FRIENDS OF GUALALA RIVER

September 12, 2026

Via Email: SantaRosaReviewTeam@fire.ca.qgov

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Attn: Santa Rosa Review Team

Re: Card THP (THP 1-26-00021-SON) — Supplemental Comments Concerning
Deficient Cumulative Impact Analysis

Dear CAL FIRE Review Team:

Friends of Gualala River (FOGR) submits the enclosed September 9, 2026 letter from CAL FIRE's
Northern Region Headquarters concerning THP 2-26-00059-PLU (Exhibit 1). In that letter, CAL
FIRE rescinded the review team's recommendation for approval and required the plan to
remove an asserted ten-year cutoff for considering past projects. The letter’s discussion
concerning Item 19 directly addresses one of the major regulatory issues presented by the
cumulative impact analysis conducted for the Card THP.

Exhibit 1 did not exist before the close of the comment period on recirculated Section IV. FOGR
is submitting it promptly after issuance and before the Director's decision. Please consider this
letter with FOGR's July 6, August 21, 2026, and September 3, 2026, comments, include this
submission and Exhibit 1 in the administrative record, and confirm receipt. This supplemental
submission supplements and supports FOGR's prior cumulative-impact comments; it provides
newly available evidence that CAL FIRE itself interprets the Forest Practice Rules to prohibit the
categorical 10-year cutoff used in Card.

1. Card improperly treats ten years as the outer limit of the past-project inquiry

The recirculated Section |V identifies the Big Pepperwood Creek and Mouth of Gualala River
planning watersheds as the watershed assessment areas, but its past-project inventory and
analysis use a ten-year window as a substantive cutoff. (Card THP, Section IV, pp. 140.1 — 140.3,
148, 165, 173.) The plan thereby excludes older projects based on age alone, without
examining whether their effects remain present, whether affected resources have recovered, or
whether those effects may combine with Card's proposed operations.

That cutoff is arbitrary. An approval or completion date is not evidence that effects have ended.
Roads and crossings, legacy sediment sources, altered drainage, channel conditions,
riparian-canopy removal, floodplain disturbance, and habitat modification may persist for
different periods and may continue to affect watershed resources beyond ten years. Section IV
supplies no project-specific evidence showing that all effects from projects falling outside its
selected window (such as the neighboring Dogwood and Apple THPs and the overlapping
Kestrel THP) have ceased or that the affected watershed resources have recovered. The cutoff
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is especially unsupported because Section IV relies on substantially older watershed materials
to characterize existing conditions while disregarding intervening projects merely because they
fall outside a ten-year project list.

2. The ten-year cutoff conflicts with the Forest Practice Act and Forest Practice Rules

The Forest Practice Act requires an effective and comprehensive system of timberland
regulation that gives consideration to watershed protection, fisheries, wildlife, recreation, and
other public resources for present and future generations. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 4512,
4513.) The Forest Practice Rules implement that direction by requiring each THP to be
considered in the context of the larger forest and planning watershed so that watershed
integrity is maintained and adverse cumulative impacts, including impacts on water quality and
beneficial uses, are reduced. (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 897, subd. (b)(2).)

The Rules do not establish a ten-year expiration date for environmentally relevant past projects.
Section 895.1 defines "Past Projects" as previously approved, ongoing, or completed projects
that may add to or lessen impacts created by the THP under consideration. It states that past
projects “generally include, but may not be limited to, Projects completed within the last ten
years.” The phrase "but may not be limited to" forecloses treating ten years as a categorical
outer boundary. The controlling question is whether a prior project's effects may remain
relevant to the proposed THP, not whether the project falls on one side of a calendar date.

Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 (TRA 2) confirms the distinction. Section D.1.c limits to ten
years the projects that must be depicted on a particular map: the locations and boundaries of
past projects on land owned or controlled by the timberland owner. That limitation applies, by
its own terms, “[f]or purposes of this provision.” It does not limit the substantive
cumulative-impact assessment. TRA 2, section D.2 separately requires identification and
description of known, continuing significant adverse environmental impacts caused by past
projects, based on knowledge of the assessment areas, past impacts, the proposed operations,
rates of recovery, and land uses. Importing the mapping convention in section D.1.c into the
separate analytical requirements rewrites both provisions and nullifies section 895.1’s express
statement that relevant past projects are not limited to the preceding ten years.

