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Forward:

This document serves as an update to the originally prepared CWPP from 2011. In the time since the
implementation of the 2011 CWPP, there have been changes to the Lefthand Fire Protection District
boundary layout, as well as changes to the science behind hazardous fuels reduction and defensible
space project layout. This document was constructed with the objective of bringing outdated

information up to current, as well as making minor improvements to help the readability and
understandability of the underlining wildfire and mitigation principles. Below is a list of changes to look
for in the 2025 update to the2015 Lefthand Fire Protection District CWPP Update:

-Migration from Wildfire Defensible Space layout guidelines as noted in CSFS 6.302, to CSFS-EIRE 2012

-Removal of Conifer Hill from the CWPP, as it has been removed from the Lefthand Fire Protection
District jurisdictional area, except to illustrate original findings of the 2011 CWPP.

-Incorporation of Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessment portal

-Incorporation of Colorad&orestATLAS mapping

-Improved quality to some (not all) GIS generated maps

-Maps to include recent fuels treatment projegsince 2011 CWPP implementatiand 2015 revision
-Updating of interagency personnel

-Update of Station apparatus and personnel information/location.

-Update of recent fire history

-Incorporation of riparian and watershed information.
-Inclusion of Firewise documents and other literature to assist homeowners making decisions regarding

fire mitigation and structure protection.



1 CERTIFICATION

Certification

The undersigned agencies have collaborated on and reviewed the 2025 Lefthand FPD
CWPP update. The plan was developed in accordance with guidelines set forth in the
Healthy Forests Act and the Colorado State Forest Service’s Minimum Standards for
Community Wildfire Protection Plans.

This plan was:

e Collaboratively developed — interested parties and federal land management
agencies managing land in the region of the Lefhand Fire Protection District have
been consulted; and

o Identifies and prioritizes areas for hazardous fuels reduction treatments and
recommends the types and methods of treatment to reduce the wildfire threat to
values at risk in the county, and

e Recommends measures to reduce the ignitability of structures throughout th
earea addressed by the plan.

The following entities mutually agree with the contents of this updated Community
Wildfire Protection Plan:

Colorado State Forest Service
Ben Pfohl, Supervi

is&y Forester, Boulder Field Office Date
2 7 [2z/z¢

Boulder County Parks and Open Space
Meg Halford, Wildfire Team Forest and Grasslands Project Coordinator  Date

\_zﬂ% C-/?2025
/

United States Forest Service
Kevin McGlaughlin, Ranger, Date
Bould istrict},JSF

L == 4/22/@249
S v

Lefthand Fire F}{otection District
Chris/O|Brien, Fire Chie Date

5otz




2 THE PURPOSE

The Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) is a strategic plan that identifies wildland fire risks and
hazards facing Wildlardrban Interface (WUI) communities and neighborhoods. The plan provides
prioritized mitigation recommendations designed to reduce those risks and hazards. The plan is
collaboratively developed with input and direction provided by the Lefthand Fire Protection District
(LHFPD), affected neighborhoods and community associations, as well as local, state, and federal land
management agencies. A certified CWPP positions recommended treatments for National Fire Plan
funding priority to support project implementation.
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forward and implement the action items identified in the plan. This may require further planning at the
project level, collaboration with the fire district, public land management agencies, acquisition of funds,
or simply motivating individual homeowners.

The Community Wildfire Protection Plan concept is defined and authorized in Title | of the Healthy
Forests Restoration Act (HFRA) passed by Congress on Noven®@d2and signed into law by
President Bush on December 3, 2003.

The Need

Historically, wildfire is a naturally occurring and important component of the ecosystems that dominate

much of the LHFPD. Native species common to these ecosystems are resilient to, and in some cases
dependent on wildfire to maintain health or even trigger reproduction processes. Decades of aggressive fire
suppression practices have removed thistical natural cleansing process from the vegetation life cycle. Fire
exclusion has altered historic forest and shrubland conditions and contributed to an unprecedented buildup

of naturally occurring flammable woody fuels. Recent years of persistent drought have compounded this
situation, resulting in stressed and weakened trees susceptible to widespread epidemics of disease and insect
infestation. Figure 1 graphically depicts the impact of a fire exclusion policy to vegetation density.

Figurel. Historic vs current conditions

et e s S

Then and Now ;

Source:Carnegie Branch Library for Local Hist@gulder Historical Society Collection


http://www.boulder.lib.co.us/carnegie/
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fire-prone and ecologically stressed regions. The potential consequences are devastating, costly,

increasing, and in recent years have attracted the attention of the U.S. Congress in the pursuit of an

effective solution.

Federal Directives

Business as usual for the fire management world ended in the year 2000, following the most devastating
and costly fire season ever witnessed in the U.S. Several reports were submitted to the president in the
months that followed, shedding light on the deteriorating conditions of our forests, the growing threat
wildfires pose to communities, the need to change land management and suppression policies, and the
need to adequately fund these efforts.

The National Fire Plan was drafted and submitted by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the
United States Department of Agricultugcd-orest Service (USFS). The plan provided guidance and
recommendations concerning response to severe wildfires, methods to reduce the impacts of fire on
rural communities, the environment, and firefighting resources.

In 2003 The Bush administration implemented the Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) providing
federal legislation to improve forest and rangeland management practices, reduce hazardous fuels on
federal land, and provide a framework for wildfire assessment and strategic planning at the community
level. HFRA refers to this level of planning as the CWPP process. This includes a framework for wildfire
hazard and risk evaluation, strategic mitigation planning, prioritized access to federal grants supporting
hazard reduction projects, and a basis for collaboration with federal, state, and local land management
agencies. HFRA also provides minimum requirements for CWPP certification.

In order to meet these requirements, this CWPP provides:

1 Collaborationbetween local and state government representatives, in consultation with federal
agencies, stakeholders, and other interested parties.

9 Prioritized fuel reductionin identified areas, as well as recommendations for the type and
methods of treatment, including identifying and prioritizing fuels reduction opportunities across
the landscape.

1 Recommendations and treatment measuregéduce structural ignitabilityfor homeowners
and communities within the study area.

Additionally this CWP&pdate follows therevised recommendations the Colorado State Forest Service
(CSFS)022 Minimum Standards for Developing Community Wildfire Protection Plans, as originally

directed inColorado Senate Bill @01. These revised guidelingspport the original recommendations

outlined in the HFRA, while accommodating the unique characteristics and wide ranging aspects of

/I 2f 2N R2Qa 2! L O2YYdzyAtASad ¢KSasS NBO2YYSyYyRIGA2YyaA
involvement at the local community level, consideration of recent large fire behavior and spread in

community risk analysis, level of project detail required for larger scale plans that include multiple
communities and neighborhood associations, and the adaptation of existing plans.



