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Dear Forest Practice Program Manager and Review Team: 

On behalf of Friends of Gualala River (“FoGR”), we submit these comments on the Little 
Pepperwood Timber Harvest Plan (“THP” or “Plan”).  FoGR requests that the Director return 
Little Pepperwood to the submitter under Rule 1037.6.  The Plan does not provide a complete 
cumulative-impact analysis, leaves material bridge, drafting, biological, and other protections 
unresolved or unenforceable, and does not adequately evaluate its contribution to existing 
watershed impairment.  Those deficiencies must be corrected in the operative THP—and any 
material revisions circulated for review—before CAL FIRE makes a conformance determination. 
The issues are especially consequential because the Plan proposes approximately 269 acres of 
timber operations in three planning sub-watersheds, with appurtenant access, bridge, road, 
and water-drafting activities affecting the Gualala River system.1 

These comments build on FoGR's analysis of the neighboring Card THP while addressing 
the Little Pepperwood record itself.2  Integrated assessment is essential here due to the same 
watershed setting, shared ownership, overlapping project infrastructure, and completed 
Dogwood and Apple operations.  FoGR also joins and incorporates by reference the comments 
submitted by Friends of the South Fork Gualala (“FoSFG”) concerning Little Pepperwood, dated 
September 2, 2026 (“FoSFG Comments”), including the satellite map, cumulative-harvest and 
Equivalent Clearcut Area (“ECA”) graphs, hydrologic-recovery timeline, biomass graphs, and 
supporting scientific materials.3  FoGR offers FoSFG’s model and 20-percent benchmark as 
record evidence bearing on the adequacy of the Plan’s qualitative cumulative-impact 
conclusions. 

 
1  THP, Sections I-IV, pp. 6, 77; 100, 123-25, 214. 
2  See Supplemental Comments OBO FoGR Concerning Recirculated Section IV of Card THP, dated August 21, 
2026.  FoGR’s comments and attachments thereto are incorporated herein by reference.  FoGR requests that the 
entire Card THP file be incorporated into the administrative record for the Little Pepperwood THP and vice versa. 
3  See FoSFG Comments, pp. 1–26 & Appdendices A–H. 
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I. Governing Requirements 

A timber harvesting plan is reviewed under the Forest Practice Act’s certified regulatory 
program.  A THP serves as the functional equivalent of an environmental impact report (“EIR”).  
Certification does not broadly exempt timber harvesting from CEQA, but exempts the THP 
process only from CEQA’s conventional EIR procedures and certain related provisions.  In 
approving a THP, CAL FIRE must comply with the Forest Practice Act and Forest Practice Rules 
and with the substantive and procedural provisions of CEQA from which the certified program 
has not been expressly exempted.4 

Certification under Public Resources Code section 21080.5 rests on requirements that 
are directly relevant to CAL FIRE’s review of this Plan.  The regulatory program must:  

• employ an interdisciplinary approach integrating the natural and social sciences;  
• prohibit approval of an activity as proposed when feasible alternatives or mitigation 

measures would substantially lessen a significant adverse environmental effect;  
• provide for consultation with agencies having jurisdiction over affected resources;  
• give the public sufficient notice and time to review and comment; and  
• require written responses to significant environmental points raised during the 

evaluation process.   

The THP itself must describe the proposed activity, alternatives to it, and mitigation measures 
capable of minimizing significant adverse effects.5  These requirements are not satisfied merely 
because a THP follows the format prescribed by the Forest Practice Rules.  The Plan must 
perform the environmental analysis and contain the information, alternatives, and operative 
protections that justify approval of the particular project before CAL FIRE. 

A THP therefore must function as an adequate informational document.  It must provide 
the public, reviewing agencies, and CAL FIRE with sufficiently detailed information about the 
Project’s likely environmental effects; disclose feasible means of avoiding or reducing significant 
effects; and identify less environmentally damaging alternatives.6  As the California Supreme 
Court explained, environmental review serves both to demonstrate that the agency has 
considered the ecological consequences of its action and to permit informed self-government 

 
4  Pub. Resources Code (“PRC”), §§ 4511, 4513, 4581 et seq., 21080.5, subds. (a), (c); Sierra Club v. State Bd. of 
Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1228–1231 (Sierra Club); Joy Road Area Forest & Watershed Assn. v. California 
Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 656, 665–667 (Joy Road); Environmental Protection 
Information Center, Inc. v. Johnson (1985) 170 Cal.App.3d 604, 616, 620 (EPIC I) 
5  PRC § 21080.5, subds. (d)(1), (d)(2)(A)–(F), (d)(3)(A)–(B); Sierra Club, supra, 7 Cal.4th at pp. 1229–1230; Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 14 (“Forest Practice Rules” or “FPR”), §§ 1037.3, 1037.5. 
6  Sierra Club, supra, 7 Cal.4th at pp. 1229–1230; County of Santa Cruz v. State Bd. of Forestry (1998) 64 
Cal.App.4th 826, 830; Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 
1383, 1393–1395. 
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and agency accountability.7  CAL FIRE must consider comments and recommendations received 
from responsible agencies and the public, and its Notice of Conformance must respond in 
writing to the significant environmental issues raised during the review process.8 

The information necessary for informed review must be disclosed before approval.  If 
the THP is materially revised or significant new environmental information is added during 
review, CAL FIRE must provide notice and a meaningful opportunity to comment on the revised 
project and analysis before acting.9 

The cumulative-impact analysis is a substantive component of this certified program.  
The Forest Practice Rules define cumulative impacts as the environmental change resulting 
from the Project’s incremental effects when added to closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects, recognizing that individually minor effects 
may become collectively significant over time.  The analysis must comply with Rules 898 and 
912.9 and Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 (“TRA 2”).10  Assessment areas and analytical 
methods must be reasonably tailored to the affected resource and the pathways through which 
the Project may cause or add to cumulative effects. 

Although Rule 898 limits the RPF’s and Plan submitter’s duties in certain respects to 
closely related projects within the same ownership and matters of public record, CAL FIRE’s 
duty is broader.  The Director “shall supplement” the information supplied by the RPF and Plan 
submitter whenever necessary to ensure that all relevant information is considered.11  CAL FIRE 
therefore may not accept an incomplete assessment or analysis merely because the omitted 
information was not supplied by the applicant.  The agency must consider relevant information 
developed through its own records, interdisciplinary review, responsible-agency comments, 
public comments, preharvest inspection, and other reasonably available sources. 

Rule 898 imposes additional requirements where, as here, proposed operations may 
affect a waterbody listed as water-quality limited under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  
The RPF must assess the degree to which the proposed operations may combine with existing 
listed stressors to impair beneficial uses and thereby cause a significant adverse environmental 
effect.  The Plan must provide feasible mitigation sufficient to reduce such impacts to 
insignificance, and CAL FIRE must evaluate the impacts and measures in consultation with the 

 
7  Sierra Club, supra, 7 Cal.4th at p. 1229, quoting Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University 
of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392; see also Schoen v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (1997) 58 
Cal.App.4th 556, 573–574. 
8  PRC §§ 21080.5, subd. (d)(2)(D), 4582.6; FPR §§ 1037.3, 1037.8; EPIC I, supra, 170 Cal.App.3d at pp. 611–612, 
622–623 & fn. 10. 
9  Friends of the Old Trees, supra, 52 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1401–1402; Joy Road, supra, 142 Cal.App.4th at pp. 670–
674; see PRC §§ 21092, 21092.1; FPR §§ 1037.1, 1037.3 
10  FPR §§ 895.1, 898, 912.9; TRA 2, Sections A, C, and D; see also Schoen, supra, 58 Cal.App.4th at pp. 566–567; 
Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 43 Cal.4th 936, 943–945 (Ebbetts 
Pass). 
11  FPR § 898; Ebbetts Pass, supra, 43 Cal.4th at pp. 943–945. 
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appropriate Regional Water Quality Control Board.12  CAL FIRE also may not approve a Plan 
whose implementation would violate an applicable water quality control plan.13 

CAL FIRE and the interdisciplinary Review Team have independent review 
responsibilities.  The Review Team must evaluate the Plan’s potential environmental impacts, 
feasible alternatives, and additional mitigation; consider the information and recommendations 
submitted by participating agencies; and identify significant adverse effects and suggested site-
specific mitigation in writing.  CAL FIRE, as lead agency, must determine whether additional 
information is reasonably necessary, whether the Plan conforms to the Forest Practice Rules, 
and whether the proposed alternatives and mitigation adequately protect affected resources.14  

The Director must disapprove a THP that fails to incorporate feasible silvicultural 
systems, operating methods, and procedures that would substantially lessen significant adverse 
environmental effects, does not comply with the applicable Rules, or meets a special condition 
requiring disapproval under Rule 898.2.  Protective measures relied upon to support approval 
must be incorporated into the operative Plan and be sufficiently specific to permit 
implementation, inspection, and enforcement.15  If all feasible mitigation and alternatives have 
been selected but significant unavoidable effects nevertheless remain, the Director may not 
approve the THP without determining that its benefits outweigh those effects and explaining in 
the Notice of Conformance the basis for that determination.16 

Accordingly, a generalized assurance that timber operations will comply with the Forest 
Practice Rules does not establish that this Plan will avoid significant individual or cumulative 
effects.17  Such assurances are particularly inadequate here, given the (1) acknowledged section 
303(d) listings for Gualala River sedimentation/siltation and temperature, continuing sediment 
inputs from historic, recent, and ongoing operations, and (2) the environmental importance of 
roads, crossings, riparian conditions, and watercourse protection.18 

II. The August 27 Review Team Recommendation Does Not Support Approval of the Plan 
Without Substantial Revision 

On August 27, 2026, the Review Team chairperson recommended that the Director 
approve Little Pepperwood as conforming to the Forest Practice Act and Forest Practice Rules.  
The recommendation checks a box stating that “[n]o significant unmitigated cumulative 
impacts were identified,” but provides no accompanying analysis, findings, citations to the Plan, 

 
12  FPR § 898. 
13  FPR § 898.2, subd. (h). 
14  PRC § 4582.6; FPR §§ 1037.3, 1037.5, subds. (b), (g)–(h). 
15  FPR §§ 898.1, subds. (b)–(d), 898.2, 1037.5, subd. (f). 
16  FPR § 898.1, subds. (f)–(h). 
17  Sierra Club, supra, 7 Cal.4th at p. 1236; Ebbetts Pass, supra, 43 Cal.4th at pp. 943–945; Joy Road, supra, 142 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 665–667. 
18  Little Pepperwood THP, Section IV, pp. 123, 125–126, 133–144. 
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identification of the cumulative projects or assessment areas considered, or explanation of the 
mitigation and protective measures on which the conclusion depends.  The recommendation 
also confirms that the public-comment period remains open through September 8, 2026.19 

The recommendation is advisory; it is not the Director’s determination.  Under Rule 
1037.5, the Review Team assists the Director in evaluating the proposed operations and their 
environmental impacts. The Director must evaluate the Review Team’s recommendation in 
light of its “specificity” and “the level of documentation, explanation or other support” it 
provides.20  Because the August 27 recommendation consists principally of checked boxes and 
supplies no supporting reasoning, it cannot resolve the material factual, analytical, and 
enforceability deficiencies identified in these comments.   

