28 June 2026

Anthony Edwards, Supervisor
Sequoia National Forest

Dear Supervisor Edwards,

On behalf of John Muir Project of Earth Island Institute, Tule River Conservancy, and Sequoia
ForestKeeper, below we discuss significant new information and changed circumstances, in
addition to or expanding upon those we already outlined in our May 26, 2026 letter to you,
which individually and collectively render the Castle fire and Windy fire project Environmental
Assessments (EAs) and the 2012 Giant Sequoia National Monument Plan (Plan) invalid, stale,
and outdated (all studies cited in this letter were attached to our initial letter to you on May 26,
2026). NEPA requires the preparation of supplemental EAs or Environmental Impact Statements
(EISs) for the Castle and Windy projects and the preparation of a Supplemental EIS for the Giant
Sequoia National Monument Plan. All Castle and Windy fire logging and other tree cutting and
planting activities must be halted until the Forest Service has fully complied with NEPA.

Notably, the environmental analysis in the Monument Plan Final EIS was only intended by the
Forest Service to be valid for 10-15 years, and it has now been 14 years since it was issued. Page
1 of the Monument Plan Record of Decision states that the 2012 Plan “will be followed for the
next 10 to 15 years.” Please do not continue Castle and Windy project activities, at least until you
have complied with NEPA’s supplemental analysis requirements. We look forward to your
prompt response to the significant new information and changed circumstances discussed below,
and provided in the appendices.

Significant New Information and Changed Circumstances Due to a Pervasive Pattern of
Violations of the Chosen Alternative and Decision by the Forest Service and Giant Sequoia
Lands Coalition, Causing Impacts Not Previously Disclosed or Analyzed

Vast Killing of Young Giant Sequoias Where They are Required to be Protected

In your June 11, 2026 response to our initial letter, you state the following: “I understand your
concern that several giant sequoia seedlings were trampled, damaged, or cut especially close to
the piles.” (emphasis added)

In our May 26, 2026 letter to you, we noted that your project implementation had killed
thousands of young giant sequoias, not “several”. After receiving your response, we (Dr. Chad
Hanson and Tonja Chi, M.S.) re-visited the Freeman Creek Grove on June 19, 2026 to quantify
the number of young sequoias killed thus far by implementation of the Castle fire project.



Following an a priori protocol, we began in a 4-hectare area of moderate and high-severity fire
at the southwestern edge of where the cutting and piling had been conducted within moderate
and high-severity fire (RANBR >316; www.mtbs.gov) in Freeman Creek Grove. We used that
location as the southern tip of a very large 50-meter by 50-meter square plot, with corners
pointing in the four cardinal directions, and direction and distances determined by compass and a
laser hypsometer. We recorded the GPS coordinates of the southern corner of the plot. Within
this plot, we measured the diameter of the pile closest to each plot corner, and recorded the
diameter of a zone extending 1 meter outward from the base on the pile. In this 1-meter-wide

ring around the pile, we counted all post-fire regenerating giant sequoias (seedlings and saplings)
that had been cut and thrown into slash piles by cutting/piling crews, and all uncut, live,
regenerating giant sequoias. We used the data from the 1-meter rings to calculate the number of
sequoias cut per hectare, as well as to estimate the density of sequoias prior to cutting and the
number of sequoias per hectare killed by being buried under the slash piles. We also used a 10-
meter by 10-meter plot, located at the southern corner of the 50-meter by 50-meter plot, to count
the number of giant sequoia seedlings/saplings that were killed by cutting/piling crews due to
trampling. We only counted sequoias as being killed by trampling if there was clear evidence of
crushing, including bark had been stripped off the base and the base of the stem being broken.
We then conducted two more 50-meter by 50-meter plots, heading east along the boundary of the
cutting/piling area in moderate and high-severity fire areas, with the southern corner of each plot
spaced by 100 meters (distance measured by laser hypsometer).

From these three very large field plots, we calculated the total number of sequoias that had been
killed by cutting, piling, and trampling combined within the 4-hectare moderate and high-
severity fire area. We then used these data to derive a total estimate of the number of giant
sequoias killed by cutting/piling project activities thus far in all moderate and high-severity fire
areas in Freeman Creek Grove, in the moderate and high-severity fire areas within the 74
hectares that have been cut and piled to date. We used the Forest Service’s own FACTS GIS data
base to determine the location and spatial extent of areas cut and piled to date in Freeman Creek
Grove, and used the inter-agency MTBS fire severity data base to determine the total hectares of
moderate and high-severity fire within the 73 hectares in which cutting and piling has occurred
to date. The result was 47.5 hectares of moderate and high-severity fire in the 74 hectares of cut
and piled areas in Freeman Creek Grove.

Our raw data and results are shown in Appendix 1 to this letter. In short, we found an average of
3318 giant sequoias killed per hectare. Across the 47.5 hectares of moderate and high-severity
fire in the areas cut and piled to date, this equates to a total of 157,605 young giant sequoias
killed so far by Castle fire project activities just in the 74 hectares that has been cut and piled
thus far in Freeman Creek Grove. This was done by the U.S. Forest Service, and its paid
contractor in this case, the “Save the Redwoods League”—both members of the Giant
Sequoia Lands Coalition—in a giant sequoia grove that is supposed to be protected by the


http://www.mtbs.gov/

Giant Sequoia National Monument. Here, millions of dollars of taxpayer money were used
to Kkill tens of thousands of young giant sequoias where the Forest Service, Save the
Redwoods League, and other members of the Giant Sequoia Lands Coalition have been
simultaneously telling the public, the press, and Congress that there is little or no post-fire
sequoia regeneration. Many thousands of giant sequoias were cut, killed, and then thrown
into giant slash piles to be incinerated.

The above figure regarding young sequoias killed would increase dramatically if the Forest
Service continues to proceed with implementation of the Castle and Windy Projects, including
additional cutting and piling, and logging, in Freeman Creek Grove and several other giant
sequoia groves.

