Fuel treatment effectiveness over 10 years in California forests, USA

& Alicia Reinerl, Nicole Vaillant?, Erin Noonan-Wright3, Scott Dailey?, Carol Ewellt, Jo Ann Fites-Kaufman*
ENTERPRISE TEAM IUSFS, Adaptive Management Services Enterprise Team, “Western Wildland Environmental Threat Assessment Center, 3Wildland Fire Management RD&A, “USFS Region 5

U.S. Forest Service

Expansive stand replacing crown fire is the most severe and negatively impacting fire type in many of the coniferous ecosystems within California. The most successful way to change potential fire \
behavior Is to reduce surface fuels, increase the canopy base height and reduce canopy bulk density. This multi-tiered approach breaks the continuity of surface, ladder and crown fuels (i.e., Agee et

al. 2000; Scott and Reinhardt 2001). Little is known about how long fuel treatments last, or how often they will need to be re-treated to maintain desired levels of reduced fire behavior and effects
(Graham et al. 2004). This study directly assess how treated fuels change over time.

The most reliable test of fuel treatment effectiveness is to observe what happens when a wildfire encounters a treated area and determine If fire behavior is changed (Pollet and Omi 2002; Finney et

al. 2005). In the absence of this information and in necessity for fuel treatment planning, it is necessary to “test” fuel treatment effectiveness using fire behavior modeling (i.e., Stephens and

Moghaddas 2005; Vaillant et al. 2009). Many studies which utilize fire behavior modeling couple data collected to characterize stand characteristics with standard fuels models (Anderson 1982; Scott

and Burgan 2005), however there is uncertainty in these results due to the subjective nature of fuel model selection. Agee and Lolly (2006) presented an alternative approach, where they avoided
selection of fuel models and the associated uncertainty to compare pre- and post-treatment fire behavior by creating custom fuel models for each site using empirical fuel data. This study explores /

the use of custom fuel models to model potential fire behavior for assessing fuel treatment effectiveness.
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