Nor does August 27 recommendation demonstrate that the Review Team considered 
the evidence submitted by FoGR, FoSFG, or other commenters concerning cumulative 
watershed effects, continuing impacts from prior harvests, hydrologic recovery, affected 
species, or feasible protective measures.  Indeed, by making its recommendations 
approximately 10 days before the comment period has expired, the Review Team is engaging in 
a procedure that restricts its opportunity to meaningfully consider public comments. 

The timing of the recommendation reinforces the need for independent review by the 
Director.  Rule 1037.4 provides that, after the public-review period ends, the Director must 
review the public input, consider agency recommendations and mitigation measures, respond 
in writing to the issues raised, and determine whether the Plan conforms to the applicable 
Rules.  Rule 1037.8 likewise requires the Notice of Conformance to include the Director’s 
written response to significant environmental issues raised during the evaluation process.21  
The August 27 recommendation necessarily preceded these comments and other comments 
submitted before the September 8 deadline.  It therefore cannot be treated as having resolved 
those comments or as establishing a presumption that the Plan should be approved without 
further revision. 

A. The record shows that the Plan was still changing when the approval 
recommendation was issued. 

The materials attached to the recommendation show that the Plan remained under 
active revision immediately before the Review Team chairperson recommended approval.22  
The recommendation does not identify the Plan revisions considered by the Review Team, 
explain how the revised WLPZ language resolved CAL FIRE’s concerns, or describe the content 

 
19  CAL FIRE, Review Team Recommendation to the Director, Little Pepperwood THP 1-26-00076-SON (Aug. 27, 
2026), p. 1. 
20  FPR, § 1037.5, subds. (b), (h). 
21  FPR §§ 1037.4, 1037.8; Pub. Resources Code § 4582.6. 
22  Review Team Recommendation, attached email correspondence, pp. 2–6 [email exchange dated August 26-17, 
2026 regarding missing cultural resource information]; see also Card THP filings in August 2026. 
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and environmental significance of the pages submitted on August 27.  It also does not establish 
that the reviewing agencies or the public received a complete and coherent version of the 
operative Plan before the recommendation was issued. 

Before acting, the Director should require preparation of a consolidated set of the 
current Plan documents and a change table identifying every page revised after the Plan was 
filed, the date and purpose of each revision, and the environmental or operational provision 
affected.  Confidential archaeological locations need not be publicly disclosed, but the public 
portion of the Plan must identify the enforceable avoidance, notification, stop-work, and 
inadvertent-discovery requirements applicable to timber operations. 

CAL FIRE must also determine whether the late revisions constitute a substantial 
deviation or significant new information.  Rules 1037.3(e) and (f) require recirculation and 
reopening or extension of the comment period when either occurs.  The governing definition 
includes changes that deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a 
substantial adverse effect or a feasible means of avoiding or mitigating that effect.23  If the 
revised WLPZ, cultural-resource, road, bridge, biological, or other provisions materially change 
the Project or the protections relied upon to support approval, the affected portions must be 
recirculated before the Director acts. 

B. The recommendation does not address the principal deficiencies that preclude 
approval. 

The form recommendation does not address the material deficiencies discussed in 
Sections III through XI, below, including the incomplete project and cumulative setting, 
deferred bridge and drafting review, nonfinal or unenforceable protective measures, omitted 
projects and continuing past effects, overlapping Elm protections, existing water-quality 
impairment, biological-resource impacts, and unsupported wildfire and GHG conclusions.  
Those omissions implicate Rules 898, 898.1, 898.2, and 1037.6 and cannot be cured solely 
through an Official Response issued with the approval decision.24 

An Official Response may explain CAL FIRE’s reasoning, but it cannot become the first 
place where the missing project description, environmental baseline, cumulative analysis, 
alternatives analysis, or operative mitigation appears.  Courts reviewing certified regulatory 
programs have rejected conclusory cumulative-impact determinations that lack facts and fail to 
explain how the agency reached its conclusion.  They have likewise held that a promise of later 

 
23  FPR §§ 895.1, 1037.3, subds. (e)–(f); Joy Road, supra, 142 Cal.App.4th 656, 668–674. 
24  FPR §§ 898, 898.1, subds. (c)–(d), 898.2, subd. (c), 1037.6.  Read together, these regulations require the 
Director to supplement the applicant’s information when necessary to ensure that all relevant information is 
considered and must disapprove a Plan that fails to incorporate feasible operating methods and procedures 
capable of substantially lessening significant adverse environmental impacts.  A Plan also must be disapproved 
when its information is materially incorrect, incomplete, misleading, or insufficient to evaluate such effects. 
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analysis does not satisfy the requirement that relevant environmental information be 
presented when it can be meaningfully considered by the public and the decisionmaker.25 

C. The Director should return the Plan for substantial revision. 

FoGR therefore respectfully requests that the Director decline to adopt the August 27 
recommendation at this stage and return Little Pepperwood to the submitter pursuant to Rule 
1037.6.  The return letter should identify the changes and reasonable conditions required to 
bring the Plan into conformance, including the revisions described above and elsewhere in 
these comments.  The revised Plan should be provided as a coherent set of operative 
documents, accompanied by a change table, and recirculated to the extent required by Rules 
895.1 and 1037.3. 

Only after the necessary information, analysis, and enforceable protections have been 
incorporated into the Plan—and the public and reviewing agencies have received a meaningful 
opportunity to evaluate any significant revisions—can the Director reasonably determine 
whether Little Pepperwood conforms to the Forest Practice Act and Forest Practice Rules.  The 
Review Team’s form recommendation that contains no explanatory analysis should not be used 
to approve the Plan in its present form. 

III. The THP Improperly Defers and Fragments Environmental Review of the Recurring 
North Fork Temporary Bridge. 

The temporary bridge across the North Fork Gualala River is an appurtenant component 
of the Little Pepperwood Project, not merely an unrelated preexisting facility.  Section II states 
that the bridge will be used along the mainline haul route, will be removed or deactivated after 
timber operations under conditions to be included in a final LSAA still being prepared for this 
THP, and has been routinely used by GRT as a summer crossing, most recently under LSAA No. 
EPIMS-MEN-61497-R1.26  The Map Point Table further identifies a proposed temporary railcar 
bridge at Map Point 670 across the North Fork Gualala River, a Class I watercourse, and 
acknowledges that the amount of fill needed behind the bridge abutments may depend on 
seasonal changes in the stream profile.27 

Section IV does not analyze the bridge as a component of the Project’s watershed, 
biological, recreation, visual, traffic, or cumulative impacts.  It acknowledges the bridge only in 
the recreation and visual discussions, then concludes without supporting analysis that the 
seasonal crossing will have no significant effect.28  It does not evaluate the effects of 
installation, removal or deactivation, repeated heavy-equipment and log-haul use, abutment 

 
25  Pesticide Action Network North America v. Department of Pesticide Regulation (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 224, 249-
252; Joy Road, supra, 142 Cal.App.4th at p. 676. 
26  THP, Section II, p. 46. 
27  Id. at p. 86. 
28  Id., Section IV, pp. 214-16. 
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and ramp material, potential fill placement, sediment and turbidity, bank and riparian 
disturbance, fish passage, timing restrictions, inspection, or the combined effects of recurring 
bridge use with the Little Pepperwood, Card, Dogwood, Apple, and other timber operations. 

The planned final LSAA does not cure this omission. To the contrary, Section II confirms 
that material protective conditions governing this Project component have not yet been 
disclosed or incorporated into the operative THP.  CAL FIRE cannot rely on a future agreement, 
future agency consultation, or the conditions of an earlier LSAA to support a current conclusion 
that Little Pepperwood will avoid significant individual or cumulative effects. If CAL FIRE relies 
on LSAA conditions to support its conformance determination, those conditions and the factual 
analysis supporting them must be available for public and Review Team review before approval 
and expressly incorporated into the final THP. 

This record also presents a substantial concern of fragmented or piecemealed 
environmental review.  Under CEQA’s whole-of-the-action principle, an agency may not divide a 
connected undertaking into smaller components so that no reviewing document evaluates their 
combined environmental consequences.29  Where the bridge is a repeatedly used, project-
serving haul-route facility and its final conditions remain to be determined, CAL FIRE must 
evaluate it as part of the THP Project and its cumulative setting.  Separate LSAA review may 
provide additional protection; it cannot substitute for the complete analysis required in the THP 
record. 

Before any conformance determination, CAL FIRE and CDFW should require a single, 
integrated bridge analysis and set of operative conditions that:  

(1) identify the bridge’s prior, current, and reasonably foreseeable uses;  

(2) map the bridge, approaches, abutments, ramps, fill areas, and affected Class I 
channel and riparian areas;  

(3) analyze installation, use, removal, and deactivation under anticipated seasonal 
conditions;  

(4) assess sediment, turbidity, fish-passage, aquatic-habitat, riparian, recreational, and 
cumulative effects;  

(5) specify work windows, equipment and fill limits, inspection and monitoring 
procedures, stop-work authority, and restoration standards; and  

(6) incorporate the final LSAA conditions into the operative THP. 

Any resulting material revisions should be recirculated for public and Review Team comment. 