On page 2 of your June 11, 2026 response to our initial letter, you quote a passage from page 8 of
the Castle EA, which states that “occasionally” small, young sequoias can be cut, but only if they
are underneath a large live sequoia. This very limited circumstance does not apply to the vast
majority of the areas where the killing of sequoias by project implementation has occurred,
which are in high-severity areas, where there are no live trees, or in moderate-severity areas
where the sequoias that were killed are not underneath a large live sequoia. In addition, on page 8
the Castle EA states the following: “In stands with less than 40 percent green canopy cover, no
green trees would be cut, only the dead trees would be removed to reduce fuels and protect the
remaining live trees.” (emphasis added) The Forest Service and its paid contractor, Save the
Redwoods League, have routinely violated this requirement, as the moderate and high-severity
areas where the sequoias have been killed consistently have less than 40% canopy cover. Page 8
of the Castle EA also states that prescribed burn plans must “protect|] regenerating trees”. Page 9
of the Castle EA states that ground-based machinery would not be used in Freeman Creek Grove
and Belknap Grove (both of which are mapped as “prescribed fire” units) because such machines
“could damage regenerating giant sequoia”, and further states: “Any prescribed burning in a
giant sequoia grove would be designed and conducted to protect pockets of established giant
sequoia regeneration.” (emphasis added) And page 11 of the Castle EA states clearly that “giant
sequoia seedlings would be protected during management activities”. There is no reasonable
question that the EA stated, and required, giant sequoia regeneration to be protected, and there is
no reasonably question, based on our findings, that the Forest Service and Giant Sequoia Lands
Coalition has violated this, blatantly and dramatically.

Machine Piling

In your June 11, 2026 response to our initial letter, you did not deny our allegation that the Forest
Service used ground-based machinery in Freeman Creek Grove, despite the Castle Project EA’s
clear prohibition on the use of ground-based machinery, and admission that such machinery
crushes and kills young giant sequoias. As we noted in our initial letter to you, the Forest



Service’s own FACTS data base classifies the cutting and piling that has been conducted thus far
in Freeman Creek Grove as “machine piling”, as shown in the map attached as Appendix A to
our initial letter. Instead of addressing this, your response mentions that crews of people on foot
were working in the Freeman Creek Grove, which we already knew. The issue we raised is that
your own data indicate that ground-based machines were also used in Freeman Creek Grove,
contrary to the EA. This would explain the patches of crushed and killed young sequoias
throughout the moderate and high-severity fire areas where cutting and piling has been
conducted so far in Freeman Creek Grove. In these patches of crushed and killed sequoias, the
bark has been stripped off of the bases of the seedlings and saplings, and most show signs of
breakage near the base of the stems, consistent with being crushed by rubber-tired, ground-based
machines when they accelerate, stop short, or turn abruptly. Soon after receiving the Forest
Service’s short response letter, we sent a follow-up email to the Forest Supervisor directly asking
whether the Forest Service is denying that ground-based machines were used in Freeman Creek
Grove, but we have still received no answer. We infer from this non-denial that the Forest
Service did indeed use ground-based machines in Freeman Creek Grove, just as the Forest
Service’s own FACTS data base clearly admitted.

California Condor Detections in the Castle and Windy Project Areas, and Failure to Protect
Roost Sites and Potential Nest Sites

The California condor is listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act. The
Castle and Windy project EAs did not divulge any post-fire California condor detections in either
project area, and downplayed the impacts of the projects to condors on this basis. The Castle
project EA did not discuss the endangered California condor. The Castle project Biological
Assessment did briefly discuss the condor but only showed pre-fire detections and suggested that
condor activity is much farther south and southwest, in the foothills and in parts of the
Greenhorn Mountains (southwesternmost corner of the Sierra Nevada). The Windy project EA
entirely dismissed any potential impacts to California condors, claiming there would be “no
effect” on condors of planned logging and other tree cutting and felling, based on the assertion
that condors simply would not use the project area after the Windy fire occurred. On page 33 the
Windy project EA stated the following:

“The eftects of the Proposed Action on wildlife and aquatic species habitats were
evaluated, and it was found that seven of the eight listed species with potential to occur
within the Project Area are unlikely to be affected. The main reason for this determination
of no effect is that there is a lack of suitable habitat within the area or that the species are
found outside of the occupied range.”

On the same page, the Windy EA listed the California condor as one of the seven species for
which the Forest Service claimed there would be “no effect”, supposedly because there is no



longer suitable habitat, due to the fire. On page 42, the Windy EA articulates the protection
requirements that would apply if California condors were using the Windy fire project area,
which the Windy fire EA claims they are not. This requirement is stated as follows:

“Manage California condor habitat following the most current USWS California condor
Recovery Plan. Protect roosting and potential nesting sites.” (emphasis added)

However, the California state condor tracking database shows hundreds of post-fire California
condor detections in both the Windy and Castle fire project areas, where extensive logging and
other tree cutting is proposed. Using the U.S. Geological Survey’s California condor tracking
database (https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/53ald33ae4b0403a441545c7), Greenlnfo
Network created a map for us, showing California condor detections from 2022 through 2025
within giant sequoia groves, and within 1 mile outside the boundary of giant sequoia groves, in
the Castle and Windy fire areas. The map is attached to this letter as Appendix 2a. Post-fire
California condor detections can be seen in every giant sequoia grove in which the Forest
Service and other Giant Sequoia Lands Coalition members, including Save the Redwoods

League and the Tule River Tribe, plan to carry out logging and other intensive tree cutting and
piling (both Save the Redwoods League and Tule River Tribe are paid as contractors to carry out
Castle and Windy project activities—i.e., the Giant Sequoia Lands Coalition engaging in self-
dealing transactions to financially benefit the agencies and entities involved in the Coalition).
This is especially true in the Windy fire area, which is south of the Castle fire and is closer to the
core of the condor’s range in the Los Padres National Forest to the southwest. As the map at
Appendix 2a shows, there are numerous condor detections over multiple years at Red Hill
Grove and Packsaddle Grove, and a truly enormous density of California condor detections over
all post-fire years at both Starvation Creek Complex Grove and Deer Creek Grove, the
southwesternmost giant sequoia groves, especially in the most recent years, 2024 and 2025 (2026
data are not yet available). The map at Appendix 2b, which zooms in on Starvation Creek
Complex Grove and Deer Creek Grove, and adds fire severity, shows a disproportionately heavy
concentration of condor use of the high-severity fire areas in and immediately adjacent to Deer
Creek Grove and Starvation Creek Complex Grove. This tremendous concentration of condor
detections in and adjacent to these groves, and especially in high-severity fire areas (which are
targeted for post-fire logging by the Windy project EA and decision), indicates consistent, active,
frequent use, where there would almost certainly be many active roost sites, and potential nesting
sites. Yet the Forest Service has not divulged this information to the public or conducted
supplemental EAs, or prepared an EIS, in light of this significant new information. Nor is there
any information indicating that the Forest Service has taken steps to “[p]rotect roosting and
potential nesting sites”.

