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DISCLAIMER

The purpose of the risk assessment contained in this Plan is solely to provide a community- and
landscape-level overview of general wildfire risks within the assessment area as of the date hereof, and
to provide a potential resource for community pre-fire planning. This risk assessment is premised on
various assumptions and models, which include and are based on data, software tools, and other
information provided by third parties (collectively, “Third-Party Information and Tools”). SWCA,
Incorporated, doing business as SWCA Environmental Consultants (“SWCA”), relied upon various Third-
Party Information and Tools in the preparation of this risk assessment, and SWCA shall have no liability
to any party in connection with this risk assessment including, without limitation, as a result of incomplete
or inaccurate Third-Party Information and Tools used in the preparation hereof. SWCA hereby expressly
disclaims any responsibility for the accuracy or reliability of the Third-Party Information and Tools relied
upon by SWCA in preparing this risk assessment. SWCA shall have no liability for any damage, loss
(including loss of life), injury, property damage, or other damages whatsoever arising from or in
connection with this risk assessment. Any reproduction or dissemination of this risk assessment or any
portion hereof shall include the entirety of this plan disclaimer.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS COMMUNITY
WILDFIRE PROTECTION PLAN?

For millennia, fire has been an integral process in the maintenance of western ecosystems, but with the
growth of communities into the wildland urban interface (WUI), fire is increasingly seen as a threat to life
and property. In recent years a number of large fires have destroyed homes throughout the West, raising
public awareness for the need to mitigate fire effects and plan for improving a community’s wildfire
resilience.

This document has been developed to provide information and guidance regarding wildfire and the risks
to communities in Mesa County, Colorado. Recommendations to abate catastrophic wildfire and minimize
its impacts to communities are also included. A group of multi-jurisdictional agencies (federal, state, and
local), organizations, and residents have joined together to develop the Mesa County Community Wildfire
Protection Plan (CWPP). The CWPP will update the existing 2012 Mesa County CWPP with current data,
recommendations, and resources regarding wildfire risk.

The planning process has served to identify many physical hazards throughout Mesa County that could
increase the threat of wildfire to communities. The public also has helped to identify community values
that it would most like to see protected. By incorporating public and Core Team input into the
recommendations, treatments are tailored specifically for Mesa County. The Mesa County CWPP
emphasizes the importance of collaboration among multi-jurisdictional agencies in order to develop fuels
mitigation treatment programs to address wildfire hazards.

Mesa County has a committed team of career and volunteer firefighters, who work to protect the life and
property of Mesa County citizens. However, without homeowners taking on the responsibility of reducing
fire hazards in and around their own homes, these resources are being severely stretched. A combination
of homeowner and community awareness, public education, and agency collaboration and treatments are
necessary to comprehensively reduce wildfire risk.

It is important to stress that this document is an initial step and tool in educating the public and
addressing areas of concern. The Mesa County CWPP should be treated as a live document to be
updated approximately every five years. The plan should be revised to reflect changes, modifications,
or new information that may contribute to an updated Mesa County CWPP.

WHAT ARE THE KEY ISSUES ADDRESSED?

Issues addressed in this CWPP include:

¢ Fuel treatment recommendations for land management agencies and homeowners to mitigate
hazard and risk

e Prioritizing hazardous fuels reduction in the WUI

e Raising awareness about the natural role that fire plays in the ecosystem and maintaining
resilient landscapes

e Public education and outreach to homeowners to enable individuals to reduce the risk of fire to
their properties
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e Investing and supporting fire response at all levels, including resources for local fire departments,
to increase capacity to serve the community

e Increasing public understanding of the fire response process
e Continuing to address wildfire issues at the landscape level, across multiple jurisdictions

e Managing fire to protect values and accomplish resource management goals, including protection
and enhancement of wildlife habitat, water supply and quality, and forest health

e Recent climate patterns and associated changes to the wildland fire environment

ACCOMPLISHMENTS SINCE THE 2012 CWPP

The previous Mesa County CWPP, completed in 2012, included project recommendations aimed at
reducing wildfire risk and improving community and forest resilience. Recommendations included fuel
reduction through forest thinning, mowing, and invasive management; increased community outreach and
education; and enhanced defensible space and home hardening. Recommended projects were to be
implemented by a variety of stakeholders including the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), National
Park Service (NPS), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Mesa County, homeowners associations (HOAs), and
individual homeowners.

Tables ES.1 and ES.2 highlight the reported land management accomplishments that have been
completed in the county between 2012 and 2023. This is not an exhaustive list of accomplishments in the
county.

Tables ES.1 and ES.2 include information about land management and do not include public engagement
and outreach accomplishments. Since the completion of the 2012 CWPP, the county has updated its
building code as it relates to structural ignitability to include amendments that require new construction to
use more fire-resistant building materials in areas rated as moderate to high wildfire risk. The county has
also increased the number of resources available online for homeowners to reference. This includes
family preparedness and evacuation guides, home hardening and defensible space guides, and
emergency notification and wildfire operations information.

Table ES.1. Acres Treated by Each Agency by Treatment Type in Mesa County since 2012

Acres Treated by Each Agency

Treatment Type o Pr,i:gi;\es//c(;lﬁgy/
Prescribed burn 3,084.95 0 1,927.37 3,960

Pile and burn 38.79 0 84 22.55
Mechanical treatment 1,521.73 2.17 688 299
Seeding and planting 127.57 0 335.9 8
Chemical treatment 145.7 0 418.75 109
Invasive removal 0 0 429.33 0
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Table ES.2. Number of Acres Treated Each Year (2012-2023) by Agency

Acres Treated by Agency

Private/County/

NPS USFS

HOAs/ Other

2012 75.5 0 255.5 90.06
2013 146.7 1.87 173.88 157.95
2014 119.9 0.17 170.2 78.98
2015 243.3 0.14 306.2 124.28
2016 454.9 0 236.7 142.5
2017 604.95 0 1617.5 273.8
2018 364.76 0 316.87 401.27
2019 1,236.5 0 672 8.87
2020 85.14 0 181.9 3.2
2021 0 0 0 3,757.96
2022 0 0 0 720.35
Unknown Year 0 0 0 198

HOW IS THE PLAN ORGANIZED?

Chapter 1 provides a general overview of CWPPs, the Core Team, the planning area, land
ownership, and public involvement.

Chapter 2 presents an overview of the of the WUI and fire environment and specific information
about vegetation and fire history, as well as fire management and response.

Chapter 3 describes the Risk-Hazard Assessment, results of the assessment, and community values
at risk.

Chapter 4 provides mitigation strategies in accordance with the National Cohesive Wildland Fire
Management Strategy as well as post-fire protocols and rehabilitation strategies.

Chapter 5 presents monitoring strategies to assist in tracking project progress and in evaluating work
accomplished.

Appendix A contains background information on the county, including fire policy, past planning
efforts, and federal and state land management practices.

Appendix B contains additional resources for community members.

Appendix C provides summary information on hazard and risk for each WUI community.
Appendix D outlines modeling and geographic information system (GIS) methodologies.
Appendix E houses all project recommendations.

Appendix F details fuel treatment types and methods for application.

Appendix G provides resources for homeowners on preparing their properties for wildfire.
Appendix H contains information on wildfire recovery and restoration.

Appendix | presents information on public outreach and engagement with regard to this CWPP.
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Appendix J hosts additional mapping.

Appendix K presents a sample form of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Wildfire Fire
Risk and Hazard Severity Form 1144.

Appendix L details funding opportunities.

Appendix M lists individuals who contributed to preparation of the CWPP and outlines stakeholder
collaboration during the CWPP planning process.

WHAT IS THE GOAL OF A CWPP?

The goal of a CWPP is to enable local communities to improve their wildfire resilience and capacity to
adapt to changing wildfire conditions, while developing actions that mitigate risks to human health and
safety. This CWPP update aims to provide opportunities for accessing grants and other funding, while
enhancing public and stakeholder participation by incorporating their input and support. The minimum
requirements for a CWPP, as stated in the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA), are the following
(Society of American Foresters [SAF] 2004):

e Collaboration: Local and state government representatives, in consultation with federal agencies
or other interested groups, must collaboratively develop a CWPP.

e Prioritized Fuel Reduction: A CWPP must identify and prioritize areas for hazardous fuels
reduction and treatments and recommend the types and methods of treatment that will protect
one or more communities at risk (CARs) and their essential infrastructures.

e Treatments of Structural Ignitability: A CWPP must recommend measures that homeowners
and communities can take to reduce the ignitability of structures throughout the area addressed
by the plan.

