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California has seen an increase in destructive wildfires that have triggered a movement of
forest and vegetation management throughout the state, as well as re-examining how current
practices might need to be altered to better address fuel reduction and fire hazard risk. During
the August 2022 Board of Forestry (Board) meeting, the Forest Practice Committee
(Committee) discussed slash disposal after CALFIRE brought the issue to the attention of the
Board as a suggested Forest Practice Rule (FPR). modification. Currently the Committee is
just beginning a general discussion of slash treatments, how they relate to fire hazards, if the
current rules need to be change or updated. The Committee decided to continue the
discussion at the September 2022 meeting in the field at La Tour Demonstration State Forest
where the Board would observe impacts of slash from harvest operations. The Committee did
discuss that region within the State would have different results which would potentially factor
into any changes of the FPRs.
There is evidence from the Sierra Nevada’s that increased fuel loads can result in stand
replacing fires (Stephens et al., 2009; Fule et al., 2012; Martinson and Omi, 2013; Kalies and
Yocom Kent, 2016). This theory is starting to become apparent within the coast redwood
region as well as is evidenced by the 2020 fires in Sonoma County, specifically Wallbridge fire
and Myers Grade fire (personal communications Michael Jones, 2022). Due to the different
vegetation types, climates and over variables, theories that are based on evidence from the
Sierra Nevada’s typically need to be modified for the coastal redwood region and usually has
very little research to back it.
The fires return interval for coast redwoods, Sequoia Sempervirens, is widely debated and
probably depends on spatial patterns. The southern part of the range could be anywhere
between 6 and 27 years or up to 500-600 years in the moister northern parts of the range
(Agee, 1993; Brown and Baxter, 2003; Stephens and Fry, 2005; and Jones and Russell,
2015). Prior to western contact, fires were typically started by Native American tribes for a
variety of purposes or lightening (Agee, 1993). Since the mid-1800’s the redwood region
has witnessed extensive timber harvests and fire exclusion that has altered stand structures.
This is changed stand conditions and therefore fire behavior is different that what it was
historically.
There is evidence to suggest that timber harvesting activities increase the amount of surface
fuels directly after timber operations and that these increases in fuel load alter fire behavior.
Studies conducted in the Santa Cruz Mountains and Humboldt County support the theory of
an increase in fuel loading directly post-harvest, with decreasing fuel loads as time since
harvest increases. (Jacobson and Dicus, 2003; Dicus, 2003; and Glebocki, 2015). Analysis
on the fire effects of a prescribed burn and found that higher fuel loads had an increase in fire
intensity (Nives, 1989).
It is widely assumed that the fuel loads post-harvest will stay elevated for a period of time
before the fire risk is alleviated due to decomposition of the slash and woody debris. The
studies stated above make the assumption while backing it with fire models that show
decreased fire behavior with the decrease in fuel loads. However, the fuel models in the
Jacobson and Dicus, and Dicus and Glebocki studies were never verified with a ‘field fire’
and were only simulations. Nives’s study found that the fire behavior model actually did a
poor job at predicting the fire behavior when compared to the prescribed fire conducted for the
study. This supports the current theory that fire models for the redwood region are not
accurate and they should be checked with prescribed burns.
Fuel loads are just one metric for fire behavior and there is evidence that suggests that
decomposed/decaying woody material can cause increased fire flammability, faster ignition
rates, higher temperatures during burning and longer smoldering capabilities (Zhao, 2018;
Hyde, 2011; Knapp, 2005). These findings run counter to the current assumption that once
post-harvest slash treatment decays, the fire hazard risk is mitigated. Currently there is no
research on the decay of redwood in regards to fire, and very little research has been on with