Failure to Designate a Protected Activity Center (PAC) and Home Range Core Area (HRCA)
around a New California Spotted Owl Nest Site


https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/53a1d33ae4b0403a441545c7

On June 17, 2026, while surveying for California spotted owls in Freeman Creek Grove, we
(Tonja Chi, M.S. and Chad Hanson, Ph.D.) found a California spotted owl active nest tree—a
large giant sequoia snag, located at: N 36.148973, W 118.509450. One or both adult spotted owls
can typically be seen watching from within hollow of the large sequoia snag, with the nest deeper
in the hollow, out of view. There was a U.S. Forest Service nest tree tag on the tree, so it is clear
that the Forest Service was aware of this occupied, active spotted owl nest site, yet the Castle fire
project documents do not show a spotted owl PAC or HRCA around this nest, which means it has
no protections from planned cutting. In fact, we documented that cutting last summer (2025)
came within 93 meters of the nest tree from the south in one location. A photo of the nest tree,
the USFS tag on the nest tree, and a map showing that the nest tree is not within any designated
PAC (we superimposed the location of the nest tree on the map of spotted owl PAC locations
from the Castle project Wildlife Biological Evaluation), can be found at Appendix 3 attached to
this letter. The Forest Service is required, under the Monument Plan, to designate a PAC and
HRCA around new spotted owl nest sites to protect them from degradation and potential nest site
abandonment that can be caused by tree cutting and related activities. For example, on page 90,
the Monument Plan states the following requirements:

“Delineate California spotted owl protected activity centers (PACs) surrounding each
territorial owl activity center detected on National Forest System lands since 1986. Owl
PACs are designated for all territorial owls based on: (1) the most recent documented nest
site, (2) the most recent known roost site when a nest location remains unknown, and (3)
a central point based on repeated daytime detections when neither nest or roost locations
are known.”

“Delineate PACs to: (1) include known and suspected nest stands and (2) encompass the
best available 300 acres of habitat in as compact a unit as possible.”

“As additional nest location and habitat data become available, review boundaries of
PACs and make adjustments as necessary to better include known and suspected nest
stands and to encompass the best available 300 acres of habitat.”

Yet there is no evidence that the Forest Service did that here, despite the fact that the agency
clearly knew about this nest tree. If this nest site was discovered after the Castle EA was issued
in 2023, the Forest Service failed to notify the public or conduct any supplemental NEPA
analysis to address the potentially serious adverse impacts that planned project activities could
cause, especially without any of the protections afforded to PACs, and without any limited
operating period to prevent disturbance during nesting season (without a designated PAC, limited
operating periods also do not apply). The Forest Service has been acting as if this spotted owl



nest site does not exist, so that tree cutting activities can proceed as planned in the 2023 Castle
project EA, without interruption or change. How many other spotted owl nest sites have been
found in the Castle and Windy project areas within and adjacent to giant sequoia groves, without
public disclosure or establishment of the required PACs and HRCAs, and adherence to limited
operating periods during nesting season, which runs through mid-summer? The serious impacts
of this on imperiled spotted owls was addressed nowhere in the Castle or Windy EAs.

Felling Snags Over 35 Inches in Diameter

The Castle project EA, on pages 6, 8, and 9, makes clear that felling snags over 35 inches in
diameter is prohibited in the project. Yet, across the 74 hectares that have been cut and piled to
date in Freeman Creek Grove, we found numerous examples of snags much larger than 35 inches
in diameter that had been cut down, including two that were 48 and 50 inches in diameter,
respectively (we measured the diameter from the ground on the felled snag, measuring 4 and a
half feet from the ground, or breast height, by adding the stump height to the lower portion of the
cut snag to add up to 4.5 feet). See Appendix 4 (photos) attached to this letter (note that the
backpack, shown in both photos next to the felled snags, is 21 inches tall). These huge felled
snags are nowhere near a road or trail, so they were not felled as hazard trees. Notably, California
spotted owls and California condors both use large snags for roosting and nesting, as the Castle
and Windy project documents admit, so this is a potentially very serious impact.

Significant New Information and Changed Circumstances in the Science Pertaining to
High-Intensity Wildfire and Giant Sequoia Reproduction

Table 77 of Appendix H of the Monument Plan FEIS states the assumption that the appropriate
and natural fire regime for giant sequoia groves is “Low-moderate” intensity and severity, with
“Surface to passive crown” fire. The FEIS, on pages 163-165 of Volume 1, Chapter 3,
acknowledged that giant sequoias need wildfire to effectively reproduce, and admitted that the
“almost non-existent” (page 165) lack of reproduction is a major threat to giant sequoia
populations, but assumed that low/moderate-intensity prescribed fires, which include occasional
high-intensity fire patches “an acre” in size (page 172) or “less than one acre” (page 173), would
be sufficient to facilitate effective giant sequoia reproduction over time. Page 162 of Volume 1,
Chapter 3 of the Monument Plan FEIS assumed, 14 years ago, the following:

“The greatest current threat to most sequoia ecosystems is the heavy buildup of surface
and ladder fuels which could do serious damage to existing larger trees and the soil
resources that support the giant sequoia. Associated with this is the abundant ingrowth of
white fir and incense cedar. These species are more tolerant of shade. They reduce the



growth of other tree species by using soil moisture and casting shade. They also serve as
ladder fuels which could damage or kill the crowns of the largest trees.”

As the Monument Plan FEIS explained, on pages 178 and 192 of Volume 1, Chapter 3, the
sequoia groves in the Monument had been deprived of fire for “a century”.

However, since 2012, the scientific landscape regarding giant sequoia reproduction and fire has
changed profoundly. Since then, close to 100% of the giant sequoia grove area in the Monument
has experienced wildfire, and these big fires have been heavily dominated by low/moderate-
intensity effects (Hanson 2026). The primary reason that the Forest Service chose Alternative B,
an alternative based mainly on logging and other forms of tree cutting and removal, was the
century-long lack of fire in the sequoia groves, and the associated assumption that long-unburned
groves would experience mostly high-intensity fire. That justification for Alternative B no longer
exists, in light of the big wildfires that have occurred and restored fire to the groves since 2012
(Rough fire of 2015, Pier fire of 2017, Castle fire of 2020, KNP Complex fire of 2021, Windy
fire of 2021). Now the pressing question is how to manage, or resolve to not manage, recently-
burned giant sequoia groves, including high-intensity fire patches of varying sizes—a question
that did not exist in 2012. Moreover, as we outlined in greater detail in our May 26, 2026 letter to
you, the current science finds that wildfire intensity is unrelated to the number of decades since
the last fire, or associated forest density (it’s about the weather on a given day) (Hanson 2026).
Relatedly, since 2012 there has been an enormous surge in research regarding the high ecological
importance of “complex early seral forest habitat”, created by high-intensity fire patches
occurring in mature/old conifer forest, and the many plant and animal species that depend upon
this unique and highly biodiverse habitat (DellaSala and Hanson 2024). Most of the science
pertaining to the ecological value of this habitat simply did not exist in 2012 and, accordingly, it
was largely unaddressed in the Monument Plan FEIS, which as a result lacks meaningful
substantive standards and guidelines to protect complex early seral forest habitat from loss and
degradation due to post-fire logging and hand or machine cutting and piling (in fact, the term
complex early seral forest did not even exist back in 2012).