HOW WAS THE 2023 MESA COUNTY CWPP UPDATE
DEVELOPED?

A group of multijurisdictional agencies (federal, state, and local), organizations, and residents joined
together as a Core Team to develop an update to the existing 2012 Mesa County CWPP. Several Core
Team members with many years of experience working on CWPPs, as well as in-depth- knowledge of fire
management in the community and surrounding areas, have contributed to the development of this
CWPP update.

The purposes of the CWPP planning process were to model and map wildfire risk, to identify and map the
physical hazards in the planning area that could increase the threat of wildfire to communities, to prioritize
treatments tailored specifically for the community to reduce fire risk, and to bring together wildfire
responders and land managers into a Core Team, providing opportunities to build lasting, working
relationships and encourage collaboration between agencies and municipalities.

WHERE IS THE PLANNING AREA?

The planning area includes Mesa County as delineated by its geographic and political boundaries.
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WHO PARTICIPATED IN DEVELOPING THE PLAN?

Land managers across Mesa County and southwestern Colorado participated in this CWPP. Agencies
such as the Mesa County Government, Mesa County Sheriff's Office, USFS, Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre,
and Gunnison (GMUG) National Forest, Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS), Colorado Division of Fire
Prevention and Control (DFPC), Upper Colorado River Interagency Fire Management Unit (UCR), Two-
Rivers Wildfire Coalition, the BLM, and several local fire protection districts (FPDs) and fire departments,
along with other additional community or organization representatives, served as the Core Team for this
CWPP and drove the decision-making process.

WHAT WAS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT?

The development of the 2023 CWPP also included advertisement of the CWPP and opportunities for the
public to be involved, which resulted in community members who were highly engaged in providing input.
See Appendix | for details on public outreach and engagement. Various types of public outreach including
a public survey and informational flyer were provided to increase awareness and collect local input.
Additionally, social media and online forums supported CWPP advertisement and furthered public
engagement. The public was invited to provide comments on a draft of the CWPP update from August 14
to August 27, 2023. By incorporating public and Core Team input into the CWPP and associated
recommendations, treatments are tailored specifically for Mesa County.

WHAT IS THE CURRENT WILDFIRE ECOLOGY OF
MESA COUNTY?

Mesa County contains a large amount of wildfire-prone land. The county is home to vast swaths of
pinyon-juniper—dominated forests that generally overlap the WUI and are understood to exhibit infrequent
stand-replacing fires (Goodwin et al. 2021). Additionally, wildfire risk on the Grand Mesa has increased in
recent years. This is likely due to fuel loading from mountain pine beetle-killed trees and climate-driven
ecosystem changes such as increasingly ephemeral snowpacks and hotter annual temperatures
(Goodwin et al. 2021; Higuera et al. 2021). Forest use practices, human development, and fire
suppression policies have also potentially pointed the county toward a hazardous and less predictable
wildfire situation. In the last 5 years, Mesa County has experienced large and severe wildfire events such
as the Bull Draw and Pine Gulch Fires; see Chapter 2, Fire Environment, for more details.
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WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE RISK-HAZARD
ASSESSMENT?

The purpose of the risk assessment is to evaluate and provide information pertaining to the risk of
wildland fires within the WUI of Mesa County. The Risk-Hazard Assessment utilizes a geographic
information system (GIS) model of hazard based on fire behavior and fuels modeling technology.
The Core Team reviewed the results of the previous 2012 on-the-ground assessments and provided
updates, as well as identifying changes to community hazards and values at risk (VARs) documented
during the 2012 Mesa County CWPP planning effort.

The risk assessment considers fire behavior modeling, which includes the following:
e Fire history
¢ Probability of fire occurring
e Intensity of a fire if one occurs

e Exposure and susceptibility of the WUI and VARSs to wildfire based on their locations

The purpose of the Risk-Hazard Assessment is to provide information about wildfire hazard and risk to
highly valued resources and assets (HVRAS). High risk areas are delineated in Chapter 3 and detailed in
Appendix C, Community Risk-Hazard Assessments.

HOW IS MY COMMUNITY RATED?

Community hazard-risk assessments were completed based on various parameters calculated from the
wildfire modeling and risk assessment process. Community risk-hazard descriptions and accompanying
ratings (low, moderate, high, extreme) are available in Appendix C.

WHAT ARE THE STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS
WILDFIRE HAZARDS?

Goal 1 of the Cohesive Strategy and the Western Regional Action Plan is to Restore and Maintain
Landscapes: Landscapes, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries are resilient to fire, insect, disease,
invasive species and climate change disturbances, in accordance with management objectives.

Recommendations for hazardous fuels treatments include the following:

e Road and vegetation maintenance

e WUI mitigation actions and maintenance
¢ Management of invasive vegetation

e Establishing fuel breaks

Goal 2 of the Cohesive Strategy/Western Regional Action Plan is Fire-Adapted Communities: Human
populations and infrastructure are as prepared as possible to receive, respond to, and recover from
wildland fire.
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Recommendations for public outreach/education and structural ignitability include the following:

e Developing and promoting wildfire education

e Interagency collaboration on fuel treatments, prescribed fire, and public outreach
o Defensible space and structural hardening improvements

e Hosting community awareness events

Goal 3 of the Cohesive Strategy/Western Regional Action Plan is Wildfire Response: All jurisdictions
participate in making and implementing safe, effective, efficient risk-based wildfire management
decisions:

Recommendations for improving fire response capabilities include the following:

e Wildland fire training to local firefighters
¢ Provide wildland firefighting equipment to FPDs
e Develop a countywide forum for fire training

e Water supply improvements

HOW WILL THE PLAN BE IMPLEMENTED?

The CWPP does not require implementation of any of the recommendations, but the message throughout
this document is that the greatest fire mitigation could be achieved through the joint actions of individual
homeowners, and local, state, and federal governments.

The recommendations for fuels reduction projects are general in nature; site-specific planning that
addresses location, access, land ownership, topography, soils, and fuels would need to be employed
upon implementation.

To streamline project implementation, this CWPP has identified the pertinent land
management/ownership agencies associated with each recommendation. On-the-ground implementation
of the recommendations in the CWPP planning area will require development of an action plan and
assessment strategy for completing each project.

WHEN DOES THE CWPP NEED TO BE UPDATED?

The HFRA allows for maximum flexibility in the CWPP planning process, permitting the Core Team to
determine the time frame for updating the CWPP. However, it is suggested that a formal revision be made
on the fifth anniversary of signing and every 5 years following. Furthermore, due to the dynamic nature of
wildfire litigation and the natural landscape, there are several triggers that may warrant a Plan update
before the 5-year mark. CWPPs greater than 10 years old are outdated and will not be prioritized when
considered for competitive funding opportunities. The best practice is to treat the CWPP as a living
document to be updated annually or immediately following a significant fire event.
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CORE TEAM

Name Organization Title
Andy Martsolf Mesa County Sheriff's Office Emergency Services Director
Sean Norris Mesa County Planning Division Planning Manager
Matthew Schiltz CSFS Northwest Area, Rifle Field Supervisory Forester Communications and
Office Communities
Jesse Moreng DFPC Colorado River Region Battalion Chief
Ron Cousineau CSFS Grand Junction Northwest Area Forest Manager
Pete Firmin CPW Two Rivers Wildfire Coalition Co-chair
Doug Paul BLM Upper Colorado River Interagency Fire Management
Unit (UCR) Acting Fire Mitigation Specialist
Jeremy Spetter BLM Grand Junction Upper Colorado River Interagency Fire Management
Unit (UCR) Fuels Program Manager
Mike Jones BLM Grand Junction Fire Management Specialist (Mitigation and Fire
Trespass)
Ben Sanders USFS Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre,  Grand Valley Ranger District FMO
and Gunnison National Forests
Bill Edwards USFS Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre,  Grand Valley Ranger District District Ranger
and Gunnison National Forests
Frank Hayde NPS Ranger
Rusty Lloyd RiversEdge West Executive Director
Christine Prins NRCS/RiversEdge West Private Lands Biologist
Ellis Thompson-Ellis City of Grand Junction Community Outreach Specialist
Melonie Montarozzo Town of Collbran Town Manager
Care Mclnnis Town of De Beque Municipal Judge
Chuck Balke Town of Palisade Fire Chief
Kimberly Bullen City of Fruita Public Works Director

For additional information on this project, please contact Project Manager Arianna Porter at
Arianna.porter@swca.com or Mesa County Emergency Manager Andrew Martsolf at
andrew.martsolf@mesacounty.us
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

The United States is facing urgent forest and watershed health concerns. While the number of annual
wildfires throughout the United States has been slightly decreasing (71,500 fires in 2016 vs. 59,000 fires
in 2022), the number of acres burned has been on the rise (Congressional Research Service [CRS]
2022). An average of 7.4 million acres is burned every year due to wildfire, more than doubling the annual
average of acres burned in the 1990s (CRS 2022). Communities are seeing the most destructive wildfire
seasons in history. The 2015 fire season had the most acreage impacted in a single year since 1960 at
10.13 million acres. 2020 was the second most extensive year for wildfire with 10.12 million acres burned
(CRS 2022). These statistics demonstrate that wildfires are becoming larger and harder to control.