Project Goals and Objectives

Wildfire is a natural process within the forests, shrublands, and grasslands of the LHFPD. While the risk
of wildfire ignition cannot be eliminated, definitive measures can be taken to significantly reduce the
hazards and risks that contribute wildfire related losses. The primary goals of this CWPP are:

U Identifycritical wildfire hazards and risks affecting identified WUI communities, subdivisions,
and other values at risk within LHFPD through a standardized comprehensive assessment
methodology;

Develop prioritized mitigation recommendations to effectively reduce those hazards; and

U Motivate residents to create and maintain effective defensible environments in and around

their homes, and influence neighbors and homeowner associations to do the same.

Supporting Objectives Include:

U Facilitate community outreach and education;

U Coordinate and collaborate CWPP development with affected federal, state, and local agencies;

U Coordinate and collaborate mitigation recommendation development with identified
homeowner associations, rural neighborhoods, and areas of special interest within the fire
district;

U Conduct comprehensive wildfire hazard and risk assessments for each identified WUI in
accordance with methodologies developed and approved by the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA);

U Establish an approximate level of risk for eaahveyedWUI based omssessmentesults;

U Identify and prioritizeeffective andachievable mitigation and wildfire hazard reduction projects
at the landscape, community, and homeowner level; and

U Promote an improved level of emergency response.

Boulder County Mitigation Regulations

Boulder County hadevelopedwildfire mitigationregulations for any new constructio®ince 1993, a

Wildfire Mitigation Plan must be submitted to, and approved bythe Wildfire Mitigation Coordinator

in the Boulder County Land Use Departmdmtfore a building permit is issued. Any new structure

requires asite plan review and initial recommendations from the Wildfire Partnestsich triggers the

Wildfire Mitigation Plan. A foundation inspection will not be done until the mitigation work is

completed. Prior to thdinal inspection, all remaining items of the Wildfire Mitigation Plan must be
addressedThe Wildfire Partners will recommendhatigation plan for the builder, but the final check

has to come from either Colorado State Forest Service owtihdfire Partners section of thieand Use
Department. Additionally, since 1993, the County requires that any new structure of 1000 square feet or
more must have defensible space, and since 1990, all new roofs must be Class A fire retardant. This is for
all new buildings as well as any new roof covering 30% or rrooe2023 sprinklers are required iall

new home construction.

Referencehttps:// https://wildfirepartners.org/and
https://bouldercounty.gov/disasters/wildfires/mitigation/wildfiranitigation-code-requirements/



http://www.co.boulder.co.us/lu/wildfire/index.htm
ttp://www.co.boulder.co.us/lu/?clkd=iwm
https://wildfirepartners.org/
https://bouldercounty.gov/disasters/wildfires/mitigation/wildfire-mitigation-code-requirements/

3 LEFTHAND FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT PROFIL

District Overview

The LHFPD is located in north central Boulder County, ColoFaddCounty encompasses 741 square

miles and is situated on the eastern slope of the Rocky Mountainerth-central ColoradoElevatims

within the CountyrangefromtheS a 6 SNY p Z nnn Q pedkd oktyedoniir@ntalilkvien mn = nn n
the western margint KS 5Sy @SNJ wS3AA2y Il [/ 2dzyOAt 2F D2OBSNYYSyi
population at approximately 294,000, with about 103,100 in the City of Boulder, another 84,636 in the

City of Longmont, 26,453 in Lafayette, 19,000 in Louisville and the remainder dispersed throughout the

smaller towns of Lyons, Nederland, Ward, Jamestown, Superior and Erie and unincorporated areas,

including the communities of Niwot, Gunbarrel and Allenspiiture 2 illustrates the location of the

LHFPD within Boulder County and the state of Colarado

Figure 2. Location of LHFPD, Boulder Cou@tyorado

Alle rspark

Longmont

Boulder

Eroomfield

Lefthand Fire Protection District
Located in Boulder County, Colorado




Figure 3. LHFPD
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The LHFPD occupieB@ gguare miles of the Front Range foothills, situated between the South St Vrain

Creek to the north and the Lefthand Canyon Creek to the s(itigure 3) Terrain and elevation varies
ANBlIGfe 0SGsSSYy GKS SIFHaAadSNy LXFAya 4G pZpnnQ |yR
Peak to Peak HWY 72.

The district borders the northwest margin of the City of Boulder and shares adjacent boundaries with
eightother fire protection districtsncluding:Boulder RuralHygieneLyons, Allenspark, Indian Peaks,
Gold Hill, Boulder Mountain Fire Authority, and Jamestawtich resides completely within the LHEPD

The Fire Protection District serves approximately 2,000 residents. Concentrations of residential

structures are located near the mouth of Lefthand Canyon in the North Foothills Ranch, Lake of the

Pines, Crestview Estates, and Old Stages Road neighborhoods and subdivisions. Residential subdivisions

are also located in the mountainous western portion of the district. Approximately 200 structures are

located in the Sky Ranch Estates, OverlandYBarw | y OK Yy R al 122y Qa | A3Kf | yR
Jamestown, along west Overland Road.



Land Ownership antNatural ResourcéManagement

Land ownership throughout the district is characterized by a checkerboard of private holdings, national
forest lands, and areas managed by local agencies. A recent tax study for the LHFPD found that 30% of
the lands within the district are privately owned. With 70% of the remaining lands within the district
managed by public agencies, yeaund recreational use is significant, greatly increasing the risk of local
wildfire ignition. Figure 4 outlines ownership details within the LHFPD. Figure 5 provides mapping
details.

Figure 4. LHFPD land ownership breakdown
LHFPD Taxable Lands

Assessment
Agency/Owner Acres % of Total
Boulder City 1497 4.53%
Boulder County 4187 12.68%
State 135 0.41%
Federal 15163 45.91%
Denver Schools 666 2.02%
Senior Trust 956 2.89%
Other Exempt 629 1.90%
Exempt Total 23233 70%
Non-Exempt/Private 9795 29.66%
Grand Total 33028 100%

Source: Greenwood Sustainability, LLC

Figure 5. HFPD managed lands
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Climate

Weather conditions play a critical role regarding the likelihood of wildfire ignition as well as the intensity
of the resulting fire behavior. Figure 6 is compiled from several decades of weather data for Boulder,
CO. Conditions at higher elevations within the district are typically cooler with slightly increased
precipitation levels.

Figure 6. Local weather characteristics

Weather

Attribute Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg High Temp 47 48 56 63 72 82 88 85 78 66 54 45
Avg Low Temp 22 23 29 36 44 51 57 56 48 38 29 21
Mean 34 36 42 49 58 66 72 70 63 52 41 33
Avg Precip (in) | 076 | 082 | 219 | 287 | 28 2.2 179 | 184 | 168 | 155 | 1.24 | 0.94

Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Weather Service

Boulder is characterized by a relatively mild, sunny, and dry climate. Historically Boulder receives an
average of 20 inches of precipitation a year, occurring primarily during the spring and summer months.