Other provisions reinforce this conclusion. Section 898 requires cumulative impacts to be
assessed under TRA 2 and directs the Director to supplement the information supplied by the
RPF and plan submitter when necessary to ensure that all relevant information is considered.
Section 912.9 asks whether the assessment areas contain any past projects, whether past land
uses have continuing significant adverse impacts that may add to the proposed project’s
impacts, and whether the proposed project may join with other projects to cause or add to
significant cumulative impacts. None of these inquiries contains a ten-year cutoff. For a
waterbody listed under Clean Water Act section 303(d), section 898 further requires assessment
of the degree to which proposed operations may combine with existing listed stressors to
impair beneficial uses. A fixed lookback that omits potentially continuing contributions cannot
satisfy that requirement.



3. CAL FIRE’s current application of the same Rules rejects Card’s approach

Exhibit 1 is a contemporaneous official application of the same statewide definition and
cumulative-impact framework. During the final conformance review for THP 2-26-00059-PLU,
CAL FIRE's Northern Region determined that the plan’s discussion appeared to use ten years as
a cutoff or “threshold” for past projects. Item 19 states that this “is not the case.” CAL FIRE
explained that the evaluation must include any past project that may still be affecting the
environment and could combine with the proposed project, even if it is more than ten years old.
It further explained that the ten-year limit applies to the mapping requirement for projects on
lands owned or controlled by the timberland owner under TRA 2, section D.1.c. CAL FIRE
required the plan to remove the ten-year-cutoff discussion and rescinded the recommendation
for approval pending that and other revisions.

Although Exhibit 1 arose in another regional office, that does not diminish its relevance. Section
895.1 is statewide, and TRA 2 supplies the cumulative-impact methodology used under sections
912.9,932.9, and 952.9 in all three forest districts. The letter therefore is not merely an opinion
about different local conditions; it is CAL FIRE's current construction and application of the same
governing language. Approving Card while accepting the cutoff that CAL FIRE has just required
another plan to remove would be inconsistent with the Department's own review practice and
would require a reasoned explanation grounded in the Rules and the record. Card provides
none.

4. Requested action

Before acting on the Card THP, CAL FIRE should rescind or withdraw the August 11, 2026
recommendation for approval and require the RPF and plan submitter to revise Section IV as
follows:

1. Remove any statement, assumption, table limitation, or analytical method that treats
ten years as a categorical cutoff for considering past projects or past land-use effects.

2. Identify older projects within the applicable watershed assessment areas whose effects
may still be present or may combine with Card, using available plan records, completion
and inspection records, CalTREES and GIS information, and other reasonably available
sources.

3. For each potentially relevant project or group of projects, disclose the available
information concerning actual operations, roads and crossings, affected resources,
continuing effects, rates of recovery, and the factual basis for including or excluding the
project from each resource-specific cumulative analysis. Where necessary for clarity,
map the older relevant projects and their relationship to Card and affected resources.

4. Revise the watershed, water-quality, biological, recreation, and other cumulative-impact
analyses and any mitigation or protective measures affected by the corrected
past-project inquiry.



5. Recirculate revised material if correcting the cutoff adds significant new information or
materially changes the project's analysis, maps, conclusions, or protective measures.

CAL FIRE's own September 9 letter correctly recognizes that environmental effects do not cease
merely because ten years have elapsed. The Card THP must apply that same principle here,
where multiple past projects within the Gualala River’s watersheds over the past thirty or more
years have the potential to result in combined effects. Until Section IV identifies and evaluates
all relevant past projects based on continuing effects and recovery rather than an arbitrary date,
the plan contains incomplete and misleading information material to the evaluation of
significant cumulative effects and cannot be found in conformance. (14 Cal. Code Regs., §§
898.1, 898.2, subd. (c); Pub. Resources Code, § 4582.7.) FoGR respectfully requests that CAL
FIRE withhold approval, require the revisions described above and in prior comments, and
provide a written response addressing this submission and Exhibit 1.