Colorado’s Forest Action Plan of 2020 states that forests and rangelands in Colorado, like other western
states, face urgent issues concerning longer fire seasons and uncharacteristic wildfires that threaten the
sustainability and ecological function of the state’s ecosystems. These issues require an analysis of the
current gap between existing and necessary wildland fire management strategies. A top priority in
Colorado is coupling current and future wildland fire management strategies with wildland fire and fuel
priority areas to guide federal, state, and private program funds towards projects that restore natural
forest conditions, help communities live with wildfire, protect watersheds, conserve wildlife, and enhance
the public benefits from trees and forests (Colorado State Forest Service [CSFS] 2020).

As wildfire severity and extent increases, communities need a plan to help prepare for, reduce the risk of,
and adapt to wildland fire events. Community wildfire protection plans (CWPPs) help accomplish these
goals. A CWPP provides recommendations that are intended to reduce, but not eliminate, the extreme
severity or risk of wildland fire.

The development of the CWPP is rooted in meaningful collaboration among many stakeholders, including
local, state, and federal officials. The planning process involves looking at past fires and treatment
accomplishments using the knowledge and expertise of the professional fire managers who work for the
various agencies and governing entities in the county. From there, the CWPP ultimately identifies the
current local wildfire risks and needs that occur in the county, which is further supported with relevant
science and literature from the western region of the United States.

In addition, this document, the 2023 Mesa County CWPP, reviews, verifies, and/or identifies potential new
priority areas where mitigation measures are needed to protect from wildfire the irreplaceable life,
property, and critical infrastructure in the county. However, this CWPP does not attempt to mandate the

Page | 1 Table of Contents



2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

type and priority for treatment projects that will be carried out by the land management agencies and
private landowners. The responsibility for implementing wildfire mitigation treatments lies at the discretion
of the landowner.

GOAL OF A COMMUNITY WILDFIRE PROTECTION
PLAN

The goal of a CWPP is to enable local communities to improve their wildfire-mitigation capacity, while
working with government agencies to identify high fire risk areas and prioritize areas for mitigation, fire
suppression, and emergency preparedness. Another goal of the CWPP is to enhance public awareness
by helping residents better understand the natural and human-caused risk of wildland fires that threaten
lives, safety, and the local economy. The minimum requirements for a CWPP, as stated in the Healthy
Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA), are the following:

Collaboration: Local and state government representatives, in consultation with federal agencies or
other interested groups, must collaboratively develop a CWPP (SAF 2004).

Prioritized Fuel Reduction: A CWPP must identify and prioritize areas for hazardous fuels reduction
and treatments and recommend the types and methods of treatment that will protect one or more
communities at risk (CARs) and their essential infrastructures (SAF 2004).

Treatments of Structural Ignitability: A CWPP must recommend measures that homeowners and
communities can take to reduce the ignitability of structures throughout the area addressed by the
plan (SAF 2004).

It is the intent of this 2023 CWPP to provide a countywide scale of wildfire risk and protection needs and
bring together all responsible wildfire management and suppression entities in Mesa County to address
the identified needs, and to support these entities in planning and implementing the necessary mitigation
measures. Additional information on the planning process is available in Appendix A.

ALIGNMENT WITH COHESIVE STRATEGY

The 2023 CWPP is aligned with the Cohesive Strategy and its Phase Il Western Regional Action Plan by
adhering to the nationwide goal “to safely and effectively extinguish fire, when needed; use fire where
allowable; manage our natural resources; and collectively, live with wildland fire.” (Forests and
Rangelands 2014:3).

The primary, national goals identified as necessary to achieving the vision are:

e Resilient Landscapes — Landscapes, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries are resilient to fire,
insect, disease, invasive species and climate change disturbances, in accordance with
management objectives.

e Fire Adapted Communities — Human populations and infrastructure are as prepared as possible
to receive, respond to, and recover from wildland fire.

e Safe, Effective, Risk-based Wildfire Response — All jurisdictions participate in making and
implementing safe, effective, efficient risk-based wildfire management decisions.

For more information on the Cohesive Strategy, please visit:
https://www.forestsandrangelands.gov/documents/strategy/natl-cohesive-wildland-fire-mgmt-strategy-
addendum-update-2023.pdf
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Alignment with these Cohesive Strategy goals is described in more detail in Chapter 4, Mitigation
Strategies.

In addition to aligning with the Cohesive Strategy, the CWPP also incorporates information on post-fire
recovery, the significant hazards of a post-fire environment, and the risk that post-fire effects pose to
communities (Figure 1.1)

FIRE ADAPTED COMMUNITIES :
4 Y SAFE, EFFECTIVE, RISK-BASED
A WILDFIRE RESPONSE

RSN . All jurisdictions participate in making and |
! implementing safe, effective, efficient
risk-based wildfire management decisions:

Human populations and infrastructure are as |
prepared as possible to receive, respond to,
and recover from wildland fire.

RESILIENT LANDSCAPES

AAAA | ' POST-FIRE RECOVERY
el B’ ; ‘ )

Landscapes, regardless of jurisdictional
boundaries are resilient to fire, insect, disease,
invasive species and climate change disturbances, 5§
in accordance with management objectives.

Preparing communities for inevitable
fire effects, through pre-fire planning
for post-fire response.

Figure 1.1. The CWPP incorporates the three primary goals of the Cohesive Strategy with post-fire
recovery to serve as holistic plan for fire prevention and resilience.

ALIGNMENT WITH PLANS AND AGREEMENTS

This CWPP is an update of the 2012 CWPP and is aligned with multiple local, state, and federal planning
documents. These documents or agreements are summarized in Appendix A. In addition, fire policy and
legislative direction are also summarized in Appendix A.
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PLANNING AND REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Detailed information regarding planning and regulatory background and land management strategies can
be found in Appendix A, Planning and Policy Background.

CORE TEAM

The first step in the CWPP update process was to bring together a broad group of stakeholders
representing both agency and private interests to form a Core Team. The Mesa County Office of
Emergency Management invited engagement from adjacent government agencies in the development of
this 2023 Mesa County CWPP, forming the “Core Team.” Many of these stakeholders also participated in
the 2012 Mesa County CWPP planning effort. The Core Team drives the planning process through
decision making, data sharing, experience, and communication with community members. The project
was kicked off on December 6, 2022, and the Core Team convened again on March 22, 2023, and
August 10, 2023. Additional information about Core Team meeting accomplishments, attendees, and
schedule are available in Appendix M.

The Core Team has outlined the following goals and objectives for this CWPP update:

e Improve community resiliency and adaptation to wildfire.
e Develop actions to mitigate risks to human health and safety.
e Incorporate broad public and stakeholder input and support.

e Develop a CWPP update that will serve as a source and guide for accessing grant opportunities
and funding.

PLANNING AREA

This CWPP is a countywide plan; therefore, the planning area boundary coincides with the geographic
and political boundary of Mesa County (Figure 1.2).

