before operations are authorized.
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Sincerely,

Nathan Ramser
President, Friends of Gualala River
On behalf of the FoGR Board of Directors

cc:  (via email only)
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) 
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