The new science also finds that giant sequoias cannot effectively reproduce in low/moderate-
intensity fire areas, such as prescribed fires with their occasional 1-acre or smaller high-intensity
fire patches. This is because all giant sequoia regeneration dies in the great majority of areas by
20 years after such low/moderate-intensity fires, likely due to insufficient sunlight, and a relative
lack of the nutrient-rich mineral ash found in abundance in larger high-intensity fire patches
(Hanson 2026). In contrast, giant sequoia regeneration is most abundant, and grows the fastest
and most vigorously, in large high-intensity fire patches, including crown fire areas (Hanson et
al. 2024, Hanson et al. 2026a, Hanson et al. 2026b (the Freeman Creek Grove Study)), which kill
most but not all of the large sequoias (about 20% to 25% of these survive to grow even larger
and older) on cycles from generally 200 to 500 years in any given area (Hanson 2026). Such



larger high-intensity fire patches, occurring every few centuries on average, sustain and maintain
giant sequoia populations over time by facilitating abundant and rapidly-growing sequoia
reproduction that dominates the landscape (Hanson 2026, Hanson et al. 2026a), unlike
low/moderate-intensity areas, like prescribed fires, which fail to maintain viable populations of
giant sequoias (Hanson 2026). Importantly, such high-intensity fire, and its associated per-
century levels of large sequoia mortality, has occurred at substantially lower levels (deficit) over
the most recent century compared to rates that occurred naturally before fire suppression and
logging—Ilevels that sustained giant sequoia populations (Hanson 2026). Giant sequoias grow
spectacularly fast in large high-intensity fire patches, rapidly replacing any large sequoias killed
in a given large high-intensity fire patch with many more large giant sequoias (Hanson 2026,
Hanson et al. 2026a,b). In fact, a certain per-century mortality level of large giant sequoias from
fire is necessary to maintain or increase giant sequoia populations (Hanson 2026). Without it,
large giant sequoias slowly die off—from age, windfall, or drought—and dwindle, without being
replaced by new, young sequoias. In addition, in June of 2026 our field team just completed field
plot surveys on a new study, using a 100-meter grid of plots in the largest high-severity fire patch
in Wheel Meadow Grove, investigating whether there is any relationship between fire severity,
within the high-severity category, and sequoia regeneration density. We found no significant
correlation, though the numerical trends were positive (numerically more sequoia regeneration in
the crown fire areas). We also found no correlation between percent montane chaparral cover
(generally, native shrub cover) and sequoia regeneration density, contrary to assumptions in the
Monument Plan and both of the EAs (the trend here too was numerically positive—i.e.,
numerically higher sequoia regeneration density at the highest levels of shrub cover). We found
giant sequoia regeneration in 100% of our field plots, and the mean sequoia regeneration density
was over 5,000 per hectare, with a mean giant sequoia small tree density of over 100 per hectare,
at just six year post-fire. The tallest sequoia small trees were 12 to 13 feet in height. While we
have not yet had time to write up the manuscript, our raw data and findings are in Appendix 5
attached to this letter.

The above significant new information means that the 2012 Plan, now woefully outdated, is
managing for the extinction of giant sequoias.

Our findings in these recent studies also clearly contradict and render outdated the assumptions
upon which the Castle EA is based. Page 18 of the Castle EA assumes that, in high-severity fire
areas, giant sequoia regeneration would only occur “where giant sequoia or other conifer species
survived to provide a seed source.” The Castle EA, on page 18, also assumed the following: “In
the larger patches of high severity fire, seed trees are too far for natural regeneration to occur.”
And, regarding native, fire-following shrubs, the Castle EA on page 18 states the assumption that
high shrub (montane chaparral) cover would prevent giant sequoia regeneration, for “several
decades to centuries”. None of these assumptions have proven to be true, and all have been
soundly discredited by the new giant sequoia and fire research. We found abundant giant sequoia



regeneration in the largest high-severity fire patches at any distance from live sequoias, including
areas several hundred meters from the nearest live sequoia, as documented in Hanson et al.
(2026a) and Hanson et al. (2026b) (the Freeman Creek Grove study, and attached map). And we
found abundant, and even slightly higher, sequoia regeneration in areas with the highest levels of
native shrub cover (Hanson et al. 2024, Hanson et al. 2026a).

The June 11, 2026 response from the Forest Service to our initial letter only serves to underscore
the fact that the Monument Plan and both EAs must be supplemented. While Exhibit 1 of the
June 11, 2026 response letter was intended to be a rebuttal, it primarily functions as an
admission. First, some context. Exhibit 1 of the Forest Service’s June 11, 2026 response relies
upon a U.S. Forest Service giant sequoia monitoring report, Meyer et al. (2025). Meyer et al.
(2025), on page 17, states that the U.S. Forest Service’s desired condition and target for initial
post-fire giant sequoia regeneration is an average of at least 100 giant sequoia seedlings per acre.
Meyer et al. (2025) report, in Table 7, an average of 4,020 giant sequoia seedlings per acre in
high-severity fire areas, based on 11 giant sequoia groves surveyed. This finding is in
irreconcilable conflict with the assumptions, quoted above, from the Castle fire EA about the
supposed lack of potential for post-fire giant sequoia regeneration in high-severity fire patches in
larger high-severity fire patches. On page 3 of the Forest Service’s Exhibit 1, the Forest Service
admits that “approximately 30% of high-severity USFS monitoring plots have low (3-year
postfire) sequoia seedling densities that are less than 230 seedlings per acre”. In other words,
according to the Forest Service itself, based on a report that was released two years after the
Castle and Windy EAs, about 70% of high-severity fire areas in giant sequoia groves have more
than 230 giant sequoia seedlings per acre. Even among the 30% of high-severity fire plots with
less than 230 per acre, the Forest Service’s own standard for post-fire sequoia regeneration is 100
per acre, not 230 per acre. Therefore, it is clear that the great majority of the high-severity fire
areas in giant sequoia groves have more than 100 sequoia seedlings per acre.