 
29  See CEQA Guidelines, § 15378; see also Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 
Cal.3d 376, 396-98 (Laurel Heights I). 
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IV. The THP Relies on Advisory, Deferred, and Unverifiable Measures Rather Than 

Enforceable Protective Conditions. 

A protective measure on which CAL FIRE relies to support a no-significant-impact 
conclusion must do more than state a general objective or recommend a practice.  The final 
operative THP must identify what work is required, where and when it applies, the measurable 
performance standard, the responsible person, the trigger for corrective or stop-work action, 
and the means by which CAL FIRE and the resource agencies will verify compliance.  The use of 
“shall” is necessary where a condition is mandatory, but it is not alone sufficient where the 
condition leaves its material content for later determination. 

Little Pepperwood repeatedly relies on measures that are framed as recommendations 
(“should”), aspirational practices (“to the extent feasible”), anticipated future conditions 
(“likely” or “expected”), or later agency consultation.30  Those formulations do not establish 
enforceable protection.  They also prevent the public and Review Team from determining 
whether the measures actually avoid the particular impacts identified in Sections II and IV. 

The same defect recurs in the proposed water-drafting provisions.  The THP says that a 
new LSAA “is being prepared,” that requirements “will be similar” to those in the prior 
agreement, and that the “likely” requirements will include certain limits.31  Several of the stated 
conditions lack measurable implementation standards: road approaches are to be surfaced with 
“rock or other suitable material”; barriers may include materials “such as” waddles or bales; 
drip pans or other devices are used “as needed”; and bypass flow must be sufficient to “avoid 
dewatering,” without a defined flow threshold, measurement method, frequency, 
documentation requirement, or stop-work trigger.32  These provisions leave essential 
protections to future judgment without a reviewable standard. 

The Plan’s biological measures are similarly advisory or deferred.  The NSO provisions 
state that operations near activity centers “should not occur,” “should be limited,” or “should 
adhere” to stated recommendations, while allowing departures based on generalized 
considerations without requiring a defined finding, documented agency concurrence, or an 
amended operative condition.33  For marbled murrelet, bumble bee, butterfly, monarch, and 
certain nesting-bird concerns, the Plan largely calls for consultation and future development of 
conditions after an observation or discovery.34  Rare-plant surveys and any resulting protection 
measures are deferred until after approval, with potential changes treated as a “minor 
amendment.”35  And, although the THP acknowledges suitable foothill yellow-legged frog 

 
30  See Appendix A:  Protective Measures Described in Little Pepperwood THP Sections II and IV That Are Non-
Mandatory, Deferred, or Not Incorporated as Operative Conditions. 
31  Id. at pp. 53–54. 
32  Ibid. 
33  Id. at pp. 61–63. 
34  Id. at pp. 64–67. 
35  Id. at p. 68. 
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habitat, it supplies no FYLF-specific, binding pre-activity survey, avoidance, biological-
monitoring, stop-work, or reporting condition.36 

Section IV cannot reasonably rely on these nonfinal and nonbinding measures to 
conclude that Little Pepperwood will avoid direct, indirect, or cumulative effects.  Before 
approval, CAL FIRE should require the RPF to revise the final operative THP so that every relied-
upon measure: 

• Uses mandatory language where compliance is required; 
• Identifies the specific map points, watercourses, roads, activity areas, and species 

locations to which it applies; 
• Establishes objective performance standards, including applicable flow, turbidity, fill, 

buffer, timing, noise, equipment, inspection, and restoration requirements; 
• Identifies the responsible RPF, LTO, qualified biologist, or other person with authority to 

halt and resume work; 
• Requires written inspection records, corrective-action procedures, agency notification, 

and compliance verification; and 
• Incorporates the final LSAA and all material resource-agency conditions into the 

operative THP before approval. 

If CAL FIRE relies on conditions that materially revise the bridge, drafting, road, WLPZ, 
biological-resource, or operational provisions, those provisions must be recirculated for public 
and Review Team review.  General recommendations, future consultation, and conditions in an 
as-yet-unissued agreement are not an adequate substitute for a complete and enforceable THP. 

V. The Cumulative-Impact Analysis Uses Assessment Areas That Are Unduly Narrow and 
Inconsistently Applied 

A. The watershed assessment area excludes project activities and downstream 
receiving waters that the Plan itself identifies as affected. 

Section IV defines the Watershed Assessment Area (WAA) as the Big Pepperwood Creek 
and Lower Rockpile Creek planning watersheds, totaling approximately 9,478 acres.37  The Plan 
then acknowledges that sediment-induced cumulative effects occur when sediment enters a 
watercourse at separate locations and combines downstream; it also identifies the Gualala 
River as the impaired receiving-water system.38  Yet the Plan's operative materials identify 
appurtenant facilities outside that WAA: a temporary railcar bridge across the North Fork 

 
36  Id. at p. 68; Section IV, p. 198. 
37  THP, Section IV, pp. 127-28. 
38  Id. at pp. 123, 133. 
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Gualala River (Map Point 670), a water-drafting site along the South Fork Gualala River (Map 
Point 1248), and a drafting site adjacent to Groshong Gulch (Map Point D).39 

The apparent mismatch is material.  The temporary bridge and drafting sites are part of 
the Project as proposed, not unrelated regional activities.  Nevertheless, neither the stated 
WAA nor the watershed-resource analysis explains why the North Fork, South Fork, mainstem 
reach, or the bridge and drafting sites may be excluded from the cumulative assessment.  Nor 
does the Plan assess potential direct and combined effects of bridge installation, fill or ramp 
material, equipment use, water drafting, or repeated seasonal use at these locations.  Defining 
an assessment area so that it excludes project components and the downstream receiving 
system is inconsistent with sections 898 and 932.9 and TRA 2. 

FoSFG’s satellite map further illustrates the problem.  The map depicts the proposed 
Little Pepperwood units in orange, prior approved THPs in red, and affected watershed 
boundaries in blue.40  In addition to showing the spatial relationship between Little 
Pepperwood and prior harvests, the map indicates that approximately 1.3 GIS-mapped project 
acres fall within Red Rock.  Yet Section III describes only two planning watersheds, and Section 
IV supplies no Red Rock narrative.  The Plan should be revised to identify the Red Rock acreage, 
drainage pathway, affected resources, and cumulative setting, even if CAL FIRE ultimately 
concludes that Little Pepperwood’s incremental contribution there is small. 

B. The 0.7-mile biological area, 300-foot recreation and wildfire areas, and project-
boundary GHG area do not match the resources being analyzed. 

The Biological Assessment Area (BAA) is a uniform 0.7-mile radius selected in part 
because it corresponds to the Northern Spotted Owl survey area.41  But Section IV also 
evaluates aquatic species and resources that move through connected stream networks, 
including salmonids, FYLF, and species affected by downstream sedimentation and 
temperature.42  The same radius is not justified for each of those resources, and it does not 
address appurtenant crossings and drafting outside the radius or downstream effects in the 
Gualala River system. 

The Plan similarly limits the recreation area to the harvest area plus 300 feet and the 
wildfire-risk area to the Plan plus 300 feet, while recognizing that the temporary bridge will be 
installed at a mainstem reach designated as Recreational under the California Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act.43  Its GHG assessment area is limited to the Plan, transport routes, and milling, 
notwithstanding the need to consider the Plan together with past and reasonably foreseeable 

 
39  Id., Section II, p. 86; Section IV, p. 214. 
40  FoSFG Comments, App. A. 
41  THP, Section IV, p. 128. 
42  Id. at pp. 128, 179, 197-98. 
43  Id. at pp. 128-29, 214-15. 



CAL FIRE September 7, 2026 
Re:  Comments OBO FoGR Addressing Little Pepperwood THP Page 13 
 
forest-management projects.44  These resource areas may differ as a matter of law and fact; the 
problem is the absence of a specific, evidence-based explanation of why the chosen boundaries 
capture the resource effects the Plan itself identifies. 

CAL FIRE should require maps and narratives that identify the assessment area for each 
resource subject, show all appurtenant bridge, drafting, access, road, and crossing facilities, and 
explain how the resource-specific area captures upstream, downstream, habitat-connectivity, 
haul-route, or landscape-scale pathways.  Where the analysis materially changes as a result, the 
agency should recirculate the affected THP materials for public and Review Team comment. 

VI. Section IV Omits Closely Related Completed and Foreseeable Projects 

The cumulative impacts analysis must identify closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects, establish and explain a resource-specific 
assessment area, identify continuing significant adverse impacts from past land uses, and 
evaluate whether the proposed operations may combine with those conditions and projects to 
cause or add to significant adverse cumulative impacts.45  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.46 

A. Card Must Be Evaluated as a Pending Project and Cabin as a Reasonably 
Foreseeable Project. 

The past-project tables identify various prior THPs and the future-project discussion 
identifies only an unlocated “Cabin THP” and an NTMP.47  That discussion does not identify or 
evaluate the Card THP (THP No. 1-26-00021-SON), although Card is a concrete, 
contemporaneous project in the same lower Gualala River setting and has been publicly 
noticed, analyzed, and circulated for review.48  Card is not an abstract possibility of future 
harvest; it is a reasonably foreseeable project within the meaning of section 898 and TRA 2.   