While these data depict an average of historical conditions, a more detailed analysis of regional trends in
the western United States highlight a gradual but potentially significant temperature trend (Figure 7). A
2 degree increase over a 30 year penindy, at first, not seem significant, but widespread insect and
pathogen infestations that have affected millions of acres of forested lands across the western US during
the same time frame are indicative to a forest ecosystem that is highly sensitive targénen
temperature fluctuations. Nearly 3.6 million acres have been severely affected since 1996 in Colorado
and Southern Wyoming alone (USDA USFS, 2010). All weather models are indicating that this warming
trend will continue for the next several decades (Westerling, Hildalgo, Cayan, Swetnam, 2006)

Figure 7. Average annual temperature for the Western United States

Average annual temperature for the Western United States
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SourceWestern Regional Climate Centeitp://www.wrcc.dri.edu/
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Corresponding to this recent landscalgwel decline in forest health, data indicates that large wildfire
activity increased markedly during the same period, reflecting higher-aiigiéire frequency, longer

wildfire durations, and longer wildfire seasons. The greatest increases have occurreddlewaition,
Northern Rockies forests and are strongly associated with increased spring and summer temperatures
and an earlier spring snowmelt (Westerling, Hildalgo, Cayan, Swetnam, 2006).

Terrain

¢tKS RAAGGNAROG A& OKIFNYOGSNRISR o0& GSNNIAyYy GKFG AA
g NBAYy3 INBlLGfe 0SG6SSy (KS KAIK LI FAya FyR FINRO
subalpine forestsan® y&2ya | 62@03S yInnnQ AVerrdink& elBvatdari NA Ol Q& &
strongly influence local vegetation, wildland fuels, and directly impact wildfire behavior. Terrain features

also often dictate community infrastructure design, further influencing overall wildfire hazard and risk

factors

Vegetation

¢tKS RAAGNAOGQE 3IS23IN) LKAOIE SEGSyd fz2y3 GKS CNRY
major ecosystems. Thggassland andgnontane ecosystems dominate most of the LHFPD .riplagian

andsubalpine ecosystems are also found within the district but are restricted to drainages and higher
elevations. Each ecosystem is essentially a biological environment consisting of all the organisms living in

a particular area, as well as all the nonliving, physical components of the environment with which they

interact. Each ecosystem is comprised of unique plants and animals but boundaries are characterized by
gradual, not distinctive transitions. Along the Front Range ecosystem variations are influenced primarily

by elevation but can also be affected by slope, aspect, available moisture, soil composition, as well as
historical disturbances such as wildfire.

The eastern portion of the district, east of the Dakota Hogback, is dominated by open expanses of
AK2 NI AN &a LINI A NX @Bassadeddsystentihd same drea Blbperss @rigated
pastures for grazing and hay production.

Themontane ecosystenmerges with shortgrass prairie species on the eastern slopes of the Dakota

Hogback. Here, ponderosa pine punctuates grassy slopes with both isolated trees and dense stands.

Tree spacing is dependent on soil moisture and slope aspect as well as fire disturbance history. Areas

with a history of fire exclusion may support very dense stands of ponderosa pine as is evidenced by the
forested slopes between North Foothills Ranch and Mountain Ridge subdivisions. These lower montane

slopes also support stands of Mountain Mahogany shrub, as both overstory and shade tolerant

understory mixed with shortgrass prairie species. Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, limber pine, Englemann

spruce, and aspen are foundonno@hl OAy 3 &af 21LJSa | yR KAIKSNI St SOl GA2y
ecosystem.

Riparianspecies are found along streams and seasonal drainages. These include various willows,
mountain alder, and water birch.



Thesubalpine ecosystem & S@PARSYOSR Ay (KS RAAGNROGIQa KAIKSNI
Englemann spruce are common to this zone but may also contain stands of lodgepole pine.

Vegetation is the primary fuel source for wildland fire and each species supports unique fire behavior
characteristics. Vegetation variations within the district are mapped in FBjutiéizing data from the

Landscape Fire and Resource Management Planning Tools Project (LANDFIRE). Understanding these fire
behavior characteristics as well as the location of dominant species affecting an assessment area is an
important component in predicting potential fire behavior and developing effective mitigation

strategies.

Figure 8. LHFPD vegetation

Agriculture . Pinyon-Juniper Developed
Grassland . PonderosaPine . Sparsely Vegetated
Lodgepole Pine . Riparian Hardwood
. Mixed Conifer Shrubland Conifer-Hardwood
[ Oakshrubland [ Spruce-Fir [l Conifer
[l Open Water [ District Boundary Barren e o
Data: 2024 CSFS Wildfire Risk Reduction Planner  Scale: 1:80,000
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Values at Risk

The aesthetics associated with rural and mountain living, like those found in the LHFPD, come at a
potential price. The strategies outlined in this report provide achievable methods to lower significant
wildfire hazard and risk factors inherent to a mountain lifestyle. Preservation of human welfare for both
residents and emergency responders is the core priority driving the tactical and strategic
recommendations outlined in this report. This directive is supported by developingdieszones

around homes, identifying methods to reduce structural ignition potential, and identifying safe
community evacuation strategies. Personal interpretation of what constitute values at risk can vary
greatly between individuals and communities. Some common values have been identified and discussed
in Homeowner Association (HOA) and neighborhood meetings and include:

Private residences
Property values
Supporting infrastructure
Recreation

Watershed
Ecosystem/forest health
View shed

Wildlife habitat

[l et e e B et e el

11



4 COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND COLLABORATION

Strategic Planning
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this pool of resources a core operating/decisimiaking team is to be formed that will be responsible for
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team members are listed below.

Team Member Agency

Chris Wanner City of Boulder OSMP
Chad Julian Boulder CountyOS
Allen Owen CSFS
Seth Patterson/transitioned LHFPD
to Tom Stoffel

Since development of the original 2011 CWPP, some of the team members have changed. Below are
the current members and their corresponding agencies.

Team Member Agency

Chris Wanner City of Boulder OSMP
Meg Halford Boulder CountCP & P

Ben Pfohl CSFS

/ KNRA & -HirddChisifA LHFPD

HFRA further directs the CWPP core team to consult with USFS agency representatives throughout the
planning process. For the LHFPD, proximity of USFS lands to WUI communities makes this strategic
collaboration extremely valuable.

Team Member USFS Agency
Kevin Mtaughlin District RangerArapaho Roosevelt
National Forest

The original CWPP was updated in 2015 by Baer Forestry, and adain2@2a5 versioby the Lefthand
Fire Protection District Staff, with input from the above mentioned partners.