Mesa County encompasses 3,341 square miles and a population of approximately 157,335 people

(U.S. Census Bureau 2021). Mesa County has many recreational areas including the Dominguez—
Escalante National Conservation Area, the Colorado National Monument, national forests, several BLM
wilderness areas, lakes, and other amenities. Mesa County has roughly 61,977 housing units, with the
majority of people in the county living in the developed Grand Valley region that houses the county’s most
populous cities (U.S. Census Bureau 2021). The Core Team has identified the following communities as
having the highest risk to wildfire: Glade Park, the Colorado River corridor, Redlands, Grand Junction,
Collbran Plateau/Valley, and Grand Mesa.
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Figure 1.2. Mesa County general location.
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Additional information on the county is provided in Appendix B, Community Background and Resources.

LAND OWNERSHIP

Large portions of Mesa County (over 70%) are owned and managed by the federal government (Figure
1.3). Of these federal lands, approximately 45.86% of the county is managed by the BLM’s Grand
Junction Field Office; 26.7% is managed by the U.S. Forest Service’s (USFS’s) Grand Mesa, Gunnison
and Uncompahgre National Forests; 0.9% is managed by the National Park Service’s (NPS’s) Colorado
National Monument, and less than 1% (0.35%) is managed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.

An additional 4.2% of Mesa County is owned and managed by the State of Colorado. Finally,
approximately 26.7% of the land in the county is privately owned.

Additional details regarding land in Mesa County, such as topography and land management direction,
are summarized in Appendix B.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Engaging interested parties is critical in the CWPP process. During this CWPP update process, a public
survey was created and distributed to community members to collect their feedback.

The draft CWPP was made available for public review from August 14, 2023, through August 27, 2023.
Comments were collected and incorporated into the plan as appropriate before the final plan was created.

Additional information regarding public involvement and outreach can be found in Appendix I.
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CHAPTER 2 - FIRE ENVIRONW

WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE

The wildland urban interface (WUI) is composed of both interface and intermix communities and is
defined as areas where human habitation and development meet or intermix with wildland fuels (U.S.
Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] 2001:752-753). Interface areas
include housing developments that meet or are in the vicinity of continuous vegetation. Intermix areas are
those areas where structures are scattered throughout a wildland area where the cover of continuous
vegetation and fuels is often greater than cover by human habitation.

The WUI creates an environment in which fire can move readily between structural and vegetative fuels,
increasing the potential for wildland fire ignitions and the corresponding potential loss of life and property.
Human encroachment upon wildland ecosystems within recent decades is increasing the extent of the
WUI throughout the county (Figures 2.1 and 2.2), which is having a significant influence on wildland fire
management practices. The expansion of the WUI into areas with high fire risk, combined with the
collective effects of aggressive suppression policies, resource management practices, land use patterns,
climate change, and insect and disease infestations, has created an urgent need to modify fire
management practices and policies and to understand and manage fire risk effectively in the WUI (Pyne
2001; Stephens et al. 2005). Mitigation techniques for fuels and fire management can be strategically
planned and implemented in WUI areas (e.g., with the development of defensible space around homes
and structures).

A CWPP offers the opportunity for collaboration of land managers to establish a definition and a boundary
for the local WUI; to better understand the unique resources, fuels, topography, and climatic and
structural characteristics of the area; and to prioritize and plan fuels treatments to mitigate for fire risks.

At least 50% of all funds appropriated for projects under the HFRA must be used within the WUI.

The HFRA has given power to the Core Team to define the WUI in Mesa County differently than the
Colorado State designation for WUI.
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The Core Team has decided to delineate the WUI as an area 1 mile from the edge of an at-risk
community (Figure 2.1). Because of the rural nature of the county, at-risk communities are in turn defined
as all communities on the edge of urban areas. Much of this land encompasses agricultural lands with
scattered and remote homes in unincorporated areas. For each community in the county classified as
high or extreme risk, a detailed map of the WUI area is presented in Appendix C.

WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE LAND USE

Cities and counties are continuously challenged to accommodate both current and future residents in
need of safe and affordable housing. Between 2010 and 2020, Colorado's population increased by nearly
745,000 people, but the development of new housing did not increase to meet this demand (U.S. Census
Bureau 2020). Over the past few decades, jurisdictions across the state have approved many new
housing units. These are often placed within or near wildland areas, creating WUI conditions (Figure 2.2).
Today, more than 46 million residences in 70,000 communities across the United States are at risk for
WUI fires (U.S. Fire Administration [USFA] 2021a). When it comes to wildfire, this trend is of special
concern since WUI conditions are linked with an increased risk of loss of human life, property, natural
resources, and economic assets.

we

Figure 2.2. Example of the WUI in Mesa County (Source: Mesa County).

Appendix C houses the 2012 Mesa County CWPP community descriptions and hazard ratings
accompanied by a WUI delineation map for each community evaluated within Mesa County that received
a high or extreme risk rating (see an example in Figure 2.3). The WUI and associated buffer is an area
where fuel treatments should be prioritized in order to provide additional protection to the community from
potential wildfire spread.
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VEGETATION AND LAND COVER

Vegetation zones within the county are primarily a function of elevation, slope, aspect, substrate, and
associated climatic regimes. Since a broad range in elevation and topography exists across the focus
areas, characteristics in vegetative communities are quite variable across the county (Figures 2.4 and
2.5).

Dominant vegetation types within the county are described based on a large spatial scale and represent
the overall community structure that will play a general role in fire occurrence and behavior. Although the
vegetation types are outlined for the county, site-specific evaluations of the vegetative composition and
structure in each area of focus should be taken into consideration when planning fuels treatments.
Various fuel types and methods are specified in Appendix F.

According to the Southwest Regional Gap Analysis Project (SWReGAP) (2022) the dominant vegetation
types in Mesa County are Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland, Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-
Mixed Montane Shrubland, Rocky Mountain Aspen Forest and Woodland, Inter-Mountain Basins Big
Sagebrush Shrubland, Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert Scrub, and Rocky Mountain Subalpine
Dry-Mesic Spruce-Fir Forest and Woodland. Other types of land cover (e.g., agricultural areas and water
bodies) also exist in the county and are not described in more detail as they do not play a significant role
in fire behavior.

Wetland and riparian vegetation are the most threatened vegetation in Mesa County (Colorado Natural
Heritage Program [CNHP] 2002). Riparian areas are found throughout the county at all elevations. At the
lowest elevations, Rio Grande cottonwood (Populus deltoides ssp. wislizeni) make up the overstories with
thick shrub-dominated understories of willow (Salix sp.) and invasive tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima) and
Russian olive (Elaesagnus angustifolia). Above about 5,500 feet, Rio Grande cottonwood is replaced by
narrowleaf cottonwood (Populus angustifolia). Common understory species at these elevations are
various willows, red-osier dogwood (Cornus sericea), chokecherry (Prunus virginiana), and wild rose
(Rosa woodsii) (CNHP 2002). Key fuel reduction treatments should include the removal of tamarisk,
Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), and Russian olive invasive plants throughout Mesa County. These species
should be a focus of fuel treatments because of their ability to proliferate in densely vegetated Southwest
Riparian Woodland and Shrubland (Figures 2.4 and 2.5), which increases fuel loads and, in turn, can
increase wildfire risk in nearby WUI areas. Live or dead vegetation that allow for flames to be carried from
the lower vegetation on the forest floor to the tree canopy, or “fuel ladders”, should also be prioritized for
treatment.
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Vegetation Classification

B Agriculture

[ Colorado Plateau Blackbrush-Mormon-tea Shrubland
Colorado Plateau Mixed Bedrock Canyon and Tableland
I Colorado Plateau Mixed Low Sagebrush Shrubland
I Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Shrubland

- Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland

Inter-Mountain Basins Active and Stabilized Dune

- Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland
. Inter-Mountain Basins Greasewood Flat

0 Inter-Mountain Basins Juniper Savanna
[ Inter-Mountain Basins Mat Saltbush Shrubland
- Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert Scrub
[ Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe

Inter-Mountain Basins Semi-Desert Grassland
- Inter-Mountain Basins Semi-Desert Shrub Steppe
I 'nter-Mountain Basins Shale Badland
[ Inter-Mountain West Aspen-Mixed Conifer Forest and Woodland Complex
* | Invasive Annual and Biennial Forbland

Invasive Annual Grassland

Invasive Perennial Grassland
- Invasive Southwest Riparian Woodland and Shrubland
I North American Arid West Emergent Marsh