On page 3 of the Forest Service’s Exhibit 1, the Forest Service then claims that, with regard to
the 30% of high-severity fire plots with less than 230 sequoia seedlings per acre, sequoia
densities are “likely to decrease to fewer than 50 seedlings per acre in the near future (based on
anticipated seedling mortality rates)”, citing Soderberg et al. (2024) and Stephenson et al.
(2024a,b) for this proposition. A similar assumption was made in Meyer et al. (2025), also based
on Soderberg et al. (2024) and Stephenson et al. (2024a,b). However, Hanson et al. (2026a)
found that this assumption, and the associated “natural range of variation” (NRV), or “reference
condition”, in those studies to be invalid, as they were based on post-fire sequoia seedling
survival rates from lower-severity prescribed fires and then extrapolated to high-severity fire
areas without accounting for the fact that sequoia regeneration survival and growth is vastly
higher in high-severity fire areas than it is in lower-severity fire areas. Giant sequoia seedling
density can initially be as high or higher in lower-severity fire areas than in high-severity fire
areas, especially at 1 year post-fire, which is when the great majority of the data in Meyer et al.



(2025) were gathered. However, this rapidly changes after a few or several years post-fire, by
which time the great majority of seedlings in the lower-severity areas have died, while seedlings
rapidly grow into giant sequoia small trees in high-severity areas, especially large patches
(Hanson et al. 2024b, Hanson 2026, Hanson et al. 2026a,b). As such, the assumptions in Meyer
et al. (2025), Soderberg et al. (2024), and Stephenson et al. (2024a,b) about the natural range of
variation for post-fire sequoia seedlings, and post-fire sequoia seedling mortality rates, were
discredited by Hanson et al. (2026), as they were based on data there were inapplicable to
sequoia regeneration in high-severity fire areas. Notably, Hanson et al. (2026) found giant
sequoia regeneration density levels in the large high-severity fire patch in Redwood Mountain
Grove that were over 21 times higher than Stephenson et al. (2024a,b) and Soderberg et al.
(2024) projected, based on their erroneous assumptions. The Forest Service attempts to
downplay the findings of Hanson et al. (2026a) on page 3 of their Exhibit 1 by noting that Meyer
et al. (2025) found an average of about 2,300 giant sequoia seedlings per acre in high-severity
fire areas of Redwood Mountain Grove, while Hanson et al. (2026a) found nearly 8,000 per acre
in the high-severity fire areas of Redwood Mountain Grove. However, Figure 2 of Meyer et al.
(2025) shows that Meyer et al. (2025) only had a mere 8 plots in high-severity fire areas in
Redwood Mountain Grove, while Hanson et al. (2026a) was based on 62 plots arranged on an
unbiased grid. Further, Meyer et al. (2025), Table 7 states that their data were gathered at 3 years
post-fire in Redwood Mountain Grove, while the Hanson et al. (2026a) data were gathered at 4
years post-fire, after some additional sequoia regeneration may have occurred. Further, the 8
Redwood Mountain Grove plots in Meyer et al. (2025) were on U.S. Forest Service land, mostly
on Redwood Mountain, which is drier, while the 62 Hanson et al. (2026a) plots were mostly in
the much larger Redwood Canyon portion of Redwood Mountain Grove, which is more mesic.
Regardless, Figure 2 of Meyer et al. (2025) shows that their plots were within large high-severity
fire patches, far from live-tree edges, and their finding of 2,300 giant sequoia seedlings per acre
in these large high-severity fire patch areas strongly contradicts the false assumption in the
Castle EA that natural sequoia regeneration will not occur in large high-severity fire patches.

The basic assumption in Stephenson et al. (2024a,b), Soderberg et al. (2024), and Meyer et al.
(2025), based on data in lower-severity prescribed fire areas (which include some small high-
severity fire patches typically an acre or so in size or smaller), was that you need extremely high
initial sequoia seedling densities after fire because they will all or nearly all die within several
years after burning. But, even for lower-severity prescribed fires, this assumption has now been
discredited and disproven, as new scientific information has found that initial (one year post-fire)
sequoia regeneration density in lower-severity prescribed fire areas is unrelated to sequoia
regeneration density at 10 years post-fire. Many areas with no initial sequoia regeneration at 1
year post-fire had substantial sequoia regeneration at 10 years post-fire, and many areas with
very high densities of sequoia regeneration at 1 year post-fire had no surviving sequoia
regeneration at 10 years post-fire in these lower-severity prescribed fire areas (Hanson 2026).
Moreover, in lower-severity prescribed fire areas, around 40% of areas had zero sequoia



regeneration, even initially, and the “average” sequoia regeneration density in these areas was
overwhelmingly determined by very high densities in less than 10% of the plots (Stephenson et
al. 2024a, Hanson 2026). By 20 years after lower-severity prescribed fires, all sequoia
regeneration had died in 82% of all areas, and was extremely low in the remaining 18%. In
strong contrast, in large high-severity fire patches, there is natural post-fire giant sequoia
regeneration in 100% of plots, and this sequoia regeneration is surviving at high rates and
growing very rapidly (Hanson et al. 2024b, Hanson et al. 2026a,b).

Exhibit 1 of the Forest Service’s response letter also claims, falsely, that the Meyer et al. (2025)
plots in high-severity fire areas of Redwood Mountain Grove were much larger than the plots
used in Hanson et al. (2026). Actually, Meyer et al. (2025) used similar plot sizes to Hanson et al.
(2026), as both studies used a variable-radius plot size system, which is standard for post-fire
giant sequoia regeneration surveys. The main differences between the two studies in terms of the
scope and intensity of the survey effort, was that the largest plots (20-meter radius) in Hanson et
al. (2026) were larger than the biggest plots in Meyer et al. (2026), and Hanson et al. (2026)
surveyed 62 field plots in the high-severity fire areas, while Meyer et al. (2025) only surveyed 8
plots.

Exhibit 1 of the Forest Service’s response letter further claims, also falsely, that there is a need to
increase the proportion of pine regeneration in high-severity fire patches within giant sequoia
groves. This is based, again, on an outdated understanding of giant sequoia fire ecology. We now
understand, based on recent research, that it is natural for giant sequoias to comprise 95% to 98%
of all natural post-fire conifer regeneration in large high-severity fire patches (Hanson et al.
2024b, Hanson et al. 2026a,b). The Forest Service’s reforestation efforts, under the existing,
outdated Monument Plan, are, therefore, shifting species composition away from giant sequoias,
undermining and disadvantaging giant sequoia regeneration and succession within giant sequoia
groves (Hanson et al. 2026b).