12



Figure9. CSFS and LHFPD stakebos
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greater legitimacy and higher probability of successful long term implementation. To ensure the final
plan reflects community priorities, input was sought from a broad range of stakeholders, including
neighborhood associations, organizations involved with local forestry and land management, adjacent
fire protection districts, and individuals committed to a creating a sustainable environment in the wild
lands they call home.

A project kickoff meeting was held in LHFPD Station 4 on July 8, 2009 that brought together core team
members and a wide range of stakeholders and interested individuals. Discussion focused on project
goals and objectives, the CWPP development process, a district mapping overview, and collaboration
with neighboring and adjacent agencies. The meeting provided attendees an active forum to provide
suggestions, voice concerns, and initiate neighborhood planning efforts.

Community Outreach

In addition to strategic planning meetings, two open invitation community meetings were held with the
intention of increasing public awareness of the project, explain general CWPP goals and objectives,
promote proven methods to reduce risk of structural ignition through home construction and defensible
space, solicit input, and encourage community action. Meetings were advertised via placards that were
placed throughout the district. Due to low turnout at the first meeting, an additional announcement for
the second meeting was emailed to fire department personnel.

U September 10 ¢ LHFPD Station 1In addition to core team members, 3 residents attended
U September 1% ¢ LHFPD Station@In addition to core team members, 7 residents attended

Community and stakeholder input and recommendations collected during the course of these meetings
and ongoing community contact were utilized in the development of the mitigation strategies outlined
in the CWPP.
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Draft Review

The 2011 draft report was presented to the LHFPD 4/1/2011 for preliminary review and approval for
soliciting public comment. Based on low community tout to previous meetings, the fire department
suggested that a more effective means of soliciting public comment would be throughlareqosting

of the document and an emailed announcement to residents and stakeholders requesting review and
comment. The document was posted to the fire department web site for public access the following
week. An announcement of the availability of the report and a request for public comment was emailed
to district residents, stakeholders, fire department personnel, and board members on 4/15/2011.
Download statistics indicate number of downloads for each section during the public review and
comment period.

Document Downloads

Main report 35
Assessment Overview | 20
BarK 67
Calwood 7
Conifer Hill 7
Crestview Estates 10
Glacier View Ranch 7
Jamestown 19
Lake of the Pines 14
Lower LH Canyon 9
Lower LH Canyon 11
Complex

Mountain Ridge 9
North Foothills Ranch | 5
Nugget Hill 6
Olde Stage Road 1
87j 11

Based on a comparison of download statistics to turnout numbers at previous meetings, the web
posting was successful. Comments received by 5/1/2011 were reviewed and largely incorporated into
the report. Review meetings were also held with Boulder County Open Space and the USFS on
4/19/2011. GIS updates and project text copy revisions were obtained for final report through these
meetings. The report was reviewed with the City of Boulder on 4/26/2011. Based on stakeholder and
public input, significant revisions and additions were incorporated for thekBRanch Community
Assessment and the Galood/Balarat Area of Special Interest sections. Resident recommendations
were also included for the Mountain Ridge and North Foothills Ranch Community Assessments. The final
draft was compiled and submitted to the Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS) on 5/5/2011 for final
review. A meeting with the CSFS was held on 5/16/2011 to review the document and discuss final
modification recommendations. The final report was drafted 5/19/2011, and the completed document
was circulated for signatures and certification.
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2015 to 2029Jpdate

Community input into the most recent update of this document has come primarily from three sources;
individual community meetings, the 2024 Boulder County CWPP community input process, and the
effort of the St. Vrain Forest Health Partnership.

Individual community meetings and efforts included Olde Stage Rd. and Lake of the Pines Firewise
meetings, as well as meetings with Crestview Estates anl Banch about fire mitigation and home
hardening. Boulder County hosted a CWPP public engagement open house at Lefthand Fire &tation 1
April 20", 2024. The St. Vrain Forest Health Partnership conducted eight community meetings across the
watershed during 2022, and facilitated the Jamestown Fire Mitigation PragacASI within this CWPP,

with the assistance of the Lefthand Fire Protection District Mitigation Crew.

5 WILDFIRBAZARD AND RIBBRSESSMENT

Methodology

A comprehensivavildfire hazard and risessessmenis the cornerstone of developing effective

mitigation solutions. The assessment methodology must tat@account a widevariety of factors in

order to identify potential hazards and risks and determine appropriate measures to mitigate those
NAAdlad ¢KS F20dza 2F | /2tt A& aO2YYdzyAdeé | (Kz2dz3
often landscapescale. The most effective approach involves coupling detailed community hazard and

risk surveys with a broader analysis of factors that contribute to wildfire behavior such as topography,
weather, and fuel load characteristics.

Community Assessments

The primary assessment area is defined by the LHFPD boundary. Nine uniqgue WUI subdiisions
identified and delineatedvithin the fire districtduring the initial strategic planning meeting and
reviewed durig the initial community meetingrhesenterface communitiegreas aredefined through
a number offactors such as accesbaracteristicspredominant vegetationlocal geography, availability
of emergency resources, and predominant construction characteristics.

Comprehensive wildfire hazard and risk surveys were conducted in fall 2009 and spring 2010, utilizing
standardized methodologies developed by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA). The NFPA
Form 1144Standardfor Protection of Life and Property from Wildfpevides a solid framework to
assespredominantcharacteristicsvithin a WUI community that directly affect wildfire behavior,
emergency response, and life safety. The following elements (Fi§usgere surveyed for each WUI
community identified with within the LHFPD.
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Figurel0. NFPA Form 1144 Survey Elements
NFPA Form 1144 Survey Element Summary
Means of Access Ingress and egress
Road width
Road condition
Fire service access
Street/address sighage

Vegetation Characteristics
Fuel models
Topography Slope

Additional factors | Topographic features that affect
fire behavior

Historical fire occurrence
Fire weather potential
Structure density
Roofing Assembly | Combustibility of material

Building Combustibility of material

construction Building setback from slope

Fire Protection Water source availability
Emergency response resources
Sprinklers

Gas and Electric Above or below ground

Scores are agned to each element artdtaled for each individual community assessment. Based on

the resulting score, a relative hazard ranking of low, moderate, high, or extreme is assigned to each
assessed community. Survey results provide a solid basis for specific mitigation recommendations and
implementation prioritization. Additionally, LHFPD community hazard ratings may be benchmarked
against any other community assessment conducted with the NFPA form 1144. Comparative
OSYOKYFNJAYy3 A& AFLAYAYA AYLRNIFYyOS a NBIA2YL
adjacent district surveys and related recommendations.