Il Cpen Water

I Recently Burned

Recently Chained Pinyon-Juniper Areas
I Recently Logged Areas
Il Recently Mined or Quarried
- Rocky Mountain Alpine Bedrock and Scree
Rocky Mountain Alpine Fell-Field
Rocky Mountain Alpine-Montane Wet Meadow
- Rocky Mountain Aspen Forest and Woodland
I Rocky Mountain Cliff and Canyon
I Rocky Mountain Dry Tundra

I Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest

Rocky Mountain Lower Montane Riparian Woodland and Shrubland
I Rocky Mountain Lower Montane-Foothill Shrubland
- Rocky Mountain Montane Dry-Mesic Mixed Conifer Forest and Woodland
- Rocky Mountain Montane Mesic Mixed Conifer Forest and Woodland
- Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine Woodland
- Rocky Mountain Subalpine Dry-Mesic Spruce-Fir Forest and Woodland
I Rocky Mountain Subalpine Mesic Meadow
- Rocky Mountain Subalpine Mesic Spruce-Fir Forest and Woodland
- Rocky Mountain Subalpine-Montane Limber-Bristlecone Pine Woodland
Rocky Mountain Subalpine-Montane Riparian Shrubland
I Rocky Mountain Subalpine-Montane Riparian Woodland
- Southern Colorado Plateau Sand Shrubland
- Southern Rocky Mountain Montane-Subalpine Grassland
[ Wyoming Basins Low Sagebrush Shrubland

Figure 2.5. Legend for the vegetation types in Mesa County.
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FUELS AND TOPOGRAPHY

Fuels in Mesa County were classified using the updated Scott and Burgan (2005) 40 fuels model. Fuels in
this region are typically dependent on elevation. Generally, lower-elevation areas around Grand Junction,
De Beque, Glade Park, and Gateway are dominated by grass (GR1 and GR2) and grass shrub (GS2 and
GS1) fuel types. GR1 fuels typically occupy sites that are either arid and have low fuel loading or have
experienced recent wildfire (e.g., the Pine Gulch burn scar). GS1 fuels typically represent low elevation
grass-shrublands, where there is an intermix of grass species and shrubs, typically sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata).

GS2 and SH1 fuels typically represent Mesa County’s pinyon-juniper (Pinus edulis—Juniperus
osteosperma) woodlands. These commonly occur on the mesa tops at low to mid-elevations. At mid-
elevations, many of the lower slopes of the county’s mesas are characterized by SH5, SH7, and TL3
fuels, which typically correspond to Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii) shrublands and woodlands. These
fuels typically have higher fuel loading. While not easily visible on the fuel map (Figure J.1), it is important
to note that at lower elevations many canyon and drainage bottoms with perennial and ephemeral
streams can also have a high degree of shrub and woodland fuel loading due to the wetter and cooler
conditions. These fuels, combined with their confinement in canyons and drainages, can result in
hazardous rates of spread and greater fireline intensity during a wildfire.

As elevation increases many forest fuel types become more common. For instance, Gambel oak—
dominated fuels transition into TU1 fuels, which typically correspond to aspen (Populus tremuloides)
stands. Fuelbeds in TU1 fuels are low and are comprised of grasses and shrubs. The highest elevations
are typically dominated TUS5 fuels, which usually correspond with Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmannii)
and subalpine fir (Abies lasiocarpa) forests. TU5 typically have high fuel loads derived from conifer litter
and down-woody debris. The non-burnable areas in the county are typically associated with developed
areas, exposed ridges, and non-vegetated desert; while these areas are considered non-burnable,
wildfires have been known to “jump” these areas of sparse vegetation (e.g., Pine Gulch Fire) and cause
spot ignitions in areas with suitable fuels. Additional information on fuels within Mesa County is in
Appendix D, Fire Behavior Modeling/GIS Background and Methodology.

Table 2.1. Most Common Fuel Types in Mesa County

Existing Fuel Type Acres Percent
GS2 543,849 25.42
TUl 220,829 10.32
SH5 192,068 8.98
TL3 185,299 8.66
GR1 156,782 7.33
SH1 125,490 5.87
GS1 123,780 5.79
SH7 116,792 5.46
GR2 100,583 4.70
TUS 79,079 3.70
SH2 76,017 3.55
NB3 65,771 3.07
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Existing Fuel Type Acres Percent
NB1 50,801 2.37
TL8 43,653 2.04
NB9 30,377 1.42
Other — various fuel types 28,050 131

Source: Scott and Burgan (2005)

Figure J.1 in Appendix J shows fuels within Mesa County. Please see Appendix D for detailed
descriptions of each fuel type.

EMBER IGNITION HAZARDS

Ember exposure from wildland fires can pose a significant threat to homes and other structures in the
WUI (Maranghides and Mell 2013). Spotting occurs when embers travel in advance of the flaming front;
long-range spotting can be miles ahead of the main fire. Many factors determine whether an ember will
result in an ignition (firebrand source and size, wind, receiving materials, exposure duration, etc.). Burning
structures and other materials (vehicles and ornamental vegetation) have been identified as another
source of embers that can ignite additional combustible materials in the WUI, particularly when there is a
low structure separation distance (Maranghides et al. 2022; Suzuki and Manzello 2021).

Land managers and homeowners should take note of vegetation, landscape, and atmospheric conditions
that are conducive to firebrand production and travel distance as these directly influence spotting fire
behavior. Strategic landscape fuel reduction activities such as fuel breaks and thinning can help reduce
the likelihood of firebrand production and spotting. Homeowners should note surrounding tree species
and implement home hardening practices, such as installing vent covers, regularly clearing gutters, and
sweeping leaf litter from decks and foundation, to reduce structural ignitions from ember wash. Programs
to aid landowners in preventative efforts and cases of wildfire are provided in Appendix G, Homeowner
Resources.

For more detailed information and explanations on ember ignition hazards, see Appendix B.

FIRE REGIMES

Fire regimes are defined by wildfire characteristics such as intensity, frequency, seasonality, and spatial
pattern when measured across time. These characteristics are directly correlated with vegetation
communities and are the basis for fire regime delineation. Understanding of fire regimes helps prioritize
and plan for fuels treatments across a fire management region.

The fire regimes in Mesa County play an important role in shaping the ecology of the area. The complex
topography and biophysical nature of Mesa County have resulted in a diverse array of vegetation types
with their unique fire ecology (Figures 2.4 and 2.5). The lowest elevations are characterized by desert
grassland, with fire return intervals (FRIs) ranging from 10 to 100 years. At slightly higher elevations the
grasslands transition into sagebrush shrublands, where FRIs ranging from 40 to 250 years (USFS 2012).
Mid-elevations are characterized by pinyon-juniper woodlands that have highly variable FIRS ranging
from 40 to 400 years. Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak Mixed Montane Shrublands typically occupy the
lower portions of the county’s montane regions (e.g., Grand Mesa and the Uncompahgre Plateau), with
FRIs ranging from 1 to 100 years. Transitioning out of the oak shrublands, the higher-elevation montane
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areas are dominated by aspen forests and spruce-fir forests, where fire regimes can range from 100 to
500 years (USFS 2021c).

Similar to other areas in Colorado, fire suppression, changing land use, and changing land management
have resulted in more hazardous wildfire conditions in Mesa County (Colorado Department of Public
Safety 2018). However, there is misconception that all fire-prone landscapes in Mesa County have
historically exhibited low-intensity frequent surface fire regimes. Evidence suggests that forests and
woodland areas in southwestern forests with longer fire intervals may not have been significantly
impacted by fire suppression efforts during the twentieth century. In Mesa Verde National Park, pinyon-
juniper woodlands had fire turnovers every 400 years. Given the timing of fire suppression policies in
relation to the park's fire history, it is unlikely that the park's fire ecology significantly deviated from its
historic conditions (Floyd et al. 2000). Similar findings have also been found in Colorado’s spruce-fir
forests (Higuera et al. 2021).

Fire regimes in the more common vegetation types of the Mesa County region are discussed below.

SAGEBRUSH SHRUBLANDS

Sagebrush shrublands are common in Mesa County and occur from low to high elevations; however, they
are typically found in desert scrub and pinyon-juniper woodlands. This vegetation type can vary in species
composition and distribution based on site characteristics such as aspect, elevation, precipitation,
temperature, and soil type. Fire return intervals in sagebrush shrublands depend on fuel loading and
continuity. In arid sites with less continuous fuels, FRIs are longer due to less wildfire spread. Conversely,
sites with shorter intervals have more continuous fuel cover from finer fuels like grasses. These FRIs can
range from 40 to 250 years (USFS 2012, 2021c). Fire in this vegetation type can spread into adjacent
vegetation types. Additionally, invasives, such as cheatgrass, can heighten burn probability and wildfire
spread (BLM 2015). Effective fuel management, especially within the WUI, can mitigate wildfire risk to
local towns/communities and prevent the spread of fires into woodlands with higher fuel loads that are
susceptible to high severity fires.