The same concern applies to the referenced “Cabin THP.”  The Plan identifies it as 
reasonably foreseeable but states that its size, location, and regeneration methods are 
unknown.  FOSFG notes that GRT reportedly owns approximately 87 percent of Big 
Pepperwood Creek and 80 percent of Lower Rockpile Creek and operates under long-term 
sustained-yield planning requirements.49  CAL FIRE should require disclosure of the reasonably 
available planning information, including a defensible acreage range, likely watershed location, 
expected silvicultural methods, and anticipated timing.  If this information is unavailable, the 

 
44  Id. at pp. 128-29, 218. 
45  See EPIC I, supra, 170 Cal.App.3d at p. 675, citing PRC § 21083, subd. (b); Guidelines, § 15130. 
46  See id. at pp. 676-679. 
47  THP, Section IV, pp. 123-25, 137-38. 
48  See Exh. 1 – Card THP Maps. 
49  FoSFG Comments, p. 6. 
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Plan should explain what records were reviewed and why a meaningful cumulative assessment 
cannot be provided.  The revised analysis must identify Card's relevant units, treatments, roads, 
crossings, WLPZ and special-treatment areas, timing, and resource pathways.  It must then 
evaluate the combined effects of Card and Little Pepperwood on sediment delivery, water 
temperature, fish and amphibian habitat, special-status wildlife, road and bridge use, wildfire 
risk, GHG/carbon storage, and recreational and visual resources.  A statement that additional 
plans cannot be predicted until field work begins does not excuse omission of a THP already in 
the public review record.50 

B. Dogwood and Apple are relevant completed projects that must be part of the 
existing environmental setting. 

The Plan also omits the completed Dogwood and Apple operations from its project-
specific cumulative analysis.  Those are not merely historic logging activities of the nineteenth 
or mid-twentieth century.  They are nearby completed timber operations with identifiable 
units, treatments, roads, crossings, timing, and recovery assumptions relevant to the current 
watershed and biological baseline.51  The Little Pepperwood must also consider the protective 
measures and analysis conducted in the recirculated Dogwood THP materials.52  The omission 
of Dogwood information is particularly consequential because Section IV treats the project-area 
harvest history and the last ten years of listed THPs as sufficient evidence of recovery or of no 
continuing adverse effects.53 

The revised Plan should use available completion reports, final maps, operational 
records, and treatment information to describe Dogwood and Apple as past projects.  It should 
explain their actual relation to Little Pepperwood and Card, together with other relevant 
projects within the relevant watersheds, rather than simply counting generalized plan acreage 
or relying on an incomplete project list.  To the extent the Plan relies on recovery, regenerated 
canopy, road improvements, or reduced sediment inputs following those operations, it must 
disclose the data and assumptions supporting that conclusion and evaluate whether they 
remain valid in light of subsequent operations and current conditions. 

C. The ten-year project table does not satisfy the separate obligation to analyze 
continuing effects from older projects. 

TRA 2’s ten-year mapping provision does not eliminate the separate requirement in 
section D.2 to evaluate known, continuing significant adverse effects caused by earlier projects 
and land uses.  The Plan itself acknowledges that continuing adverse effects from past timber 
operations remain and that some past damage continues to contribute sediment to the stream 

 
50  THP, Section IV, pp. 137-39. 
51  See Exh. 2 – Dogwood Silvicultural Maps; see also Exh. 3 – Apple Silvicultural Maps. 
52  See Appendix B -- Revised Dogwood THP Materials Identify Protective Measures and Revisions Needed for the 
Little Pepperwood THP.  
53  THP, Section IV, pp. 124-25, 134-38, 142-44. 
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system.  It nevertheless fails to document the present field indicators identified by TRA 2—such 
as gravel embeddedness, pool filling, channel aggradation, bank cutting, mass wasting, 
downcutting, scour, debris loading, and streamside vegetation conditions—and connect those 
conditions to the older projects that may still be contributing to them. 

The FoSFG Comments identify, among other projects, PEPPERWOOD 98, BAILEY, and 
PRIMROSE in Big Pepperwood Creek; FRANKLIN’S TOWER and OAK in Lower Rockpile Creek; 
and FEAR AND LOATHING in Red Rock.54  CAL FIRE should require the Plan to identify the 
relevant older projects by name and number, document the applicable current field indicators, 
and explain why their continuing effects, combined with Little Pepperwood and the other 
identified projects, do not constitute or contribute to a significant cumulative impact. 

FoSFG’s hydrologic-recovery analysis reports that Big Pepperwood enters 2026 with 
approximately 21.9 percent unrecovered ECA before Little Pepperwood is added; that the 
modeled peak increases to approximately 24.8 percent with the Project; and that the period 
above the model’s 20-percent benchmark is extended by approximately four years.  It also 
reports an upper-bound increase of approximately 397 acre-feet per year in modeled peak 
evapotranspiration deficit.55  These figures are not offered as direct streamflow predictions or 
binding thresholds. They nevertheless reinforce the need for a current, field-indicator-based 
analysis rather than a conclusion resting on a ten-year project table and generalized recovery 
assumptions. 

D. CAL FIRE Must Identify, Preserve, or Adequately Explain the Omission of 
Protections Adopted for the Overlapping Elm THP. 

Little Pepperwood is not merely near the prior Elm THP (1-17-104-SON).  The Plan 
acknowledges that approximately four acres proposed for renewed selection harvesting were 
harvested under Elm in 2017.56  Those acres are included in Little Pepperwood’s 36-acre 
Selection prescription, which also encompasses the Plan’s WLPZs.  Little Pepperwood 
additionally uses portions of the same ownership’s road and water-drafting system and 
expressly identifies at least one unstable road location as having been treated under Elm.57  
These circumstances require more than listing Elm in a cumulative-project table.  CAL FIRE must 
determine whether Little Pepperwood will remove, disturb, or render ineffective protections 
incorporated into Elm and must address Elm’s more protective measures when evaluating 
feasible mitigation for the new operations. 

In Katzeff v. California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection, CAL FIRE approved 
earlier THPs on the condition that trees be retained to protect neighboring property from wind 
damage.  When a later authorization would have permitted those trees to be removed, the 

 
54  FoSFG Comments, p. 3. 
55  Id. at p. 3 & App. D. 
56  THP, Section IV, p. 125. 
57  Id., Section III, pp. 101, 109; Section IV, cumulative-project table; Section II, Map Point 15. 
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Court of Appeal held that the agency could not authorize the destruction or cancellation of the 
earlier mitigation without reviewing its continuing need, stating a reason for its action, and 
supporting that reason with substantial evidence.  The court rejected the premise that the 
protection necessarily disappeared when the earlier THP expired.58  Subsequent decisions 
likewise recognize that an agency may not defeat an adopted mitigation measure by ignoring it 
or making it ineffective and that deletion of a previously adopted measure requires a 
legitimate, evidence-supported reason.59 

Because Little Pepperwood actually overlaps Elm, CAL FIRE must identify what Elm left 
or protected within the overlapping acreage and appurtenant operating area, determine 
whether those features remain, and disclose whether the new operations will remove or impair 
them.  CAL FIRE cannot avoid the inquiry by assuming that expiration or completion of Elm 
extinguished every protection incorporated into that Plan. 

1. Little Pepperwood does not account for Elm’s retained trees and other 
enduring habitat protections. 

Elm required at least 75 square feet per acre of conifer basal area to remain in its 
selection units.60  It also required retention of all hardwoods in WLPZs; up to four hardwoods 
per acre measuring at least 24 inches dbh outside WLPZs; trees marked as wildlife “no-cut” 
trees; non-hazard snags; and dead and down material within WLPZs.61  Elm’s analysis relied on 
retained hardwoods, large trees, snags, riparian vegetation, and large woody debris in reaching 
its conclusions concerning wildlife habitat, water quality, temperature, and cumulative 
effects.62 

Little Pepperwood does not provide an Elm-overlap inventory identifying the trees, 
snags, down wood, or other habitat elements retained under those provisions.  Instead, its 
combined Selection table does note separately describe the four-acre Elm stand or identify 
which residual trees were left under Elm.63  A general statement that the proposed selection 
harvest will “maintain the existing stand structure” does not show whether Elm’s retained trees 
and habitat elements will remain. 

 
58  Katzeff v. California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection (2010) 181 Cal.App.4th 601, 606, 613–615. 
59  See Sierra Club v. County of San Diego (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 1152, 1167–1168; see also Lincoln Place Tenant 
Assn. v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508–1509. 
60  See Elm THP, Section II, p. 8.  The Elm THP and file materials (including Review Team comments), in their 
entirety, are incorporated herein by this reference. 
61  See id., p. 50. 
62  See id., pp. 8, 30–35, 50–51; see also Section IV, cumulative watershed and biological analyses. 
63  See THP, Section II, p. 12; Section III, p. 109. 
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There also are material inconsistencies among Little Pepperwood’s provisions.  Section 
IV states that GRT will continue leaving hardwoods measuring at least 24 inches and that all 
WLPZ hardwoods are left.  Section II, however:  

• authorizes hardwood reduction through mechanical, physical, or chemical means;  
• requires hardwood retention in some Class III zones only “where feasible”;  
• permits removal of unmarked WLPZ trees for safety and cable clearance; and  
• permits certain merchantable bear-killed redwood snags to be felled near 

appurtenant roads.  

These provisions are not equivalent to Elm’s affirmative and comparatively objective retention 
requirements. At minimum, the Plan must reconcile them and make any protection on which 
CAL FIRE relies operative, mapped, and enforceable. 

Elm also imposed location-specific northern spotted owl protections, including no 
harvest within 500 feet of an activity center without a THP amendment, maintenance of 
existing habitat conditions between 500 and 1,000 feet, and no harvest in a delineated 100-acre 
core area without amendment.64  Little Pepperwood contains updated survey and habitat-
retention provisions, but it does not overlay its units—including the Elm overlap—against Elm’s 
activity centers, core areas, and retained-habitat polygons.  CAL FIRE should require that 
comparison.  If updated surveys, activity-center locations, or current agency protocols support 
different protection, the Plan should identify the changed information and explain why the Elm 
protection is no longer needed. It should not silently release habitat previously retained to 
support Elm’s no-take and no-significant-impact conclusions. 

2. Elm’s mapped geologic and botanical protections require a site-specific 
comparison. 

Elm prohibited use of the road segment between its Crossings 34 and 41 unless an 
engineering-geologist evaluation was completed and incorporated into the THP; alternatively, 
the segment was to be removed from the project.  Elm also established a flagged five-foot 
equipment-exclusion zone around swamp harebell populations at both ends of the culvert at 
Elm Road Point 12.65 

Little Pepperwood does not disclose whether either feature falls within its harvest area 
or appurtenant road system.  That omission is important because Little Pepperwood Map Point 
15 identifies an unstable seasonal-road location previously treated under Elm and now 
proposes additional excavation, ditching, and drainage work at that location.  CAL FIRE should 
require a georeferenced overlay of the two plans’ roads, crossings, map points, botanical 
occurrences, geologic restrictions, WLPZs, and harvest units.  The revised Plan should then: 

 
64  Elm THP, § II, pp. 43–48. 
65  See id., Section II, pp. 50–51 and Road Point 12 work order. 
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1.  Identify whether Little Pepperwood proposes to use or disturb Elm’s restricted road 
segment or any feature protected by Elm’s geologic conditions; 

2.  Provide the engineering-geologist evaluation required by Elm, if one was completed, 
and explain whether present conditions and proposed work remain consistent with 
it; 

3.  Locate the Elm swamp-harebell occurrence relative to Little Pepperwood’s roads 
and operations, without publicly disclosing sensitive coordinates if confidentiality is 
warranted; and 

4.  Preserve the applicable exclusion zone or provide current biological evidence and a 
reasoned explanation for any change. 