Individual community survey results, mitigation recommendations, and community treatment maps, are
located in Appendix A of this report. The distribution of community hazard ratings are alithirégure
11.
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Figure 11. Community assessment survey results (2009/2010)

Lefthand Fire Protection District
Survey Results

Nugget Hill

Bar-K Complex

Crestview Estates 90

Old Stage Road 74

Lake of the Pines 72

North Foothills Ranch 69
Mountain Ridge 64 MODERATE

Lower Lefthand Canyon 58

NFPA 1144 Survey Hazard Rating Scale
<40 LOW
> 40 MODERATE

{SOGSNI &t ! NBlFa 2F {LISOAIf LydSNBaid o6!'{LO INB I
potential response or evacuation challenges for the fire department in the event of adaade wildfire

but fall outside the definition of a WUI community. In the case of the Jamestown, the ASI is a small
independent fire district that is totally surrounded by the LHFPD. For this report areas of special
interests include a commercial church g % i

camp, an outdoor educational center, a
lightly populated single ingress/egress
county road, and the town of Jamestown,
CO. Isolated residences located outside @
these designated interface communities
are best served through individual home
and property hazard and risk assessngntig
Surveyed communities and hazard rating 4
are found in FigureZ
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Figure 12. LHFPD WDeénsity Map

1-Lessthan 1 house/40 ac

2-1house/40 ac to 1 house/20 ac

. 3-1house/20ac to 1 house/10ac
4-1house/10ac to 1 house/5 ac
. 5-1house/5 ac to 1 house/2 ac

[l 6- 1house/2ac to 3houses/ac

[l 7-Morethan 3houses/ac [ District Boundary

= L. 1 _"5 .
WUI Density t
f o o075 15 3 e

Data: 2024 CSFS Wildfire Risk Reduction Planner  Scale: 1:80,000

Wildfire Risk represents the possibility of loss or harm occurring from a wildfités the primary

output of the Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessmiglorado WRARIsk is derived by combining the
Wildfire Threat and the Fire Effects assessment outputs. It identifies areas with the greatest potential
impacts from a wildfire i.e. those areas most at riskonsidering all values and assets combined
together.

Wildfire Risk combines the likelihood of a fire occurring (threat), with those areas of most concern that
are adversely impacted by fire (fire effects), to derive a siogérallmeasure of wildfire risk.

Since all areas in Colorado have risk calculated consistently, it allows for comparison and ordination of
areas across the entire state.

Fire Effectarea key component of Wildfire Risk. Fire Effertscomprised of several inputs focusing
on valuesand assets at risklhe purpose of Fire Effects is to identify those areas that have important
values or assets that would be adversely impacted by a wildfire.Effects inputs include Wland

Urban InterfaceForest Assets, Riparian Assets and Drinking Watgortance Areas (watersheds)
Refer to the Values Impacted Rating for more information about Fire Effects.
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To aid in the use of Wildfire Risk for planning activities, the output values are categorized into five (5)
classes. These are given general descriptions from Lowest to Highest Risk.

Figure 13. LHFPD Wildfire RiskAssetsMap

Lowest Risk

Low Risk

Moderate Risk

| High Risk Risk to Assets t
[l HighestRisk [ District Boundary T 2 3M|Ies
Data: 2024 CSFS Wildfire Risk Reduction Planner ~ Scale: 1:80,000
Wildfire RiskClass Acres Percent
O Lowest Risk 1,881 5.7%
Low Risk 7,357 22.%%
Moderate Risk 820 2.5%
High Risk 9,478 28.0%
Highest Risk 12,285 40.5%
Total 32,820 100.0%
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Predicting Fire Behavior

Understanding how a wildfire is likely to behave is an important factor in the development of effective
mitigation measures. While the use computded fire behavior modeling is growing, the basic
supporting concepts were identified and defined over 50 years ago by J.S Barrows (1951) and are still
valid today.

U Understanding the principals cbmbustion
1 What is necessary for combustion to occur?
I What causes the rate of combustion to increase or decrease?
1 How may combustion be reduced or stopped?

U Understandindorest characteristics

1 Weather
1 Topography
M1 Fuels

U Utilize available aidsind guides to assist in evaluating weather, topography, and fuels.
9 Fire weather danger data, Remote Access Weather Station data (RAWS), belt weather
readings
1 Topographic maps and digital elevation data
9 Fire behavior fuel model maps
U Estimate of situation
1 The probabilities for various patterns of fire behavior are systematically explored
through an estimate of the situation based upon the combined effects of weather, fuels,
and topography
0 Decision
1 The end product of the fire behavior analysis is a decision outlining when, where and
how to control the fire and spelling out any special safety measures required

While the system is geared for assisting tactical suppression decision making on an active fire, the same
factors are considered when developing strategic mitigation or emergency responseRiedisting

wildland fire behaviois dependent upon understanding the combustion process, the factors that
contribute to fire behavior, and how the environment plays a role in the fire process. All of these factors
play a role in effective fire contrauppressionfirefighter safety, and forest management.

Combustion

Threeelements must be present for the fire to occtieat, oxygen, fuel, and the chemical chain
reaction. It is often referred to as the "file NA .y 3t S ¢
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Figurel4. Firetriangle

*Oxygenisin abundant supply for wildland fires*

Fuelcan exist in three types of matter: solid, liquid, and gas. Only gases burn. The solids or liquids must
convert into a gas form with the usé beat through the process ofypolysis.The heat evaporates the
moisture in the fuel andllowsthe ignition of the fuel. This is dependent on the type of fuel and the
percentage of atmospheric moisture.

Heattransfer can takelace by three methods: conduction, convection, and radiation.

Conductionis not usually a concern with wildland fires. Conduction is the transfer of heat
between two or more objects. The object with the heat transfers from the warmer one to the
cooler object until the temperature is the same. Materials found in wildland fires are often poor
conductors of heat.

Convectionisthe transfer of heat through the movement ofjliid or gas. In a wildland fire
gases often rise ia column. Sparks, embers, and burning twigs are often carried in this column.
These materials are often ignited and can be carried downwind of the fire, resulting in spot fires.

Radiationis heat energy that can leansferred by short energy waves through @igure 5).

These waves are often called infrared red rays. This heat preheats and dehydrates exposed fuels
and establishes pyrolysis. Radiated heat is a major concern for wildland fires and the safety of
firefighters.

Figurel5. Effectsof radiant heat 30 feet from flame

Controlling the combustion process can be accomplished by four different means:
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U Removing fuet mitigation

U Removing oxygensmothering

U Removing heat energyapplying water
U Inhibiting chemical reactionsslurry

Of these strategies, only fuel removal through fuel reduction and mitigation provides a proactive
solutionbeforea fire starts.

Fire behavior is the manner in which a fire reacts to the following environmental influences:

1. Topography

2. Fuel
3. Weather
Figure 16.
Fire Behavior Triangle
Topography

Topographic maps and digital elevation modelsmesentations of théhree dimensionasurface of
the earth on a printed map or computer screen

Understanding topography is a critical part of understandingpbiential intensity, rate, and direction
of spread ofa fire. Slope and aspect arepographiccharacteristicghat areoften calculated to
determinepotentialfire risk and behavior.