PINYON-JUNIPER WOODLANDS

Fire disturbance in pinyon-juniper woodlands was relatively infrequent but played a greater role where
pinyon-juniper woodlands transitions to savannah, ponderosa pine, and scrub oak (Quercus gambelii).
Many pinyon-juniper ecotones are experiencing expansion or contraction (Betancourt 1987; Gottfried
2004). The historical assessment of woodlands is closely linked to the issue of encroachment into
grasslands, with evidence suggesting long-term trends rather than solely land use changes. Factors, such
as disturbance recovery, natural range expansion, livestock grazing, fire exclusion, and CO-, fertilization
contribute to the complex nature of pinyon-juniper expansion (Romer et al. 2009). However, some
regions, like Mesa County, are experiencing impacts from a combination of factors, such drought,
disease, invasive plants and changing fire regimes, potentially leading to the reduction of pinyon-juniper
woodland cover (CSFS 2021; Zouhar 2003).

Pinyon-juniper savannas, typically located in lower-elevation site, consist of scattered trees in a grass
matrix (Dick-Peddie 1993). These savannas have experienced decreased range as tree density
increased. There is significant scientific debate regarding the natural FRI for savannas, but it is generally
agreed that fire was more frequent in savannas than in persistent woodlands due to the higher density of
ground fuels in the savannah zones. Persistent pinyon-juniper woodlands tend to have older and denser
trees, where herbaceous understory vegetation is typically sparse, even in the absence of heavy livestock
grazing. Evidence suggests that FRIs in persistent woodlands may have been on the order of 400 years
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or longer (Baker and Shinneman 2004; Romme et al. 2007). Fire exclusion in persistent pinyon-juniper
woodlands has likely had little to no impact, unlike pinyon-juniper savannahs (Romme et al. 2007).

As such, any fire work in pinyon-juniper ecotones should consider local fire ecology, land use, invasive
plants, and most importantly, departure (or lack thereof) from historical conditions (Romme et al. 2007).

GAMBEL OAK WOODLANDS

Gambel oak woodlands are typically dominated by high-frequency, high-severity fire regimes (USFS
2021c). In the Mesa County region these woodlands typically experience stand replacement events every
80 to 100 years (USFS 2021c). The seral stage (i.e., the primary succession stage) after a wildfire is
usually a grass-forb vegetative community, but shrubs also prolifically resprout from underground roots.
If there is frequent fire, the constant resprouting may deplete stored resources in the roots and increase
the time frame for recovery of the oak woodland. After 60 years scrub oak naturally dies back, which can
result in increased fuel accumulation and increase the severity of a wildfire (Simonin 2000). The fast
recovery of Gambel oak (and other shrubs in these woodlands) has led to their encroachment into old-
growth pinyon-juniper woodlands. Floyd (2000) found that Gambel oak can persist in low abundance in
the understory of pinyon-juniper woodlands. After high severity wildfires, the oak can quickly resprouts
and dominates the post-fire landscape, while pinyon-juniper is slow to recover. This is pronounced in
edge habitats where pinyon-juniper woodlands transition to Gabel oak. In southwest Colorado, evidence
suggests that more frequent high severity fires has caused Gambel oak woodlands to replace old-growth
pinyon-juniper woodlands (Floyd 2000; Floyd et al. 2004).

ASPEN FORESTS

Aspen is a clonal fire adapted species and many of the large aspen stands in southwest Colorado are the
result of the region’s fire ecology. Generally, fire regimes in aspen stands can vary substantially.

The wildfire severity in aspen dominated forests is typically a function of stand age, stand health, and
presence of more fire prone conifers (Shinneman et al. 2013). Normally, fire will not spread in aspen
forests due to their high fuel-moisture. However, under the right climate and fuel conditions, crown fires
can spread throughout aspen forests. Crown fire potential also increases with increasing prevalence of
conifers and dead fuels (e.g., down woody debris and standing dead trees). Since aspen has thin bark,
even low intensity surface fires can cause significant mortality on aspen stands. Typically, younger aspen
stands experience less severe fires, while older stands experience more severe fires (USFS 2021c,
20229). In the Mesa County region, most aspen forests are likely to fit into two types of fire regime: fire-
influenced, stable aspen and conifer-aspen mix; and fire-dependent (Shinneman et al. 2013).

SPRUCE-FIR FORESTS

In Mesa County, spruce-fir forests (Engelmann spruce and subalpine fir) comprise substantial portions of
the forested Grand Mesa. These forests arise due to secondary forest secession following a high-severity
fire event, where it may take spruce and fir over 100 years to establish in the post-disturbance forest and
another 100 or more years to reach dominance in the overstory (Uchytil 1991a, 1991b). Due to the
successional nature of spruce-fir forests and their cool, wet conditions, their stand and fuels densities are
high and their FRIs are long. Lightning and downslope fires are primary causes of fire in spruce-fir forests.
When fires occur, they are usually large, destructive stand replacement events (Sibold 2006; Uchytil
1991a, 1991b); follow periods of substantial tree mortality (e.g., disease and insects); and are strongly
correlated with exceptionally hot and dry fire seasons (Higuera et al. 2021; Sibold 2006). In the Mesa
County region, the estimated FRI in most spruce-fir forests usually ranges from 200 to 500 years (USFS
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2021c). Climate change is expected to increase the probability of fire in spruce-fir forests (Higuera et al.
2021).

IMPACTS FROM CHEATGRASS

Invasive annual plants, such as cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) and, to a lesser extent, jointed goatgrass
(Aegilops cylindrica), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), and European madwort (Alyssum simplex), have
significantly impacted the natural fire regimes of Mesa County (BLM 2015, 2019). In invaded ecosystems,
cheatgrass can promote unnatural fine fuel growth (BLM 2015) and, at times, dominate the post-fire
landscape, which can increase the potential for and recurrence of future wildfire (Zouhar 2003). In areas
dominated by cheatgrass, the average FRI is typically less than 10 years (Paysen et al. 2000). In Mesa
County, the most impacted vegetation types are usually grasslands, shrub-steppe, and pinyon-juniper
woodlands (BLM 2015 and 2019a).

Impacts of Cheatgrass to Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands. Cheatgrass (Figure 2.6) has been described as
ubiquitous to many pinyon-juniper woodlands (Zouhar 2003). Mature pinyon-juniper woodlands with a
sparse understory of native perennials that experience infrequent stand replacement events are most
likely to experience cheatgrass invasion during the early post-wildfire successional stages (Goodrich
1999; Zouhar 2003), where cheatgrass can achieve 60% to 80% ground cover within 5 to 10 years.

If allowed to persist, cheatgrass would transition from a very infrequent FRI (~400 years) to a recurring
FRIs of less than 20 years and a loss of natural pinyon-juniper woodlands (Zouhar 2003).
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Figure 2.6. Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) is identified by its
spindle leaves and signature droopy-brome with hues that
vary between dull red and tan.

IMPACTS FROM TAMARISK AND RUSSIAN OLIVE

Fire-tolerant, flammable, non-native species now exist within cottonwood (Populus sp.) and willow (Salix
sp.) stands along the Colorado River corridor and other rivers and drainages throughout the county. One
species that deserves special mention with regard to wildfire is the non-native phreatophyte tamarisk
(Tamarix sp.). This species is common among nearly all riparian areas in Mesa County. Once
established, tamarisk can obtain water at deeper groundwater levels and has higher water-use efficiency
than native riparian trees in both mature and post-fire communities (Busch 1995; Busch and Smith 1993).