A later botanical survey that did not relocate the plants would not, standing alone, establish 
that the population no longer exists, particularly where survey timing, detectability, and the 
precise historic location have not been disclosed and reconciled. 

3. Elm employed more protective operating measures that Little Pepperwood 
omits without comparative analysis. 

Other Elm conditions were directed to the operations authorized by that plan and may 
not constitute permanent mitigation in the same sense as retained trees or mapped exclusion 
areas.  They nevertheless are site-specific evidence that more protective measures were 
considered feasible on this ownership and in the same affected watershed.  The certified 
regulatory program requires CAL FIRE to consider feasible measures capable of avoiding or 
substantially lessening significant effects.  It therefore must either incorporate materially 
relevant Elm protections or explain, based on current site conditions and evidence, why they 
are unnecessary or infeasible for Little Pepperwood. 

4. CAL FIRE must require a site-specific comparison of Elm and Little Pepperwood 
protections before approval. 

Before approving Little Pepperwood, CAL FIRE should require the Plan submitter to 
provide a map and table that, for every overlapping harvest acre and shared or affected 
appurtenant facility: 

• Identifies the applicable Elm unit, road, crossing, WLPZ, biological buffer, exclusion 
area, and retained-tree or habitat measure; 

• Describes the present condition of each protected feature and whether it remains 
necessary; 

• Identifies each Little Pepperwood activity that could remove, disturb, or reduce the 
effectiveness of that protection; 

• Carries the measure forward as an enforceable Little Pepperwood condition unless 
CAL FIRE states a legitimate reason for changing it and supports that reason with 
substantial evidence; and 
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• Compares Elm’s more protective operational conditions—including its winter, 
drafting, and foothill yellow-legged frog measures—and incorporates them where 
feasible or supplies an evidence-based explanation for rejecting them. 

If this review results in material new information, changed operations, or new mitigation, the 
revised provisions should be incorporated into the operative THP and circulated for meaningful 
public and agency review. Merely listing Elm as a past project, or responding after approval that 
Little Pepperwood complies with the generally applicable Forest Practice Rules, would not 
satisfy CAL FIRE’s obligation to examine whether the new Project defeats prior mitigation or 
omits feasible protections previously applied to the same land and resources.66 

VII. The Water-Quality and Sediment Analysis Does Not Assess Little Pepperwood's 
Incremental Contribution to Existing Impairments 

A. Section IV identifies the governing water-quality problem but does not conduct 
the required source-to-delivery analysis. 

Section IV candidly identifies a long history of road-related sediment delivery, 
continuing legacy-road and oversteepened-bank sources, unstable features, reduced pool 
habitat, and the Gualala River's sediment and temperature impairments.67  It also recognizes 
that the significance of continuing impacts from historic operations is difficult to quantify.68  But 
it then concludes that Little Pepperwood, past projects, and future projects will have no 
significant cumulative sediment effects without quantifying or otherwise evaluating Little 
Pepperwood's particular contribution, the likely delivery pathways, or the combined effects of 
completed and foreseeable projects.69 

The Plan describes at least twenty road points that require upgrades to reduce the 
potential for sediment delivery.70  It also identifies significant existing and potential erosion 
sites associated with roads and watercourse crossings.71  The Map Point Table describes, 
among other conditions, a slide and concentrated runoff at Map Point 14 that may risk delivery 
to a Class I watercourse approximately 400 feet below, and bank seepage and instability at Map 
Point 15.72  The Plan also proposes a new 150-foot seasonal road spur.73  These facts require a 

 
66  Pub. Resources Code § 21080.5, subd. (d)(2)(A); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 898, 898.1. 
67  THP, Section IV, pp. 130-40. 
68  Id. at p. 125. 
69  Id. at p. 140. 
70  Little Pepperwood THP, Section III, pp. 103-05. 
71  THP, Section II, p. 39. 
72  Id. at p. 85. 
73  Id. at p. 36; see id., Section IV, p. 212. 
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site-specific analysis; they cannot be resolved by referring generally to road improvements, 
waterbars, and future storm-proofing. 

The FoSFG Comments identify the absence of an analytical connection between the 
Project’s sediment sources and the Gualala River sediment TMDL.74  The revised analysis should 
identify the applicable TMDL source-category load allocations and reduction objectives, 
estimate or otherwise characterize pre- and post-project delivery from roads, crossings, skid 
trails, and other harvest-related sources, and explain how the operative measures are 
consistent with those allocations and objectives. 

For every material road, drainage feature, crossing, unstable area, bridge, and 
watercourse-adjacent operation, the revised Plan should identify: (1) the source and its 
magnitude; (2) the route and likelihood of delivery to a receiving water; (3) the feasible 
estimated delivered fraction or another explained method of evaluating risk; (4) timing and 
sequencing of corrective work; (5) project-specific avoidance, contingency, inspection, and 
monitoring measures; and (6) the basis for concluding that the operation will not combine with 
existing sedimentation/siltation impairment and other projects to affect beneficial uses.  CAL 
FIRE and the Regional Water Board should require this information before determining that the 
Plan complies with section 898 and applicable water-quality requirements. 

B. General historical-recovery claims do not substitute for current, location-specific 
evidence. 

The Plan relies extensively on the 2003 NCWAP assessment and historical aerial-photo 
observations through 1999-2000.75  Those materials may provide helpful context, but the Plan 
itself reports that salmonid habitat remains constrained by insufficient habitat complexity, 
sediment conditions, high mainstem temperatures, and reduced populations, and that 
expanded monitoring, road assessment and storm-proofing, sediment-delivery reduction, and 
protection of high-quality habitat remain necessary.76  An historic recovery trend does not 
establish present conditions after the later Dogwood and Apple operations, other completed 
operations in the tables, current road use, or the currently proposed Little Pepperwood and 
Card THPs.   

The conclusion that future projects will not adversely affect sediment simply because 
they are expected to comply with current rules is conclusory.77  The analysis must be based on 
current, location-specific conditions and the actual suite of past, present, and foreseeable 
activities.  The supporting literature submitted with the FoSFG Comments—including the 
Caspar Creek research, long-term summer-low-flow research, and agency materials addressing 

 
74  FoSFG Comments, pp. 4–5. 
75  THP, Section IV, pp. 130-32. 
76  Id. at pp. 131-32. 
77  Id. at pp. 137-40. 
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salmonid vulnerability—should be included in the administrative record and addressed in CAL 
FIRE’s response.78 

C. The temperature analysis is likewise conclusory. 

The Plan acknowledges the Gualala River's temperature impairment, unsuitable or near-
lethal temperatures in some mainstem reaches, and the connection between sedimentation, 
pool filling, canopy, and water temperature.79  It nevertheless concludes that WLPZ regrowth 
and generalized operational restrictions avoid cumulative temperature effects, without 
identifying Little Pepperwood's particular riparian operations, cable corridors, roads, crossings, 
or combined canopy effects with Card, Dogwood, Apple, and other projects.80 

FoSFG reports that the Plan’s monitoring materials show a Lower Rockpile Creek 
mainstem MWAT averaging approximately 20.3°C, compared with an identified 18.5°C target, 
and that the Plan elsewhere describes mainstem temperatures of 71–75°F as “just below the 
lethal maximum” for salmonids.81  FoSFG also identifies monitoring information indicating a 
substantial decline in reported canopy cover at the Big Pepperwood Creek monitoring station. 
CAL FIRE should verify and reconcile those data and require post-harvest canopy estimates by 
affected reach, together with a reasoned analysis of anticipated peak-summer temperatures. 
General assurances that WLPZ conditions will be maintained or improved do not address the 
disclosed thermal baseline. 

The revised analysis must identify the watercourses and riparian operations affected by 
the Plan, disclose existing and post-harvest shade conditions by reach where reasonably 
feasible, evaluate sediment-mediated temperature effects, and explain how operative 
measures prevent the combined operations from adding to the existing impairment.  It should 
also explain how the planned bridge, drafting, and crossing activities avoid adversely affecting 
flow, refugia, or temperature-sensitive aquatic habitat. 

VIII. The Plan Does Not Adequately Explain or Justify Material Exceptions from Standard 
Protective Rules 

A. Ground-based equipment on unstable and steep slopes 

The Plan proposes ground-based operations on an approximately 6.2-acre probable 
dormant mature rock slide in Variable Retention Unit 7.  Its assertion that existing tractor roads 
are “stable” and that sediment delivery “can be effectively avoided” is not supported by a 
geotechnical assessment of the roads under the proposed equipment loads and drainage 
conditions.  The Plan should provide written review by a licensed engineering geologist or other 

 
78  FoSFG Comments, pp. 16–18, 26 [References], 
79  Little Pepperwood THP, Section IV, pp. 141-44. 
80  Id. at pp. 143-44. 
81  FoSFG Comments, p. 22; Little Pepperwood THP, Section IV, p. 141. 
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qualified professional and objective operating, moisture, drainage, inspection, and stop-work 
standards.  The separate steep-slope exception likewise cannot be justified merely by observing 
that another rule favors use of existing roads; the Plan must address the particular soils, slopes, 
drainage, erosion hazard, and equipment-induced risks at each exception area.82 

B. Unmarked-tree removal in WLPZs 

The proposed in-lieu alternative permitting unmarked trees to be felled for “safety 
considerations (including cable clearance)” does not define an objective safety hazard, estimate 
the number or location of affected trees, analyze resulting canopy loss, require pre-operational 
identification, or establish a post-harvest verification protocol.83  The inconsistency between 
the claim that cable corridors cannot be planned before PHI and the proposed 150-foot road 
spur intended to improve cable deflection should also be resolved.84 

C. Variable-retention trees 

The stated desire to preserve the landowner’s opportunity to harvest retained trees 
does not, without a site-specific technical basis, explain or justify departure from the 50-year 
retention standard.  The exception also must be reconciled with the Plan’s estimate that 
Variable Retention units require approximately 44 years to recover initial carbon stocks.  Early 
reentry could materially alter the carbon trajectory on which the GHG conclusion depends.85 

D. Winter operations 

Elm prohibited equipment operations and all WLPZ operations from November 15 
through April 1, with timber falling as the principal limited exception; Little Pepperwood, in 
contrast, proposes winter-period ground and cable yarding under stated conditions, mechanical 
site preparation in designated units, falling and log-lining or cable yarding within WLPZs, and 
certain road and landing activities.86  Little Pepperwood does not compare these expanded 
winter activities with Elm’s restrictions or explain why less protective measures are now 
adequate despite the acknowledged legacy road problems, unstable features, sediment-
impaired waters, and risk of sediment delivery.  CAL FIRE should require the Elm restrictions to 
be carried forward where the same roads, slopes, WLPZs, or erosion pathways are involved, 
unless substantial evidence supports a different site-specific condition.  If such restrictions are 
not carried forward, such deviation from prior measure must be explained and justified. 