Also on page 3 of Exhibit 1 of the Forest Service’s response to our initial letter, the Forest
Service claims that “reasoning by Hanson et al does not address the potential for future wildfire
risk to post-fire sequoia regeneration that could reburn at high severity due to elevated post-fire
fuels...” Clearly the Forest Service did not read the Hanson et al. studies that we sent with our
initial letter. For example, in Hanson et al. (2024b), we conclude the following:

“Coppoletta et al. (2016) reported a somewhat higher probability of high-severity reburn
in high-severity fire patches with high shrub cover, but the overall high-severity fire
percentage in reburns within earlier high-severity fire patches was low, only 9.3% (i.e.,
90.7% low-/moderate-severity fire on average if and when a high-severity fire patch
reburned). Further, shrub cover is ephemeral following high-severity fire, and shrubs
soon die back and recede, within as little as 12 years postfire, as postfire conifer
regeneration grows denser and taller and natural succession advances (Hanson, 2018).



Therefore, the young, naturally regenerating sequoia forests in high-severity fire patches
are more likely to experience low-/moderate severity fire if a reburn occurs. Importantly,
even young, small giant sequoias (e.g., 10 cm in diameter at breast height) have been
reported to have 100% survival even when fire kills up to 90% of their crown foliage, and
survival remains high until percent crown foliage mortality exceeds 95% (Stephens &
Finney, 2002). Moreover, giant sequoias grow rapidly after high-severity fire (Meyer &
Safford, 2011) and can produce cones with viable seeds, capable of germination, when
they are 10—14 years old (Hartesveldt et al., 1975). Wind gusts capable of blowing giant
sequoias seedlings >500 m occur multiple times each year in sequoia groves (Harvey et
al., 1980), creating potential for sequoia seedling germination in the interior of larger
high-severity fire patches, even if a high-severity reburn has occurred. In the mixed-
conifer forest types inhabited by giant sequoias, high-severity fire naturally includes both
small patches and large ones hundreds of hectares in size, and occurs on cycles (rotation
intervals) typically spaced by three or four centuries on average (Baker, 2014; Baker &
Hanson, 2017). Within this spatiotemporal natural disturbance context, giant sequoias
have multiple mechanisms through which they can reach maturity as subsequent fires
occur after a stand-initiating event.”

In Hanson et al. (2026a), we conclude:

“In addition, as discussed above, giant sequoia regeneration survives at vastly higher
rates in high-severity fire areas than in surface fire areas. Historical densities of large (>
107 cm dbh; Harvey et al. 1980) giant sequoias ranged from 3.1 to 6.9/ha, based on
extensive surveys conducted in the mid-1930s in unlogged giant sequoia groves (Been
1938). If a given crown fire area has, for example, a sequoia regeneration density of
100/ha or 10/ha in the early post-fire years, and the sequoia seedlings and small trees are
growing vigorously and surviving at high rates, such areas could easily meet or exceed
the natural density range of large sequoias decades later when the stand reaches maturity.
Furthermore, the distance to live sequoias in the largest high-severity fire patches in
Redwood Mountain Grove is much shorter than initially believed, and the wind dispersal
distance for giant sequoia seeds is >500 m (Harvey et al. 1980). Moreover, when high-
severity fire areas reburn in a subsequent fire, they experience mostly lower-severity
surface fire (Coppoletta et al. 2016). Even small, young sequoia trees tend to survive
lower-severity fires (Stephens and Finney 2002).”

And, Hanson (2026) concluded:

“The assumption that fire suppression and associated increases in forest density and live
biomass has caused unprecedented fire severity in giant sequoia groves (Shive et al.
2022; Meyer et al. 2024; Soderberg et al. 2024; Stephenson, Soderberg, et al. 2024;
Stephenson, Caprio, et al. 2024; Keeley and Pausas 2025) has precipitated a series of
forest management activities in sequoia groves by land management agencies, including
mechanical thinning, post-fire logging, and tree plantation projects, in the name of



wildfire management and reforestation (USDA 2022; USDOI 2023). The rationale for
this management approach is that human management, fire suppression, caused a harmful
and unnatural outcome and, therefore, human management will solve the perceived
problem (USDA 2022, USDOI 2023). In addition to my findings in this study, there are
reasons for concern about this approach, including a large body of science finding that
mechanical thinning and post-fire logging are not effective in curbing fire severity (Chen
et al. 1999; Donato et al. 2006; Thompson et al. 2007; Hanson 2021, Baker and Hanson
2022), and may tend to kill most of the natural post-fire sequoia and other conifer
regeneration (Donato et al. 2006; Hanson, Chi, Baker, et al. 2024). Giant sequoia
reproduction has often been found to be greatest in high-severity fire patches (Meyer and
Safford 2011; York et al. 2013; Hanson, Chi, Khosla, et al. 2024; Hanson, Chi, Baker, et
al. 2024), and high-severity fire is associated with high, but not complete, levels of
mortality of giant sequoias (Shive et al. 2022). For giant sequoia conservation, we do not
want too much wildfire, or too little. Monitoring of fire trends in giant sequoia groves in
the coming years and decades will be important to inform wildfire policies. When fire is
still in deficit, as it is now, land managers should prioritize increasing managed wildfire,
prescribed fire, and Indigenous cultural burning (North et al. 2015; Baker et al. 2023).
Such burning provides better ecological outcomes and is far less expensive per unit of
area than mechanical operations (North et al. 2015), and research demonstrates that there
is no need to remove trees prior to burning, even in fire season (during mild fire weather)
and in the densest and most long-unburned forests (Stephens and Finney 2002; Knapp et
al. 2005).”

Clearly the Forest Service had no intention of meaningfully reviewing the significant new
information that we presented.

Last, Exhibit 1 of the Forest Service’s response, on pages 2-3, includes a quote from Stephenson
et al. (2024) attacking Hanson et al. (2024a,b) for publishing findings that discredit and
contradict longstanding assumptions and biases by Stephenson et al. While it is understandable
that scientists may not like it when their previous work is refuted, the attacks by Stephenson et
al. (2024) were unprofessional and reflect poorly upon the credibility of Stephenson et al. (2024).
Regardless, after fundamentally changing methods based on the suggestions in Stephenson et al.
(2024) (using a much larger number of plots, using an unbiased plot grid system, among other
changes), our findings did not change. Hanson et al. (2026) again refuted the assumptions in
Stephenson et al. (2024a,b) and Soderberg et al. (2024), finding far higher sequoia regeneration
abundance in high-severity fire areas than Stephenson et al. and Soderberg et al. predicted at 4
years post-fire.