One of the major competitive advantages of tamarisk (Figure 2.7) is its ability to sprout from the root
crown following fire or other disturbances (e.g., flood, herbicides) that kill or severely injure aboveground
portions of the plant (Brotherson and Field 1987; Brotherson and Winkel 1986; Smith et al. 1998).
Tamarisk flammability increases with the buildup of dead and senescent woody material within the dense
bases of the plant (Busch 1995). Tamarisk can also contribute to increased canopy density, which
creates volatile fuel ladders and increases the likelihood of wildfire. Other non-native species, such as
Russian olive and Siberian elm, also exist along the river corridors and have created similar problems,
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although not as extensive, to those created by tamarisk. These invasives can heighten hazardous wildfire
conditions in canyons and drainage bottoms.

Programs to reduce tamarisk have already been implemented in the county and include collaborative
activities from non-profit, county, state, and federal partners (Mesa County 2023a). In Grand Junction,
the RiversEdge West organization has been working to actively restore native riparian vegetation by
removing tamarisk and restoring native riparian plant communities throughout the county (RiversEdge
West 2023). Tamarisk and Russian olive have been removed via various methods, including bulldozer
land clearing, mechanical chipping or mulching, and cut-stump with herbicide application. All treated
vegetation should be removed from open spaces, roads, and walking rights-of-way through a range of
biomass mitigation practices, such as pile burning with proper county burn permits. Restoration efforts
include secondary weed control (kochia, Russian knapweed, perennial pepper weed, and Russian thistle
primarily), native riparian and upland grass seeding, upland and riparian shrub plantings, and woody
riparian pole plantings. The goal for the project is to enhance ecological health, visitor experience, and
wildlife habitat (RiversEdge West 2023).

IR ST AR RS AN S DN e T
Figure 2.7. A mature tamarisk (Tamarix sp.) tree-shrub that
is characterized by its dense composition, blue-green
leaves, and narrow cluster of small flowers differing
between white and pink (photo credit: J. Oldenettel, 2008).
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CLIMATE AND WEATHER PATTERNS

Table 2.2. Mean Annual Temperature and Precipitation by Station in Mesa County

Mean Annual Temperature (°F)

Location Period of Record Prec,;/pl)?ta;[iﬁr:”z;ilhes) Max Min AI\::?]?JZI
Pifion Mesa 1991-2020 23.3 52.6 28.8 40.7
Grand Mesa 1991-2020 30.1 46.8 25.6 36.2
Grand Junction 1991-2020 9.1 66.6 39.8 53.2

Sources: NOAA (2023); PRISM (2023)

In Mesa County, July is usually the hottest month, with average maximum temperatures ranging from
69.8°F to 94.5°F. January is the coldest month, with average minimum temperatures ranging from 9.8°F
to 17.3°F. Temperatures in the valleys and canyons show more variation between summer and winter
than the montane areas. Grand Junction experiences hot summers but comparable winter temperatures
to the Pifion and Grand Mesas.

Annual precipitation can vary greatly. Grand Junction receives only 9.1 inches of precipitation, while the
western side of the Grand Mesa receives over 30.1 inches. Spring and fall are usually the wettest
months, but the high-elevation mesas also receive significantly more winter precipitation. The North
American Monsoon (NAM) effect is most evident in the Grand Junction and Pifion Mesa regions, with
higher precipitation in late summer and early fall. June and July are typically the driest months, posing a
high risk of wildfires. The NAM effect usually starts in late August, ending the fire season. However, years
with little NAM impact can result in prolonged wildfire conditions in the fall. The NAM effect has become
more erratic and unpredictable due to climate change. In 2020, the region experienced one of the driest
monsoon seasons on record, leading to low precipitation levels in Mesa County. These conditions likely
contributed to the Pine Gulch Fire, the third largest wildfire in Colorado history.

Monthly climate normals (30-year averages) for Mesa County are graphed by weather stations and
modeled climate data below (Figures 2.8-2.10).

It should be noted that, with climate change, Colorado is expected to experience significant changes in
weather, which will likely exacerbate the behavior of future fires. Specific to wildfires, under all climate
change scenarios, Colorado is expected to have increased summer temperatures and lengthening of the
fire season. Precipitation totals are less likely to change, but the timing and duration of precipitation
events will be more variable (Colorado Water Conservation Board 2023). Overall, the warmer
temperatures will bring about drier weather in Mesa County, which will exacerbate the county’s fire risk.
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Figure 2.8. Monthly climate averages for the Pifion Mesa region,
Colorado, 1991-2020 (source: PRISM 2023).
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Figure 2.9. Monthly climate averages for the Grand Mesa region,
Colorado, 1991-2020 (source: PRISM 2023).
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Figure 2.10. Monthly climate averages for Grand Junction,
Colorado, 1991-2020 (source: NOAA 2023).

FIRE HISTORY

Fire is a natural part of Colorado’s diverse landscapes and is essential to many ecosystems across the
state. Almost all of Colorado’s diverse ecosystems are fire-dependent or fire-adapted. For centuries,
many Colorado Native American tribes recognized this interdependence between fire and the ecosystem
and used prescribed burning to maintain and restore ecosystem health. However, in the 1800s, a shift in
management actions—settlers began enforcing strict fire suppression regimes—Iled to challenges such as
dense stand conditions, unhealthy rangelands, and increased ecosystem and community vulnerability to
fire. These challenges hold true today in Mesa County, with many areas experiencing an increased fire
threat from historic normal (Mesa County Sheriff's Office 2015). Furthermore, other actions such as
human expansion into wildlands, climate change, and forest health degradation have likely resulted in an
imbalance between wildfire and ecosystem interactions (Higuera et al. 2021).

PAST FIRE MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND LAND
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Fire management in Colorado and the western United States has adapted over time in response to
changing knowledge of forest ecosystems. In 1910, just 5 years after the USFS was established, massive
fires burned over 3 million acres of the agency’s land in northern Idaho and western Montana, prompting
a federal fire suppression policy to protect ecosystem services and timber stands (USFS 2017). The NPS
and BLM were established in 1916 and 1946, respectively, and adopted similar land management
philosophies.
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In the 1970s, forest management research began to reveal the natural role of wildfire in ecosystems
(USFS 2017), and by the turn of the century, complete fire suppression tactics on publicly managed land
were mostly replaced with a combination of suppression, containment, and mitigation measures such as
fuel treatments and prescribed burning (Forests and Rangelands 2021). Although these practices now
protect and restore public lands through more scientifically supported methods, some areas in Mesa
County have excessive fuel buildups, dense and continuous vegetative cover, and invasive plant
encroachment exacerbated by historic land management practices (Mesa County Sheriff's Office 2015).

RECENT FIRE OCCURRENCE

Colorado’s fire season has been estimated to occur between mid-May and mid-October (Wei et al. 2017).
Mesa County’s recent fire history reflects this, as most fires occurred within the period of May through
September, which is when high temperatures and drier conditions are more probable across the county
(Figure 2.15). Natural causes have been the primary cause of wildfire ignitions (Figure 2.16); however,
human ignitions are also common. Since 2014, humans have been responsible for 37.6% of the fires that
have occurred within Mesa County and have a known ignition source, with many of these human-caused
ignitions occurring near the county’s towns and municipalities (Figures 2.17 and 2.18). Specific recent
wildfire events are discussed in more detail below. An analysis of Mesa County’s wildland fire history
(1980-2022) (LANDFIRE 2022) shows that fires have mostly occurred in the county’s forested areas
(Figure 2.11). Specific recent wildfire events are discussed in more detail below.

Wildfire has become an increasing concern throughout the western United States. Since 2010, nationally,
a record number of acres have burned, and numbers are continually increasing (NIFC 2020). In 2020,
58,950 fires were reported nationwide, burning 10.1 million acres (NIFC 2020). In 2020, wildfires burned
665,454 acres of land in Colorado, marking the largest and most destructive season recorded in the
state's history (Colorado Sun 2020). It is estimated that wildfire suppression efforts in Colorado cost over
$266 million in 2020. Mesa County avoided the worst effects of the 2020 drought and fire season;
however, it was impacted by the nearby Pine Gulch Fire. The worst fire in recent years occurred in 2018
when the Bull Draw Fire burned over 36,000 acres of land between Montrose and Mesa Counties.

The wildfire seasons in 2018 and 2020 corresponded with a period extreme drought and warm growing
season temperatures brought on by climate change (NOAA 2023).
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Figure 2.11. Recent wildfire history in Mesa County.
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Fires per Decade, 1985 - 2022
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Figure 2.12. Decadal wildfire frequency for Mesa County based on available data from 1985
through 2022.