Slopeis steepness and cde defned asheight over distance, and then expressed in percent&fmpes

can range from slight to steep but the influence on wildland fire is substantial. The steeper the slope the
faster a fire moves uphill. Flames are closer toupahill fuel source and radiant heat increaspseheats

the vegetation, resulting in ignition sooner than on a slight slope or level ground.

Aspectisthe direction the slope faces (north, east, south, and west). The aspect determines the effect
of solar heating, air temperature, aravailablemoisure. In the LHFPBouthand westfacing slopes
receive more solar heating which results in lower humidity, rapid moisture losdirarduels such as
grasses.

District topography varies greatly from plains to high mountains and steep cafymnuse 17).The

[ STOKIYR / NBS1 KFa OFNBSR | AAIYATFAOLYG OFyezy
the Dakota Hogback ridge that rises from the plains near the eastern boundary. The Cerran Saint Vrain
has shaped the canyons along the northern boundary. Drainages genearlly run west to east and may
inhibit fire spread north or south. Steep slopes associated with canyon terrain support the development
of up and dowrslope diurnal winds. The subalpine plateau that divides these two drainages dominates
the central and western portions of thedistrict.
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http://geology.isu.edu/geostac/Field_Exercise/wildfire/removalfuel.htm
http://geology.isu.edu/geostac/Field_Exercise/wildfire/removingoxygen.htm
http://geology.isu.edu/geostac/Field_Exercise/wildfire/removingheat.htm
http://geology.isu.edu/geostac/Field_Exercise/wildfire/chemicalreation.htm

Lefthand
Fire Protection District
Topography

Source: LANDFIRE:
LANDFIRE_US_DEM
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Fuels

Unless structural density is high, existing vegetation is the primary fuel source for wildland fire and has a
direct effect on fire behavios seen in the Marshal Fire of 2021, the primary carrier of the fire was
structure to structure ignition after the fire left the wildland environment due to structural density.
Understanding the fire behavior characteristics of particular vegetation types is paramount in predictive
fire behavior modelingA map of the fuel model distribution within the district is provided in Figie 1
utilizing data from the Landscape Fire and Resource Management Planning Tools Project (LANDFIRE).

This maguses the Conterminous U.S. LANDEIRE 2023 datasetaddy RS NB 2y Qa Mo CA NB
Models,and which can be referenced herhttps://www.fs.usda.gov/rm/pubs int/int gtr122.pdf

Subsequent fuels maps and risk assessment data in this document are from the CSFS Wildfire Risk
wWSRdzOGA2Y tflyySNE FyR dziAfAl S {02034 9 . dzZNBI yQa
referenced here:

https://gacc.nifc.gov/oncc/docs/4fbtandard%20Fire%20Behavior%20Fuel%20Maodels. pdf

23

n


https://www.fs.usda.gov/rm/pubs_int/int_gtr122.pdf
https://gacc.nifc.gov/oncc/docs/40-Standard%20Fire%20Behavior%20Fuel%20Models.pdf

Figure B. Anderson fuel models within and adjacent to Lefthand Fire Protection District

I rFervo
FBFM4 I rsFvio
FBFMS5 . U
I Agriculture
- Water

FBFM8 Barren

L e T

(s 13 Fire Behavior Fuel Models t

1 FBFM6

0 0.75 15 3
Miles
Data: 2022 USGS Landfire 230 13 FBFM Scale: 1:80,000

Another important fuel model not considered on most fuel modeling maps are structures, especially
structure density. Some of the recent mega fires including the Marshall Fire of 2021, have experienced
extreme fire behavior as a result of the arrangement and proximity of homes. Home to home ignition
becomes a problematic ignition source, as well as a spreader due to ember cast and radiafibhbeat.
urban conflagration matrix toqFigure 19)s a valuable resource for determining risk to communities

with dense home spacing.
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Figure 19. Urban Conflagration Risk Analysis Matrix

Category

Yes

No

Type 4 or 5 Construction?

Spacing between structures < 30 feet?

Are openings and access to interior fuels present between exposur

Is a 5 foot no ignition zone present?

Canopy coverage >50% of property?

Is Vegetation management present within 100 feet of structure?

Is street width supportive of firefighting actions (parking both sides :
easy 2 lane traffic flow)?

Can the fire department provide fire suppression of 1 structure
substantially consumed by fire and provide protection of 2 exposure
structures? (Capability of water supply and # of firefighters as
determined locally.

Are connected fuel sources present such as fences, or decks?

Weather

Temperatures in the lower foothills may reach 105 degrees in June, July and August and 15 degrees
cooler at the higher elevations. Relative humidity in the single digits and-tilgltrecoveries may be
minimal. The region experiences a drying trend from September through January. Chinook winds (50
100 mph) from the west occur in the fall and winter. Significant snow may fall in the high mountains in
September. Snow at lower elevations melts; fuels dry quickly, and in combination with strong winds can

create a very active fall and winter fire season.

Monitoring current and predictive weather conditions is a critical component driving resource

deployment during fire weather conditions and tactical decision making on an active fire.
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Online weather resources are extensive and growing in sddpsoWestis an ongoing cooperative

project, started in 1996, to provide access to current weather observations in the western United States.
Weather observations of temperature, humidity, wind speed and direction, precipitation, etc. are
collected from the weather stations of voluntarily participating weather observing networks or

mesonets that are managed by federal, state, local agencies, and private firms. These data are then
available for a multitude of uses. Over 15,000 weather stations actively report to the MesoWest
database.

Parties involved in this project include researchers at the University of Utah, forecasters at the Salt Lake
City National Weather Service Office, the National Weather Service Western Region Headquarters, and
personnel of participating agencies, universities, and commercial firms. Support for this project is being
provided by the National Weather Service. Local cooperating weather stations are summarized on the
MesoWest linkhttp://mesowest.utah.edu/cgibin/droman/meso_base.cqi?sth=AP001

Local weather data may also be accessed througtrRémaote Access Weather Stati¢RAWS) network.
This system is a network of weather stations run by the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management and monitored by the National Interagency Fire Center, mainly to observe potential
wildfire conditions.

Unlike the automated airport weather stations which are located at nearly every airport large and small,
RAWS stations are often located in remote areas, particularly in national forests. Because of this, they
usually are not connected to the electrical grid, but rather have their own solar panels, and a battery to
store power for overnight reporting. Some instead run on a generator. In both cases, data important to
operating the station itself, such as battery voltage or{fleekl, is often included in the hourly reports.