Significant New Information and Changed Circumstances Regarding California Spotted
Owls

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Concludes that the Biological Status of the California Spotted Owl
Has Changed for the Worse, that Current Plan Standards Are Inadequate to Prevent Extinction,
and that the Species Must Be Listed Under the Endangered Species Act

Page 762 of Appendix M of the Monument Plan FEIS assumed, at that time, that “the
distribution of California spotted owl populations in the Sierra Nevada is stable.” Page 77 of
Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the Monument Plan FEIS states that the chosen alternative for the Plan,
Alternative B, was based on the “standards and guidelines from the 2004 Sierra Nevada Forest
Plan Amendment Supplemental EIS and ROD (2004 SNFPA)”, relying heavily on mechanical
thinning, post-fire logging, and other tree cutting. Page 766 of Appendix M of the Monument
Plan FEIS acknowledged that Alternative B, and the standards and guidelines largely borrowed
from the 2004 SNFPA “would allow short-term reductions in [California spotted owl] habitat
quality by removing trees, snags and down woody material”, but assumed that Alternative B was
“not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of viability of California spotted
owls.” This has all changed fundamentally in the 14 years since the 2012 Monument Plan FEIS
and ROD were issued.

Decades ago, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) rejected previous petitions to list the
California spotted owl under the ESA. Back then, USFWS found that the population status of the
owl was too unclear, and the threats were too uncertain, to warrant ESA listing. At that time,
USFWS believed that the provisions in the 2004 Sierra Nevada Framework Forest Plan, designed
to mitigate impacts of logging (including mechanical thinning) on spotted owls, would be
adequate to prevent a declining trend toward extinction and the need for ESA listing. USFWS
has now, for the first time ever, determined that the California spotted owl’s biological status has
changed, that the owl’s populations are clearly declining and continue to decline, that the 2004
Framework Forest Plan’s provisions are not adequate to prevent the owl from being driven to
extinction, and that ESA listing is now necessary, biologically, to prevent the extinction of the
California spotted owl, based on new scientific information (USFWS 2023). The US Fish and
Wildlife Service’s proposal to list the California spotted owl under the Endangered Species Act
acknowledges serious harm to spotted owls from mechanical thinning and post-fire logging. For
example:

On p. 62 of the USFWS listing proposal, USFWS (2023) admits that “mechanical thinning can
decrease California spotted owl occupancy and is negatively correlated with reproduction
(Tempel et al. 2014a, p. 2089; Stephens et al. 2014, p. 903; Tempel et al. 2022, p. 19)”, and
further concludes on p. 62 that “there is evidence of reduced foraging in fuel treatment areas”
and “Thinning may have negative short-term effects on prey species by increasing the risk of



predation by removing above-ground cover and reducing canopy connectivity, and thinning may
remove suitable nesting substrates...”

On p. 63, USFWS (2023) admits that “California spotted owls inhabit areas of low-medium
severity fire, patchy high-severity fire, and areas with dead trees; therefore, salvage logging
likely reduces the amount of habitat available for California spotted owls (Gutiérrez et al. 2017,
p. 276).” USFWS (2023) further admits, on p. 63, that there is evidence that “California spotted
owl occupancy decreases with salvage logging (Lee et al. 2013, p. 1327; Lee and Bond 2015, p.
228; Hanson and Chi 2021, p. 5)”, and that “Salvage logging can be a threat to California spotted
owls when their habitat components of large trees, coarse woody debris, and habitat
heterogeneity are removed from the landscape, resulting in a decrease in occupancy at the
population level.” USFWS (2023) also admits, at the top of p. 64, that the 2004 SNFPA’s
standards even allows salvage logging in California spotted owl PACs that are occupied by
spotted owls after fires, so long as the Forest Service merely claims that the territory is no longer
suitable for spotted owls postfire, which the agency can do under the 2004 SNFPA standards
even if spotted owls are nesting and reproducing.

Despite the fact that the California spotted owl’s biological status has changed fundamentally,
and the fact that the standards and guidelines upon which the Monument Plan FEIS and ROD are
predicated have been found by USFWS to be inadequate to prevent the extinction of the
California spotted owl, Sequoia National Forest heedlessly continues to conduct extensive
mechanical thinning, post-fire logging, and other tree cutting and piling in spotted owl habitat
and occupied territories.

The Forest Service attempted to dodge NEPA’s supplementation requirement by issuing a brief
memo from the Regional Forester on April 19, 2023, which was circulated and discussed after
the public comment periods were over for both the Castle and Windy EAs. At the time the Forest
Service issued the final decisions for both Projects, the Service referenced the April 19, 2023
memo to avoid conducted the supplemental EA that NEPA requires for the Castle and Windy
EAs in light of the USFWS proposal to list the California spotted owl as threatened under the
ESA in the Sierra Nevada. The April 19, 2023 memo blatantly misrepresents both the facts and
the law. For example, the letter claims that “no Forest Service actions should jeopardize the
species because forest management activities within the species’ range are designed consistent
with Forest Plans that were crafted to maintain the viability of CSO”. The memo failed to
mention that the April 2023 USFWS proposal to list the California spotted owl specifically
stated, repeatedly, that existing forest plan standards are inadequate to prevent extinction, thus
necessitating ESA listing, as discussed above. In addition, the memo claims that no supplemental
NEPA analysis is required ostensibly because “the legal designation of the species as ‘proposed’
does not itself present a material change from the way Region 5 has considered the species for



decades.” However, the April 2023 USFWS listing proposal makes clear that there has indeed
been a major material change, namely that the biological status of the California spotted owl has
materially changed for the worse, that the species is headed toward extinction, that both
mechanical thinning and post-fire logging can and are causing harm to spotted owls, and that the
existing and longstanding forest plan standards are inadequate to prevent extinction.

Post-Fire California Spotted Owl Occupancy and Detections in the Windy and Castle Fire Areas
Where the Forest Service Speculated there Would Likely Be None

On page 26 of the Windy Project EA, the Forest Service expressed the assumption that California
spotted owls likely would not occupy the areas affected by the Windy fire, and downplayed
potential impacts of proposed logging and other tree cutting and removal on this basis.
Specifically, the Windy EA stated the following:

“Though the CSO may utilize portions of the Project Area for foraging habitat, it is likely
that prey species do not utilize the Project Areas due to limited to non-existent
understory structure...Within portions of the Project Area subject to fuels mitigation and
hazard tree felling, project activities may displace roosting owls if they occur within the
immediate vicinity. No impacts to foraging owls is anticipated, because no project
activities would occur at night. Furthermore, severe impacts to the functionality of prey
habitat likely discourage foraging behavior within the Project Area and throughout the
fire footprint. Under the Proposed Action, habitat in the Project Area would eventually
improve in suitability for the species. Further, it is reasonable to conclude that CSO’s
currently select roosting and foraging sites in unburned forested areas, away from the
Project Area. However, should owls occupy areas close to hazard tree removal or fuels
mitigation areas, the Proposed Action has the potential result in disturbance and
displacement of these individuals. Given the existing severely impacted condition of
suitable habitat within PAC’s and throughout the Project Area, the benefits of the
proposed restoration treatments are expected to significantly exceed the limited
potential of impacts to the species. At the discretion of the Sequoia National Forest
Biologist or equivalent resource specialist, LOP’s during the breeding season (March 1 —
August 15 [USDA 2019]) may be implemented within PAC’s intersecting the Proposed
Area to further mitigate potential impacts to the species. Therefore, the Proposed Action
may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing or loss
of viability for the California Spotted Owl, within the Project Area.” (emphasis added)