 
82  FoSFG Comments, p. 18. 
83  See Little Pepperwood THP, Section II, pp. 56. 
84  FoSFG Comments, pp. 8–9. 
85  Id., pp. 16–17. 
86  Compare Elm THP, § II, pp. 22–24 with Little Pepperwood THP, § II, pp. 29–34. 
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E. Water drafting 

Elm’s drafting provisions required a downstream water-level gauge readable in 0.05-
foot increments; an RPF-supervised pump test before drafting and monthly thereafter; 
contemporaneous logs recording pumping rate, filling time, screen inspection, and pre- and 
post-drafting water levels; monthly submission of the logs to CDFW; and immediate cessation 
and retesting when the monitored level reached the threshold associated with a 0.10-foot 
change in wetted width; Little Pepperwood retains certain Elm-type protections—including off-
channel gravel-bar drafting, screening, a 300-gallon-per-minute rate, and an aggregate 
ownership limit—but omits the gauge, pump tests, water-level records, reporting requirement, 
and objective stop-pumping trigger.87  It instead relies principally on generalized assurances 
that bypass flow will remain sufficient and references favorable historic drafting logs without 
requiring equivalent monitoring for the proposed Project.  CAL FIRE should require those 
objective Elm measures or explain, based on hydrologic and biological evidence, why they are 
no longer necessary.  The Plan also should identify whether its proposed drafting point was one 
of the sites governed by Elm’s requirements. 

IX. The Plan Requires Stronger, Operative Protections for Aquatic and Bird Species 

A. Foothill yellow-legged frog. 

Section IV acknowledges that FYLF occurs in suitable habitat in the assessment area and 
states that the North Coast population is abundant in the Gualala River and other stream 
systems.88  Yet Section II states that no occurrence is known within the THP or BAA and that the 
nearest positive observation is one mile east.89  The Plan must identify the records on which 
those statements rely, including date, location, and habitat context, and reconcile the baseline. 

Neither Section II nor Section IV provides a FYLF-specific field survey, activity-specific 
impact analysis, or binding protection measure.  Instead, the Plan assumes that WLPZ, ASP, 
California red-legged frog, and fish measures will also protect FYLF.90  That conclusion does not 
address FYLF life stages or the specific risks of bridge installation or removal, water drafting, 
sediment discharge, disturbance of cobble and gravel substrates, wet crossings, equipment use, 
or individual injury and entrapment. 

In contrast to this THP, the overlapping Elm THP: 

• required a qualified person to survey suitable habitat before specified Class I or II 
crossing work when water was present;  

• required submission of survey results to CDFW;  

 
87  Compare Elm THP, § II, pp. 36–38 with Little Pepperwood THP, § II, pp. 52–54. 
88  THP, Section IV, p. 198. 
89  Id., Section II, p.  68. 
90  Id., Section IV, p. 198; Section II, pp. 66-68. 
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• prohibited work following detection without written CDFW approval; and  
• imposed stop-work and consultation requirements extending 500 feet upstream and 

downstream when eggs or larvae were detected;  

Little Pepperwood acknowledges that foothill yellow-legged frogs occur in suitable habitat 
within the assessment area, that the nearest reported observation is approximately one mile 
away, and that egg-mass desiccation makes reductions in water level a concern.91  It 
nevertheless relies on general WLPZ, fish, and California red-legged frog measures rather than 
carrying forward Elm’s species-specific survey, notification, and stop-work protocol. Given the 
proposed bridge and crossing activities and water drafting, the absence of those measures 
requires a reasoned explanation.  A generalized conclusion that other protections also benefit 
the species does not demonstrate that they provide equivalent protection for eggs, larvae, and 
occupied instream habitat. 

The final THP should include an operative FYLF survey, avoidance, and monitoring 
measure.  It should identify every covered watercourse-adjacent operation, crossing, drafting 
site, and suitable habitat area; require appropriately timed qualified-biologist surveys; impose 
detection-triggered stop work and CDFW notification; provide biological oversight and daily 
inspection where warranted; require worker training, equipment restrictions, and reporting; 
and identify the person authorized to suspend and resume work.  CAL FIRE should recirculate 
any revisions to the maps, Item 26, Item 32, or other operative provisions. 

B. Marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl. 

The biological analysis contains internal tension that warrants correction.  Section IV 
describes the marbled murrelet as federally threatened and state endangered, notes potential 
flight use along the Gualala River, and concludes that habitat in the THP and BAA is not 
conducive to nesting.92  Item 32, however, states that potential nesting habitat exists within the 
BAA, while providing only a detection-triggered response if a nest is observed.93  The Plan 
should reconcile those statements, disclose the survey and habitat information supporting its 
conclusion, and evaluate potential disturbance and habitat effects from the THP and the 
completed and foreseeable projects in the relevant river-corridor setting. 

The Plan also identifies four NSO activity centers within the BAA, including activity 
centers very close to the Plan boundary.94  While Item 32 includes useful seasonal and habitat-
retention measures, the cumulative conclusion rests primarily on compliance with those 
measures.95  CAL FIRE should require an updated, mapped assessment of actual post-harvest 
habitat, current survey results, road and noise effects, and the combined effects of Little 

 
91  Compare Elm THP, § II, pp. 42–43 with Little Pepperwood THP, § II, p. 68. 
92  Id., Section IV, pp. 181-82. 
93  THP, Section II, p. 66. 
94  THP, Section IV, pp. 179-81; Section II, pp. 61-63. 
95  Section IV, pp. 181, 211-12. 
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Pepperwood with Card, Dogwood, Apple, and other relevant projects.  Any agency-approved 
protection measure must be incorporated as a binding THP provision, not left as a future 
consultation or generalized best practice. 

FoSFG’s review of the Section V habitat tables identifies an aggregate reduction of NSO 
nesting/roosting habitat across the four activity centers.96  CAL FIRE should show how the post-
harvest acreage compares with each applicable numerical habitat-retention threshold.  The 
disclosed acreage reduction requires verification and analysis. The Plan should also explain 
whether and how the 2023 walk-in surveys reportedly conducted at approximately noon were 
weighted in the occupancy determination, as distinct from nighttime call-broadcast surveys. 

X. Recreation, Wildfire, and Greenhouse-Gas Conclusions Need Resource-Specific Support 

Section IV treats recreation as absent because the harvest area is behind locked gates, 
even though it recognizes a temporary bridge at a mainstem Gualala River reach designated as 
Recreational under the California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.97  The 300-foot recreation 
assessment area cannot reasonably omit the river reach and bridge that the Plan itself 
identifies.  The Plan should assess construction, seasonal use, noise, access, visual effects, and 
combined effects of repeated bridge use and timber operations on the designated recreational 
resource. 

The wildfire assessment area likewise stops at 300 feet without analyzing the broader 
pattern of harvest, access, ignition sources, evacuation and responder access, and cumulative 
fuel and habitat effects associated with the connected projects.98  The Plan’s affirmative claim 
that the Project will “significantly reduce crown fuels” and produce conditions resembling a 
shaded fuel break requires support commensurate with the claimed benefit.  The revised 
analysis should disclose pre- and post-harvest fuel loading by unit, applicable fuel-model 
classifications, slash-treatment assumptions, and the criteria used to determine that the 
resulting stand structure will function as a shaded fuel break.  Improved road access may assist 
suppression, but it does not by itself demonstrate reduced fuel loading or fire intensity.99 

The GHG analysis estimates the project independently and then asserts a net carbon 
benefit over a long planning horizon, but it does not meaningfully evaluate the combined 
carbon-storage, emissions, and climate-resilience effects of the actual relevant past and 
foreseeable timber projects.100  A resource-specific explanation is required, including disclosure 
of assumptions about harvest, regrowth, wood products, slash, and the timing of carbon 
recovery. 

 
96  FoSFG Comments, pp. 14–15. 
97  THP, Section IV, pp. 214-15. 
98  Id., pp. 128-29. 
99  FoSFG Comments, p. 17. 
100  THP, Section IV, pp. 218-24. 
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The FoSFG Comments identify three additional gaps: the absence of a consolidated table 
showing the acreage assigned to each GHG worksheet and silvicultural method; the lack of 
analysis of how early reentry under the variable-retention exception affects the stated 44-year 
recovery period; and the omission of soil-carbon effects from ground-based operations.101  
FoSFG’s biomass graphs also compare the proposed scenario with both an untouched baseline 
and the most recently approved-project scenario.102  Because an untouched forest is not the 
CEQA existing-conditions baseline, FoGR relies principally on the modeled difference between 
the proposed and most-recently-approved scenarios; the untouched trajectory is relevant as 
cumulative context rather than as the CEQA existing-conditions baseline. 