A =2 4 A x A

2dzZ RSNJ / 2dzy e Qa w! 2 { RFEdGF A& O02fftSOGSR |G (KS
http://raws.wrh.noaa.gov/cabin/roman/meso base.cqi?stn=BTAC2&time=GMT

as well as 3 new sites including Heil Ranch within the lower part of the district.
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http://mesowest.utah.edu/cgi-bin/droman/meso_base.cgi?stn=AP001
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SURFACE FUELS

Figure20. LHFPD Surface Fuels chart and table
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Figure 4. LHFPD Surface Fuels Map
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Surface Fire
A fire that spreads through surface fuel without consuming any overlying canopy fuel. Sul
fuels include grass, timber litter, shrub/brush, slash and other dead or live vegetation witt
about 6 feet of the ground.

Figure 22. Surface Fire

S
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Passive Canopy Fire

A type of crown fire in which the crowns of individual trees or small groups of trees burn, |
solid flaming in the canopy cannot be maintained except for short pe(i®dstt & Reinhardt,
2001)

Figure 23. Passive Canopy Fire

Active Canopy Fire

A crown fire in which the entire fuel complex (canopy) is involved in flame, but the crowni
phase remains dependent on heat released from surface fuel for continued s(Beatt &
Reinhardt, 2001)

Figure 24. Active Canopy Fire

Source: Colorado Wildfire RAP
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Fire Occurrence

There is no single source for comprehensive wildfire statistics in the Boulder County area. The USFS
maintains records for federal lands in the ArapdRoosevelt National Forest lands (FigR&. The CSFS
compiles data from individual fire protection districts and private land holders, but only when available.
Despite the incomplete nature of the data, a review of historical wildfire statistics from various sources
provides insight into the seasonal likelihood of local and regional fires, as well as probable ignition
sources. Data from the USFS is displayed in FRffeigure26 depicts data from LHFPD and county
records.

Peak fire season for the USFS ArapRbosevelt National Forest is typically June throOgtober, with
July having the greatest occurrence of fire ignitions. Lightening is the primary ignition source during this
period. Dry thunderstorms typically develop in June but bring little precipitation. Monsoonal moisture
usually moves into the area by late July reducing the potential for lightening caused fire activity.

Figure 25USFS ArapahRoosevelt National Forest fire data
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A:0-0.25 acres 1: Lightning

B:0.26 — 9.9 acres 2: Equipment

C:10—99.9 acres 3: Smoking

D: 100 — 299 acres 4: Campfire

E: 300 —999 acres 5: Debris Burning

F: 1,000 — 4,999 acres 6: Railroad

G: 5,000+ acres 7: Arson

8: Children
9: Miscellaneous

Source: US Forest Service: http://famweb.nwcg.gov/kcfast.
Fire size class: A<1/4 acre, B= 1/4 to 9 acre, C= 10 to 99 acre, D= 100 to 299 acre, E= 300 to 999 acre,

F= 1,000 to 4,999 acre, G> 5,000 acreFire cause class: 1=lightning, 2= equipment, 3= smoking, 4= campfire, 5= debris burning,
6= railroad,7= arson, 8= juveniles, 9= misc
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Figure 26. LHFPD Average Fire Reports (Month)
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Figure 27. LHFPD Percent of Wildfire by Agency (Number and Acres)
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Figure 28. LHFPD Fire Occurrence
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Within the district and surrounding regions the most aggressive burning typically takes place in the
lower elevations that support ponderosa with grass understory. Most WUI development is typically
found in the same zone. Above 7,500 feet closed canopy mixed conifer become more prevent. Fire
occurrence here is lower and fire behavior is reduced. Lodgepole pine becomes predominant at 8,500
feet. Fire occurrence is rare at this elevation but can be significant if drought and wind are involved.
Figure29 provides details of large wildfires in the greater Boulder County area.
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Figure29. Large wildfire history of the LHFPD area

AR DFIR ORY O PD A
INCIDENT NAME | DATE STRUCTURES LO| ACRES
Lefthand Canyon July 1988 0 3,350
Black Tiger July 1989 44 2,100
Olde Stage November 1990 | 10 3,000
Overland October 2003 12 3,439
Olde Stage Il January, 2009 4 3,000
Four Mile September, 2010 | 169 6,181
Maxwell June, 2011 0 60
Calwood October, 2020 22 10113
Middle Fork December, 2021 | 0 24
Marshall December 2021 | 1084 6026
Lake Ridge October, 2022 0 19
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Figure 30. LHFPD Burned area fire history
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It should be noted that of all the large fires recorded in the area, no ignitions were from natural causes,
and most acreage was burned in seasons other than summer.
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Figure 31. LHFPD Wildfire Causes (12098)
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For detailed historical wildfire statistics for state and private lands in Colorado visit
http://csfs.colostate.edu/pages/whistoricatfacts.html
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Drinking Waterlmportance Areass
the measure of quality and quantity
of public surface drinking water
categorized by watershed-igure 32
identifies an index of surface drinking
water importance, reflecting a
measure of water quality and
quantity, characterized by Hydrologic B
Unit Code 12 (HUC 12) watersheds. f
The Hydrologic Unit system is a
standardized watershed classification
system developed by the USGS. Areas
that are a source of drinking water

Virtually all of Colorado’s drinking The headwaters of the Animas River

are of critical importance and adverse water comes from snowmelt carried  begin near Silverton, CO at elevations
at some point by a river. greater than 12,000 feet.

effects from fire are a key concern.

The U.S. Forest Service Forests to Faucets (F2F) project is the primary source of the drinking water data
set. This project used GIS modeling to develop an index of importance for supplying drinking water using
HUC 12 watersheds as the spatial resolution. Watersheds are ranked from 1 to 100 reflecting relative
level of importance, with 100 being the most important and 1 the least important.
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Several criteria were used in the F2F project to derive the importance rating including water supply, flow
analysis, and downstream drinking water demand. The final model of surface drinking water importance
used in the F2F project combines the drinking water protection model, capturing the flow of water and

water demand, with a model of mean annual water supply.

The values generated by the drinking water protection model are simply multiplied by the results of the
model of mean annual water supply to create the final surface drinking water importance index.

Figure 32Boulder County Watershed Protection Priority
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aquatic system. Plants, including trees, are essential to the proper functioning of water movement
within the environment. Forests receive precipitation, utilize it for their sustenance and growth, and

influence its storage and/or passage to other parts of the environment.
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Four major river systemsthe Platte, Colorado, Arkansas and Rio Granddginate in the Colorado
mountains and fully drain into onthird of the landmass of the lower 48 states. Mountain snows supply
75 percent of the water to these river systems.

Approximately 40 percent of the water comes from the highest 20 percent of the land, most of which
lies in national forests. National forests yield large portions of the total water in these river systems. The
potential is great for forests to positively and negatively influence the transport of water over such
immense distances.