However, numerous post-fire spotted owl detections, including pair detections, have been
recorded in and adjacent to sequoia groves in both fire areas since the Castle and Windy fires,
and since the 2023 EAs were released. First, surveys conducted on June 25" and 26™ by spotted
owl expert, Tonja Chi, M.S., detected spotted owls in both Red Hill and Peyrone Sequoia
Groves, where logging is planned, with repeated California spotted owl responses (to recorded
playback spotted owl calls) for several minutes at the locations shown on the maps at Appendix
6a and Appendix 6b attached to this letter, as well as a nest tree structure with extensive
whitewash (spotted owl scat) upslope of the Peyrone Grove detections (Appendix 6a). Second,



as found in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB;
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB), numerous other California spotted owl detections have

been documented in and adjacent to the sequoia groves in the Windy fire area since the fire
occurred (see Appendix 6¢ and Appendix 6d attached to this letter). And, as discussed above,
we found a new spotted owl territory in Freeman Creek Grove. We (Tonja Chi, M.S. and Chad
Hanson, Ph.D.) also found, on June 17-18, 2026, a pair and a nest stand in Wheel Meadow
Grove at: N 36.136692, W 118.566629 (we did not have time to find the actual nest tree yet).
Notably, current science finds that, in the absence of post-fire cutting, spotted owls preferentially
select high-intensity fire patches in mature/old forest for foraging, due to extraordinarily high
levels of their prey in “complex early seral forest habitat” (USFWS 2023, DellaSala and Hanson
2024), but spotted owl occupancy is severely harmed and reduced by post-fire cutting/logging
(USFWS 2023, DellaSala and Hanson 2024).

Yowlumni Gray Wolf Pack Threatened by Logging Activities

The Yowlumni Gray Wolf Pack is now centered in the Windy fire project area, where the Red
Hill, Peyrone, and South Peyrone Sequoia Groves are located, and where extensive post-fire
logging is planned. See Appendix 7 (CDFW wolf tracker map, showing the location of the wolf
pack, as of June 27" and 28th, 2026; https://storage.googleapis.com/cdfw-wolf-

tracker/wolf movement.html). No supplemental NEPA analysis has been conducted to

meaningfully consider the impacts of planned logging and other tree cutting, and associated
human and vehicular activity and noise, on the first wolf pack to inhabit the southern Sierra
Nevada in a century. Gray wolves significantly benefit from moderate and high-severity fire
patches, and the habitat that complex early seral forest creates for wolf prey species, especially
deer, but are harmed by post-fire logging and vegetation removal activities, which eliminate the
post-fire habitat and forage for deer that is created by higher-severity fire (DellaSala and Hanson
2024).

Pacific Fishers Threatened by Planned Logging and Other Tree Cutting

The Windy EA, on pages 20-21, claimed the following:

“Prior to recent fires, the Project Area contained 10,162 acres of fisher reproductive
habitat; however, most of this habitat burned at moderate to high severity that rendered it
unsuitable for fisher habitat and of little conservation value to the fisher in its current
state.”

On page 25, the Windy EA continued in this vein:
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“As discussed previously, the majority of the Project Area consists of moderate to high
severity burn sites that are of little conservation value to the fisher in their current state.
Fisher habitat has been fragmented, altered, and destroyed by the Windy Fire”

Based on these assumptions, the Windy EA, on page 33, concluded the following, in the course
of dismissing the potential for significant adverse impacts to threatened Pacific fishers:

“The Project was determined to may affect, not be likely to adversely affect Pacific fisher
because the Project Area primarily consists of unsuitable habitat due to recent moderate
to high severity burns or areas...”

Similarly, page 35 of the Castle project Wildlife Biological Evaluation assumed that felling and
removing snags and downed logs would have “minimal” impacts on Pacific fishers, supposedly
because the moderate and high-severity fire “areas proposed for harvest are of such marginal
suitability, that use of these areas even prior to salvage treatments would be likely minimal.”

However, new scientific information makes clear that Pacific fishers actively hunt and den in
large mixed-severity fire areas, and in fact higher-severity fire areas are highly suitable fisher
habitat for foraging, such that fishers would be harmed by post-fire logging and other post-fire
tree cutting and removal that eliminates the snag, downed log, and shrub habitat upon which the
fisher’s small mammal prey species depend (DellaSala and Hanson 2024, Lindenmayer et al.
2025). As Lindenmayer et al. (2025) concluded with regard to the spotted owl and Pacific fisher:

“[TThe Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis) has neutral or positive responses to mixed-
intensity wildfires that occur in...old-growth habitats, including very large wildfires (Lee,
2018). However, mechanical thinning is associated with a 43% loss of spotted owl
occupancy (Stephens et al., 2014), and post-fire logging...can result in an even greater
reduction in site occupancy (Lee, 2018). The Pacific Fisher (Pekania pennanti), an old
growth associated species, also actively forages in mixed-intensity fire areas, especially
complex early seral forest...(Hanson, 2015), but avoids old-growth...subject to
mechanical thinning (Garner, 2013). Some researchers have reported generally negative
effects of high-intensity fire on these two imperilled species (Thompson et al., 2021;
Jones et al., 2024; McGinn et al., 2025), but did not account for the adverse impacts of
post-fire logging (Hanson, 2015; Hanson et al., 2021; Bond et al., 2022). When post-fire
logging is disentangled from high-intensity fire, the evidence indicates a strong negative
effect of post-fire logging and generally positive effects of mixed-intensity fire in general,
and high-intensity fire in particular (Hanson, 2015; Lee, 2020; Hanson et al., 2021).”



Based on the foregoing, both Projects must be halted until supplemental NEPA analysis is
conducted, and no other projects under the Monument Plan should go forward until a
Supplemental EIS is prepared for the Plan.

Sincerely,

Chad Hanson, Ph.D., Wildfire Scientist
John Muir Project of Earth Island Institute
P.O. Box 897

Ridgecrest, CA 93556

530-273-9290

cthansonl@gmail.com

George Wuerthner, President
Tule River Conservancy
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Sequoia ForestKeeper
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