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)

Attachment:
Exhibit 1: September 9, 2026 letter from CAL FIRE's Northern Region Headquarters
concerning THP 2-26-00059-PLU
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY Gavin Newsom, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
NORTHERN REGION HEADQUARTERS - REDDING
6105 Airport Road

Redding, CA 96002

(530) 224-2454

Website: www.fire.ca.gov

September 09, 2026

Terry Rogers

1715 GRAND CT
PARADISE, CA 95969
Re: 2-26-00059-PLU

CALFIRE is rescinding the Recommendation for Approval. During the fifteen day working period as described in 14 CCR
1037.4, the Director’s representative reviewed the proposed plan and public comment to determine if the plan was in
conformance with the Rules of the Board. During this process, several issues were revealed that require revision to the
plan. Without these changes, CAL FIRE cannot determine that the plan is in conformance as specified in 14 CCR 1037.7.
Please see additional recommendations below:
18 CF- Section IV Past projects analysis. Page 79 of the plan states, with emphasis, that the plan 2-

12NTMP-004 has not been operated within the last 10 years and that no there are no maps or

completion reports on file for this plan. These statements are not supported by the information we

have on file. Not only does the original plan contain the required elements under the Rules, but

the Notice of Timber Operations (NTO) on file shows operations active from 5/19/2015 until

5/18/2016 and includes maps as required. This information was publicly available before the

submission of the THP at Redding in the paper files, was available in CalTrees and also published

on CAL FIREs GIS portal through both the public viewer and available as downloadable material.

Please revise the plan to remove the discussion of the NTO and ensure that the entirety of the

NTMP is analyzed within the cumulative effects analysis.

19 CF- Section IV Past projects analysis. The discussion appears to indicate that there is a 10 year cut
off (also described as a “threshold”) for the consideration of past projects. This is not the case and
may be caused by another required element of the Rules. 14 CCR § 895.1 defines Past Projects as
“previously approved, on-going, or completed Projects which may add to or lessen Impact(s)
created by the THP under consideration. These generally include, but may not be limited to,
Projects completed within the last ten years.” As a result, the evaluation of past projects must
include any past project that is potentially still impacting the environment and which could combine
with the proposed project even if it is over 10 years old. The ten year cut off on past project
disclosure applies to mapping other projects on lands owned or controlled by the Timberland
Owner (See Technical Rule Addendum #2(D)(1)(c). Revise the discussion in the plan to correctly
account for this.

Please revise the plan to remove the 10 year cutoff discussion.

20 CF- Section II Items 34 and 35. The plan is missing Item #34 and the beginning of Item #35.
Please revise the plan to include the complete items.

21 CF- Section II Item #32a (Page 36) states the FYLF occurs in the BAA but not in the plan area but
provides protection measures. The scoping report for FYLF on page 50 states there is no habitat in
the THP area OR the BAA. Pages 53-54 contain a discussion that could be used to scope it in or
out of the plan area, particularly with respect to elevation ranges where the species could be
located. The scoping further describes needs for flowing persistent water but there are only Class
III watercourses in plan which are not described as flowing water persistently. As a result, it
remains unclear as to whether the species could be found within the project area such that
mitigation measures are necessary.

Please revise the entire plan to clarify if there is habitat within or adjacent to the plan and within
the BAA.

"The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection serves and safeguards the people and protects the property and resources of California.”
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22 CF- Section IV. The introduction to the watershed resources discussion on page 80 states
“Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project are expected to be minor and localized,
with watershed-scale effects partially attenuated by reservoir storage and existing recover trends”.

In one sentence the RPF has directly contradicted the remainder of his discussion which concludes
no impacts, and states that trends are in recovery for other resources, which directly contradicts
the disclosure on page 77 that there are no continuing significant adverse impacts from past
activities.

Please revise the plan to clarify if the minor and localized cumulative impacts are considered
significant. If there are please define the continuing significant effects and analyze the impacts of
the plan.

23 CF- Section 1V. Page 86 has a legacy reference to Class II watercourse in the plan area. Please
revise the plan to remove this reference.

I will withhold making a decision until | hear from you.

If you have any questions, please call me at the number above.

Sincerely,

/

T

Nochella Ozard, RPF #3057
Forester Il

Review Team Chair
CALFIRE

CNR Redding

cc:  Unit, File
To view harvesting documents, please visit: https://caltreesplans.resources.ca.gov/caltrees/
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