Riparian Assets

Riparian Assets are forested riparian areas characterized by functions of water quantity and quality,
and ecology.Figure 33dentifies riparian areas that are important as a suite of ecosystem services,
including both terrestrial and aquatic habitat, water quality, water quantity, and other ecological
functions. Riparian areas are considered an especially important element of the landscape in the west.
Accordingly, riparian assets are distinguished from other forest assets so they can be evaluated
separately.

The process for defining these riparian areas involved identifying the riparian footprint and then
assigning a rating based upon two important riparian functiomster quantity and quality, and

ecological significance. A scientific model was developed by the West Wide Risk Assessment technical
team with inkind support

from CAL FIRE state representasivBeveral input datasets wensed in the model including the
National Hydrography Dataset and the National Wetland Inventory.

The National Hydrography Data Set (NHD) was used to represent hydrology. A subset of streams and
water bodies, which represents perennial, intermittent, and wetlandss wr@ated. The NHD water
bodiesdata set was used to determine the location of lakes, ponds, swamps, and marshes (wetlands).

To model water quality and quantity, erosion potentiaiféi€tor) and annual average precipitation was
used as key variables. TRéarian Assets data is amdex of class values that range from 1 to 3
representing increasing importance of the riparian aasavell as sensitivity to firgelated impacts on
the suite of ecosystem services




Figure 33. LHFPD Riparian Assets
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6 MITIGATION SOLUTIONS

Objective

The primary objective of wildfire mitigation is to reduce the potential of loss from a wildland fire. The
protection of life safety for residents and emergency responders is the highest priority to be considered
when developing specific mitigation recommendations.

Methodology
There are a variety of effective solutions that can be implemented to address the unique hazards and
risks facing individual communities. The most effective solutions start right at home.

Create defensible space around existing structures.

Conduct seasonal maintenance including raking, mowing, and gutter cleaning.
Upgrade exterior construction to neiflammable material.

Ensure adequate access and addressing to the structure.

Construct an accessible and visible emergency water supply.

[T e R e R

When properly implemented, defensible space and structural improvements will minimize wildfire
behavior, significantly reduce the risk of structural ignition, and create a safe and defensible operating
environment for firefighters. The potential positive impacts significant and implementation is straight
forward and can start today. Further, implementing effective home defense tactics on adjacent
properties greatly increases the effectiveness of individual efforts as well as the effectiveness of larger
surrounding landscape treatments. Because of these facts, homeowner action is stressed and prioritized
throughout this CWPP.

Expanding beyond individual home and property improvements, community recommendations focus on
a logical sequence of actions designed to enhanceéifety and reduce the risk of loss from a wildfire.
These recommendations are carefully tailored for each assessed community using comprehensive
community field surveys, geographical information system data, predicted fire behavior analysis, and
input and review from local residents, fire and emergency response officials, and public agency fire and
land management professionals. These expanded recommendations may include:

Develop programs that foster community outreach and neighborhood activism.
Ensure effective and safe evacuation routes.
Conduct hazardous fuel removal along access routes, including seasonal mowing and timber
thinning.
U Implement strategic landscape forest treatments including ctumsndary projects with
adjacent agencies when possible.
U Enhance emergency preparedness and response capability.

Larger landscape scale solutions may involve building community consensus, cross agency collaboration,
grant funding, and formal environmental impact review. These mitigation actions have a broader
community positive impact but may pose greater logistical challenges and costs.
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Community Outreach

Community and stakeholder involvemies a critical component of successful CWPP development, as
well asimplementing, sustaining, and monitoring the plan over tiffike most effective means to

initiate and maintainlocal action is througbn-goingcommunty outreach and public educatioRroject
stakeholders, community leaders, or any concerned resident can organize presentations, discussion
forums, and community events to promote wildfire awareness, share information about effective
mitigation measures, and coordinate events to support implementation. The premise is that knowledge
will lead to action. Wide spread home owner involvement and aggressive implementation of defensible
space on private land will do more to limit fire related losses than any other recommendation in this
report.

hNBFYATAYy3 FyydzZ f aLINAy3a Of Sty dzlJa 2N aaftl aK RI&a
and neighborhoods to collaborate and reduce hazardous fuels around homes. Such programs typically
involve establishing a central collection center and contracting a chipping and hauling service. These are
great events through which to engage Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, church groups, or other organizations

seeking community service projectthe LHFPD is an important resource for assistance and

implementing neighborhood fuels reduction projecthese projects will qualify communities to be

Firewise recognized should a community ap@lther support activities should include ongoing

applications for grants, establishing and maintaining permanent slash collection sites, chipping and

biomass utilization programs, and-gwing collaboration and strategic planning with neighboring fire

jurisdiction and public land management agencies.

Creating a Defensible Neighborhood

Ly GKS S@Syid 2F Iy FLIINRFOKAY3 gAftRFANBZ GKS tA1S
unrelated factors: 1) prevailing weather conditions, and 2) defensible space conditions around the

threatened structure. Homeowners in rural areas like the LHFPD are strongly advised not to place
NEBaLRyairAoAtAGe 2F || K2YSQa OF LI OAGe G2 &adz2NBAGS |

U Most rural fire departments are voluntedrased. Firefighters are not generally present at the
fire stations. In addition, the number of firefighters able to respond may be limited, especially
during daytime hours of the traditional work week.

U Response time may be quite long. Volunteers must reach the fire station from home or work,
start the fire vehicles and drive to the fire scene. The fire scene may be quite far from the
station.

U Water supplies and firefighting equipment are limited. Often, the only significant water supply is
that which the fire trucks themselves carry. Water shuttles or refill locations must be established
and coordinated.

U Access to the fire scene may be difficult. Narrow, steep roads and driveways may limit or even
prevent access by emergency equipment. Bridges may have weight limitations that prevent
large trucks and tankers from reaching the fire.
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When wildfire does strike, it can occur with little warning and spread quickly. Fire crews and equipment
often are overwhelmed by the task of fighting a rapidly advancing wildfire. There may simply not be
enough personnel and equipment to defend every ho®eurceCSFS 2021 The Home Ignitions Zone

Tactical decisions regarding wildfire suppression have to address both the expected behavior of the fire
and the infrastructure atisk. Wildfire crews are trained to make snap decisions regarding safe structure
defense in the face of an approaching wildfire. The best case scenario is a structure and property that
require minimal suppression intervention. These conditions are found in and around homes with
minimal fuel loads, noflammable construction, and property that is properly triaged regarding roof
debris, deck condition, wood pile location, etc. Other factors include ease of access, emergency water
availability, and address visibility. Homes that have taken no precautionary measures may be deemed
unsafe and nowlefensible (Figur85).

Figure35. Nondefensible home

In the face of an advancing wildfire, fire suppression crews are directed to follow the National Wildfire
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