XI. Other plan-specific deficiencies 

A. Cultural resources 

Without disclosing protected site locations or confidential archaeological information, 
the public portion of the Plan should contain enforceable avoidance and inadvertent-discovery 
procedures, identify stop-work authority, and address the statutory procedures applicable to 
discovery of human remains.  CAL FIRE should confirm that the confidential materials cover the 
final road and landing layout and that all operational restrictions are binding on and available to 
the LTO in the field.103 

B. Post-harvest stocking 

The Plan should identify measurable post-harvest stocking or basal-area targets by 
applicable unit.  A maximum percentage that may be placed in groups does not by itself 
establish the post-harvest condition against which compliance can be inspected.104 

C. Botanical resources 

Although Section V identifies a May 20, 2026 botanical survey, the Plan does not 
establish that a single survey date was adequate for all potentially occurring species.  Instead of 
providing baseline evidence for the impact analysis, the THP relies on a reactive discovery 
protocol lacking mapped avoidance areas, biological-monitoring standards, or a clear stop-work 
requirement.105  

 
101  FoSFG Comments, pp. 10–11. 
102  Id., Apps. C, F & H. 
103  Id. at pp. 19–20. 
104  Id. at p. 15. 
105  Ibid. 
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XII. Requested Action 

FoGR respectfully requests that the Director return Little Pepperwood to the submitter 
pursuant to Rule 1037.6 and, in consultation with CDFW and the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, require the following before making any conformance determination: 

1.  Provide a complete and reviewable Plan.  Compile the current THP into a coherent 
set of operative documents, accompanied by a table identifying all revisions and their 
environmental or operational significance.  Any material revisions or significant new 
information must be circulated for meaningful public and agency review before approval. 

2.  Correct the project description and assessment areas.  Reconcile the Project-acreage 
figures; identify Red Rock as an affected watershed; and establish and map resource-specific 
assessment areas encompassing all relevant harvest units, roads, crossings, the North Fork 
bridge, the South Fork and Groshong Gulch drafting sites, downstream receiving waters, and 
other appurtenant facilities and impact pathways. 

3.  Prepare a complete cumulative-impact analysis.  Evaluate Card as a pending project; 
Cabin as a reasonably foreseeable project; Dogwood, Apple, Elm, and other relevant completed 
operations; and the continuing effects of named pre-2016 projects using the field indicators 
required by TRA 2, section D.2.  The analysis must also evaluate and respond to FoSFG’s 
satellite map, ECA and hydrologic-recovery analyses, biomass graphs, and supporting scientific 
materials. 

4.  Provide a current water-quality, road, temperature, and geologic analysis.  Conduct a 
site-specific source-to-delivery assessment for material roads, crossings, unstable areas, bridge 
and drafting activities, and other potential sediment sources; explain consistency with 
applicable TMDL source categories and reduction objectives; evaluate effects on temperature 
and beneficial uses; provide current road-inspection information; and document qualified 
professional review of relevant unstable features. 

5.  Complete the bridge, crossing, and drafting review.  Incorporate into the operative 
THP the final bridge design and installation, use, removal, and restoration requirements; work 
windows; equipment and fill limits; objective flow, turbidity, and cessation criteria; inspection 
and monitoring procedures; and corrective-action and stop-work authority.  Any Fish and Game 
Code section 1600-series agreement or other agency conditions relied upon by CAL FIRE must 
be finalized and incorporated before approval. 

6.  Resolve exceptions and make all protective measures enforceable.  Withdraw or 
adequately justify the D1 unstable-area, steep-slope, unmarked-WLPZ-tree, and 50-year-
retention exceptions through site-specific evidence and objective limitations.  CAL FIRE must 
also compare the protections adopted for the overlapping Elm THP with the activities proposed 
under Little Pepperwood, preserve protections that remain necessary, and provide a reasoned, 
evidence-supported explanation for any change.  All measures relied upon to avoid significant 
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effects must be mandatory, mapped where appropriate, and supported by objective 
implementation, monitoring, and compliance-verification standards. 

7.  Complete the biological-resource analysis and protections.  Verify and analyze the 
reported 106-acre reduction in northern spotted owl nesting and roosting habitat and explain 
the survey methodology; reconcile the marbled murrelet habitat findings; and provide 
adequate foothill yellow-legged frog and other species-specific surveys, buffers, monitoring, 
reporting, consultation, and detection-triggered stop-work measures.  The operative 
protections must be incorporated into Item 26, Item 32, or another enforceable THP provision. 

8.  Correct the remaining resource-specific deficiencies.  Provide technically supported 
analyses of wildfire risk and claimed fuel-reduction benefits, GHG emissions and carbon 
recovery, and effects on the designated recreational river reach.  The final THP must also 
include enforceable cultural-resource and inadvertent-discovery procedures, measurable post-
harvest stocking requirements for the applicable prescriptions, and adequate botanical survey, 
avoidance, monitoring, and stop-work provisions. 

These revisions concern information and operative protections necessary to determine 
whether the Plan complies with the Forest Practice Act, Forest Practice Rules, and CAL FIRE’s 
certified regulatory program.  They cannot be supplied for the first time through an Official 
Response accompanying approval.  Only after the revised analysis and enforceable measures 
have been incorporated into the THP—and any material changes circulated for review—can the 
Director reasonably determine whether Little Pepperwood conforms to the applicable 
requirements. 

* * * 

Please include these comments in the administrative record and provide FoGR and 
undersigned counsel notice of any revised THP materials, Review Team recommendations, CAL 
FIRE's written responses to comments, and the final decision.  Please add FoGR representatives 
and the undersigned to the notice lists for the Little Pepperwood 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 

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) 

mailto:nathanramser@gmail.com
mailto:ethan@arutunian.com
mailto:Kristin.Garrison@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:Julie.Lile@wildlife.ca.gov


CAL FIRE September 7, 2026 
Re:  Comments OBO FoGR Addressing Little Pepperwood THP Page 29 
 

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 

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

Appendix B:  Revised Dogwood THP Materials Identify Protective Measures and Revisions 
Needed for the Little Pepperwood THP 

 

mailto:James.Burke@waterboards.ca.gov
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Appendix A:  Protective Measures Described in Little Pepperwood THP Sections II and IV That Are Non-Mandatory, Deferred, or 
Not Incorporated as Operative Conditions 

The following table demonstrates a recurring problem: Section II and Section IV of the THP frequently treat anticipated compliance, 
future project review, future consultation, future restoration, or projected natural recovery as if those matters were present 
mitigation.  The strongest example is the temporary bridge/LSAA deferral, but the same advisory and deferred approach appears in 
the drafting, road-drainage, wildlife, rare-plant, and aquatic-species measures.  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. 

Defective measure THP citation Nature of fault Needed correction 

North Fork 
temporary bridge / 
future LSAA 

Section II, 
pp. 37, 46, 
51–52, 86 

Bridge conditions are deferred to a final 
LSAA “being prepared” and only “expected” 
to be consistent with a prior agreement. Fill 
volume is unknown. 

Incorporate final LSAA terms; specify bridge 
design, fill limits, installation/removal method, 
fish protection, turbidity triggers, restoration 
criteria, inspections, and stop-work authority. 

Water-drafting 
requirements 

Section II, 
pp. 53–54 

“Likely” future LSAA conditions; vague 
standards such as “suitable material,” “as 
needed,” and “sufficient to avoid 
dewatering.”  No flow-monitoring protocol 
or stop-work threshold. 

Make conditions final and mandatory; define 
allowable withdrawal, minimum bypass flow, 
measurement location/frequency, records, 
corrective action, and agency notification. 
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New-road drainage 
and hydrologic 
disconnection 

Section II, 
pp. 39–40; 
Section III, 
p. 116 

Outsloping and disconnection required only 
“to the extent feasible”; drainage may be 
achieved through various measures, without 
mapped exceptions or measurable 
standards. 

Identify every drainage feature and exception; 
require defined road grade, rolling-
dip/waterbreak spacing, outlet/filter 
performance, post-storm inspections, and RPF 
as-built certification. 

Standard drainage 
and erosion-
control details 

Section II, 
pp. 92, 96, 
98 

Incorporated figures state that outlets 
“should” be located in filters and that cable 
placement “should” minimize disturbance; 
rock “should generally” be well graded. 

Convert relied-upon design criteria to 
mandatory requirements or supply objective 
criteria governing when and how deviations 
are allowed. 

NSO disturbance 
and activity-center 
protections 

Section II, 
pp. 61–63 

Core seasonal and noise restrictions 
repeatedly say operations “should not 
occur,” “should be limited,” or “should 
adhere” to recommendations. Deviations 
lack defined findings or enforceable agency 
approval. 

Use “shall”; identify mapped activity centers, 
dates, buffers, noise/work limits, survey 
validity, deviation criteria, written CDFW/CAL 
FIRE concurrence, and compliance reporting. 

Marbled murrelet 
protection 

Section II, p. 
66 

Operations halt only if a murrelet “should” 
be observed nesting; additional protections 
are deferred to later consultation. 

Require qualified survey/monitoring where 
warranted, a mandatory detection trigger, 
defined interim buffer and stop-work 
procedures, notification, and incorporated 
agency-approved conditions. 

Nesting birds, 
bumble bees, 
butterflies, and 
monarchs 

Section II, 
pp. 64–67 

Future protections depend on discovery and 
later consultation; stop-work areas are 
undefined or described only as “around” a 
nest or occurrence. 

Establish qualified-observer duties, defined 
interim buffers, mandatory notice and stop-
work procedures, decision deadlines, and 
conditions for work resumption. 
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Rare-plant surveys 
and protections 

Section II, p. 
68 

Surveys and “applicable” measures are 
deferred until after approval; potentially 
material protections may be added as a 
“minor amendment.” 

Complete/disclose surveys and map 
protections before approval; require defined 
buffers, monitoring, and avoidance measures; 
recirculate any material operational revision. 

FYLF protection Section II, p. 
68; Section 
IV, p. 198 

Relies on CRLF, fish, WLPZ, and ASP 
protections without FYLF-specific surveys, 
avoidance methods, biological oversight, or 
stop-work conditions. 

Add binding FYLF survey, detection, exclusion, 
inspection, equipment, stop-work, 
notification, and reporting provisions tied to 
each affected watercourse/activity. 

Salmonid and 
aquatic-species 
protections at 
crossings 

Section II, 
pp. 51–52, 
66; Section 
IV, p. 190 

General cross-references to other Plan items 
and future LSAA conditions do not identify 
crossing-specific fish-protection 
requirements. 

Specify for each crossing the approved work 
window, isolation/dewatering method, fish 
exclusion and handling, qualified biological 
oversight, turbidity threshold, contingency 
action, and compliance records. 
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Appendix B:  Revised Dogwood THP Materials Identify Protective Measures and Revisions Needed for the Little Pepperwood THP 

The post-remand revisions and recirculations of the Dogwood THP in 2018 and 2019 provide a useful comparison for Little 
Pepperwood. They do not automatically prescribe the outcome here: each THP must be evaluated on its own record and site-specific 
circumstances. But the Dogwood materials show that CAL FIRE and GRT can identify resource-specific conditions, map the locations 
to which they apply, and incorporate operational requirements that permit meaningful review and compliance verification. 

This comparison is particularly relevant because Little Pepperwood proposes repeated timber-management activities in the same 
lower Gualala River landscape, including watercourse-adjacent operations, temporary crossings, flood-prone-area operations, road 
use, water drafting, and treatment near sensitive biological resources. Little Pepperwood should be revised to provide equally 
concrete, final, and enforceable protections before CAL FIRE’s conformance determination. 

Revised Dogwood THP material or related review record Revisions required to the Little Pepperwood THP 

Assessment areas and resource-specific context:  Dogwood 
identified separate assessment areas and explained their 
respective application to watershed, biological, aquatic, 
recreation, visual, traffic, noise, and climate resources.  
(Revised Dogwood THP, Section IV, pp. 147–148.) 

Little Pepperwood should define and map a distinct, resource-
appropriate assessment area for each subject addressed in the 
cumulative-impact analysis.  The Big Pepperwood Creek and 
Little Rockpile Creek watershed areas cannot simply be assumed 
to define the relevant geographic scope for North Fork bridge 
and drafting effects, sediment and temperature effects 
downstream, salmonid habitat, FYLF, murrelet habitat and 
disturbance, or greenhouse-gas effects. 

Cumulative-project information:  Dogwood provided maps and 
tables identifying past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
harvest activity, including location, acreage, watershed 
percentages, and silvicultural methods.  (Id. at pp. 115–122, 
123–141.19.) 

Little Pepperwood should provide a common-scale map and 
table identifying completed Dogwood and Apple operations, the 
proposed Card THP, and other relevant foreseeable operations.  
The record should identify actual treatment locations, timing, 
prescriptions, roads, crossings, watercourse-adjacent work, 
wetland or no-harvest exclusions, and the relationship of each 
project to the applicable assessment area and affected resource. 
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Revised Dogwood THP material or related review record Revisions required to the Little Pepperwood THP 

Road and crossing database:  Dogwood included a detailed 
map-point and road-work system that identified crossing 
conditions, proposed work, timing restrictions, stabilization 
measures, and sediment-delivery concerns.  (Revised 
Dogwood THP, Section II, Item 18 and associated road-work 
materials.) 

Little Pepperwood should supply a reconciled, operative road-
and-crossing table for each relevant road segment, drainage 
feature, landing, temporary crossing, and drafting site.  The table 
should identify the current condition; proposed work; potential 
sediment-delivery or fish-passage pathway; timing restriction; 
responsible party; inspection frequency; corrective measure; and 
the map point where the condition applies.  General references 
to road rules or “best harvesting practices” do not supply those 
project-specific protections. 

Temporary Class I crossing protection:  Dogwood identified 
temporary Class I crossings, described installation and removal 
methods, and cross-referenced Fish and Game Code section 
1600 agreement conditions.  (Id., Section II, Item 24.) 

Little Pepperwood should incorporate final, binding protections 
for Map Point 670 and every other covered crossing before 
approval.  The final THP should identify bridge dimensions and 
placement; maximum temporary fill and bank disturbance; 
installation and removal procedures; work windows; wet-
channel restrictions; fish-presence and exclusion procedures; 
turbidity and sediment controls; biological oversight; inspection 
and reporting; restoration requirements; and the person 
authorized to stop and resume work. It is not sufficient to state 
that a future LSAA is “being prepared” or that its conditions are 
“expected to be consistent” with a prior agreement.  (Little 
Pepperwood THP, Section II, pp. 46, 51–54, 86.) 

Floodplain, WLPZ, and off-channel-habitat protections:  
Dogwood included location-specific floodplain and WLPZ 
protections, including mapped no-cut areas, canopy-retention 
measures, large-tree retention, flagged or mapped skid-trail 

Little Pepperwood should identify, map, and make operative 
each no-cut area, equipment-exclusion area, wetland, flood-
prone-area restriction, skid-trail limit, canopy-retention 
requirement, and large-tree protection on which it relies.  The 
final Plan should also state the applicable soil-moisture or 
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Revised Dogwood THP material or related review record Revisions required to the Little Pepperwood THP 

limits, dry-soil restrictions, and protections for off-channel 
habitat.  (Revised Dogwood THP, Section II, pp. 22–27.) 

weather trigger, equipment limitation, inspection protocol, and 
corrective action.  Advisory statements that drainage, road 
outsloping, or hydrologic disconnection will occur “to the extent 
feasible” do not provide an enforceable performance standard.  
(Little Pepperwood THP, Section II, pp. 39–40; Section III, p. 116.) 

303(d), sediment, temperature, and watershed protections:  
Dogwood’s discussion addressed sediment and temperature 
impairment, historic sediment sources, salmonid limiting 
factors, road-stormproofing, stream conditions, and large-
wood monitoring.  (Revised Dogwood THP, Section IV, pp. 
153–165.) 

Little Pepperwood should provide the project-specific analysis 
required by Forest Practice Rules section 898 and translate its 
conclusions into enforceable conditions.  It should identify the 
sediment, turbidity, canopy, temperature, road, crossing, and 
drafting pathways associated with this Plan; explain how those 
effects may combine with existing impairment and other 
projects; and identify the binding monitoring, inspection, 
contingency, and corrective measures on which CAL FIRE relies.  
Any asserted road-improvement, restoration, or large-wood 
benefit should identify its location, timing, scope, funding status, 
and evidence of effectiveness. 

FYLF protection specificity:  In its February 2019 Dogwood 
comments, CDFW identified the ways temporary bridges, wet 
crossings, bridge abutments, sediment discharge, and gravel-
bar drafting could injure FYLF or egg masses.  CDFW then 
specified survey, daily-inspection, exclusion-fencing, 
biological-oversight, worker-training, vehicle, stop-work, 
notification, and written-approval measures.  (CDFW 
Comments on Recirculated Dogwood THP (Feb. 22, 2019), pp. 
1–3.) 

Little Pepperwood acknowledges suitable FYLF habitat but relies 
on general WLPZ, ASP, CRLF, and fish measures.  (Little 
Pepperwood THP, Section II, p. 68; Section IV, p. 198.)  The final 
THP should instead identify each potentially affected 
watercourse, crossing, drafting site, and watercourse-adjacent 
activity and incorporate FYLF-specific pre-activity surveys, 
detection-triggered stop-work and notification, qualified-
biologist oversight, daily inspections, appropriate exclusion 
measures, worker training, equipment restrictions, and 
reporting.  CDFW’s Dogwood recommendations demonstrate the 
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Revised Dogwood THP material or related review record Revisions required to the Little Pepperwood THP 

concrete, activity-specific safeguards available to address the 
same category of risks. 

Rare-plant field verification and equipment exclusion:  
Dogwood used a seasonally appropriate rare-plant survey, 
mapped the survey route, documented a sensitive-plant 
occurrence, and imposed a defined equipment-exclusion zone.  
(Revised Dogwood THP, Section II, amendment at p. 45.1.) 

Little Pepperwood defers focused floristic surveys and any 
resulting protection measures until after approval, and permits 
later measures to be added by “minor amendment.”  (Little 
Pepperwood THP, Section II, p. 68.)  The RPF should engage a 
qualified botanist to complete and disclose the field surveys 
before approval; map sensitive locations and applicable buffers; 
identify the required equipment-exclusion and avoidance 
measures; and specify monitoring and compliance 
responsibilities.  Any material resulting change to roads, 
crossings, harvest units, or other operative provisions should be 
recirculated rather than treated as a minor amendment. 

Murrelet baseline and resource-specific evaluation:  
Dogwood’s revised materials discussed CDFW radar 
observations and available survey and habitat-assessment 
information for the South Fork and Mainstem Gualala River 
corridor.  (Revised Dogwood THP, Section IV, p. 182; see also 
Section II murrelet discussion.) 

Little Pepperwood should identify and evaluate the available 
murrelet survey, habitat, radar, and agency-review information 
relevant to the Gualala River corridor. Its final Plan should assess 
suitable habitat, canopy connectivity, flight access, activity-
specific noise and visual disturbance, and cumulative 
fragmentation and edge effects. If the analysis relies on 
avoidance measures, the final THP must identify the mapped 
habitat and activities to which they apply, the timing and 
disturbance restrictions, any required surveys or monitoring, and 
the agency-verification mechanism. 

Operative, mapped conditions rather than deferral:  
Dogwood’s revised materials used maps, field information, 

Little Pepperwood should not rely on future consultation, “likely” 
LSAA terms, practices that are merely “expected,” or 
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Revised Dogwood THP material or related review record Revisions required to the Little Pepperwood THP 

and plan provisions to connect identified resource conditions 
to particular operational requirements.  Dogwood’s later 
completion documentation also identifies the areas actually 
treated, wet-area exclusions, crossings, erosion-control work, 
and completion status.  (Dogwood Completion and Stocking 
Report (Jan. 24, 2022), pp. 1–3 and attached maps.) 

recommendations expressed as “should” to support its no-
significant-impact conclusions.  Each material protection must be 
stated in the final operative THP, tied to a mapped location, 
written as a mandatory condition where compliance is required, 
and supported by measurable performance standards, inspection 
records, corrective-action requirements, and a clear CAL 
FIRE/CDFW compliance-verification process. 

The requested revisions would require, at a minimum, the same essential elements of meaningful review as ultimately provided in 
Dogwood: a defined factual baseline; mapped project-specific protections; enforceable operational terms; and an explanation 
connecting the identified evidence to the conclusion that the Plan will avoid or adequately mitigate the claimed effects. 

To the extent these revisions materially alter Little Pepperwood’s project description, bridge or crossing provisions, road and 
drainage work, WLPZ or flood-prone-area protections, biological conditions, maps, or other operative materials, CAL FIRE must 
require the RPF to recirculate the affected provisions with a clear explanation identifying the controlling version of each revised 
measure. 
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