Fires by Size Class Per Decade, 1985 - 2022
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Figure 2.13. Fire size statistics for Mesa County are based on fire history data from 1985
through 2022. The size classifications are as follows: A = 0-0.25 acre, B = 0.25-10 acres,
C =10-100 acres, D = 100-300 acres, E = 300-1,000 acres, F = >1,000 acres.
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Figure 2.14. Acres burned per decade for Mesa County based on fire history data from
1985 through 2022.
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Figure 2.15. Number of recorded fires per month in Mesa County from 1985 through 2022.
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Figure 2.16. Cause of wildfire ignitions in Mesa County from 2014 through 2022.
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Figure 2.17. Location of wildfire occurrences in Mesa County.

Page | 31

Table of Contents




2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

M id I(W‘;u ] ik 3
»"'! S0 res, DAt % Battlement | "% ®  ® | MESA COUNTY COMMUNITY
|/ )_1‘ e ¢ ° arachl e'..Mesa A e, s ® WILDFIRE PROTECTION PLAN
e SHio » ° 4
zz4= s A ¢ ) e ] e R ot « | Fire Occurrence
£ i 52 o ¥ A o s ®e | Density
Oy S ° ° - i
it Y / ° L ®  Fire Occurrence Point
) ° De/Beque, 0 :
° & £ : 3 @® City/Town
[ J 6 [ ° ° —— Highway
- 133 Collbran 5 Major Roadway
°
Mack 2 Planning A
- ey e ° .~ Molina K_ [ Planning Area
5 < ‘Mesa v ;l *9| &&= County Boundary
. ° ° = - 3 Fire Occurrence Density
) o | ..o. Palisade L4 o 5 o g z (fires per sq. mile)
° =8z
3 4 3gdlands Eruitvale ° G ° o® —87 0
o o e 0% o Clifton 'g_@® ~AD 0-0.25
° & ® ° erand » Grand Mesaw SR oY =~ 8e
S Gend Junction x .'. ° g6 0.25-0.5
L] ® 12 = (=
. ‘ orefard Mesa 2 & % St Az B 050-0.75
Glade-Park Whitewater, ' ° ie = SomeTset A
% ° - ® B o I o75-1
] o.: ° Cedaredgﬁ S W i -
° ® LI
’ o s R © d g o X .
@ .Orchard City o ’
; e O ‘HOtCh.k'ss ] Mesa County, Colorado
[d s oo Lagaar, ¢ o o NAD 1983 UTM Zone 12N
° L4 ® % }. 108.2277°W 38.9364°N
(3 @ ° :
S 141 =3 Delta ° :
& ° ° ° 7 [ ° °p e oo o Crawford Credits: NIFC
) ® * Base Map: Esri ArcGIS Online. accessed February 2023
. e ° °® . °
) L ] 5 ° ])]ll\(l)ll\ll\ ® ;
(d e ° i L MONTROSE (mNncSO
Gatewa i -
° 00\ *e} " = °® $O'athe 0: A8 28 N
2 % % ° o - ogaB z A
.‘ [ J o [ ] .'. z ; Z ;
° o . . s ° =20z 1:850,000
o ® e ° =z ° 0 6 12
4 L [ * e Montrose Miles
= ' ; —— ometers
‘ ry N © . .Clrr arron e sl
° J' o e ° "l °
3 Lo « § i H ® L % s y SWCA
.‘ .. .. ® » ° % File f"C‘DCvU”“’lreD""iNVIIONMiNTAL CONSULTANTS
. &0 - - 2 o |
Figure 2.18. Fire occurrence densities in Mesa County.
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The three largest and most destructive wildfires in Mesa County have occurred since 2012, with all three
having been ignited by lighting. The more recent wildfires have occurred where wildfires had not
previously, which has largely been attributed to impacts from drought and unnatural fuel accumulation
due to fire suppression and the intrusion of non-native plants (Mesa County 2020).

Pine Ridge Fire: This fire was ignited by lightning strike and occurred northeast of Grand Junction and
west of De Beque. Burning in the summer of 2012 from June 27 to July 4, the Pine Ridge Fire burned
13,920 acres of land. This led to long term closures of the land from public access to allow for
rehabilitation of the ecosystem, which was greatly impacted by the high-intensity fire. Additionally, post-
fire erosion threatened major water quality impacts to the Colorado River (USDA 2012).

Bull Draw Fire: This fire occurred on the Uncompahgre National Forest and adjacent land northwest of
Nucla and was ignited by a lightning strike in July 2018. The summer was particularly hot and dry, with
annual precipitation in much of the region hovering around 50% of historical averages (Montrose Dispatch
2018), leading to difficult firefighting conditions. The fire burned over 35,000 acres across Montrose and
Mesa Counties throughout July, August, and September until cooler temperatures and 5 inches of
snowfall helped crews achieve 100% containment in early October (Montrose County Sheriff's Office
2018). It is estimated that suppression costs for the Bull Draw Fire were over 10.7 million dollars (NIFC
2020).

Pine Gulch Fire: This fire was started by a lightning strike on July 31, 2020, approximately 18 miles north
of Grand Junction, Colorado, in Mesa and Garfield Counties. The fire moved quickly through grass, sage,
pinyon-juniper, and Douglas-fir during unseasonably hot weather. Drought stressed vegetation combined
with steep terrain led to extreme fire behavior and weeks of active burning. On August 18, a thunderstorm
produced 40-mph sustained winds for 3 to 4 hours, which resulted in the fire perimeter increasing by
30,000 acres in a single night. The Pine Gulch Fire is the third largest wildfire in Colorado state history,
covering 139,007 acres before being fully contained on September 23 (Mesa County Sheriff's Office
2023).

FIRE RESPONSE CAPABILITIES
PLANNING DECISION AND SUPPORT

Wildfires have continued to grow in size and severity over the last decade, requiring fire managers to
institute more robust pre-fire planning as well as adapt and improve decision-making tools in order to
reduce risk to fire responders and the public and assess impacts to ecological processes. Refer to
Appendix A to learn more about planning and policy in Mesa County.

A primary decision tool utilized by fire managers across all agencies is the Wildland Fire Decision Support
System (WFDSS), a system that assists fire managers and analysts in making strategic and tactical
decisions for fire incidents (WFDSS 2021). WFDSS combines desktop applications for fire modeling into
one web-based system. It provides a risk-informed decision process and documentation system for all
wildland fires, and it also introduces economic principles into the fire decision process to improve
efficiency while also ensuring safe and effective wildfire response.

FIRE RESOURCES

Fire management in Colorado is accomplished through a cooperative interagency partnership among
federal, state, and local entities. Wildland fire response is directed and managed by regional interagency

Page | 33 Table of Contents



2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

fire centers in Colorado. These dispatch centers are part of the larger Rocky Mountain Area Coordination
Center. The dispatch centers in Colorado include the Fort Collins, Craig, Grand Junction, Montrose,
Durango, and Pueblo Interagency Dispatch Centers. When a fire is reported in Mesa County, a 911 call is
routed to the Grand Junction Regional Communications Center, which will dispatch the appropriate
agency. Additional details regarding fire response resources can be found in Appendix B, and Map J.10
of Appendix J outlines local fire station service areas.

Individuals seeking fire resources can explore the Mesa County Wildfire Council

(https://sheriff. mesacounty.us/divisions/emergency-services/wildland-fire-management/) and Two Rivers
Wildfire Coalition (https://www.tworiverswildfirecoalition.ora/) websites, both of which serve as excellent
local resources for collaborative education and action on wildfire prevention, mitigation, and community
preparedness.

In addition, community members can sign up for emergency alerts to be notified to their cell phone of any
emergencies faced by the county. Additional resources for community and fire preparedness can be
found in Appendix B.
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 CHAPTER 3 - RISK-HAZARD -
f ”_) ASSESSMENT

PURPOSE

The purpose of developing the Risk-Hazard Assessment model described here is to create a unique tool
for evaluating the risk of wildland fires to communities within the WUI areas of Mesa County. Although
many definitions exist for hazard and risk, for the purpose of this document, these definitions follow those
used by the firefighting community:

Risk is defined as the chance of a fire starting as determined by the presence and activity of
causative agents (National Wildfire Coordinating Group [NWCG] 1998).

Hazard is a fuel complex defined by kind, arrangement, volume, condition, and location that forms a
special threat of ignition and resistance to control.

From the risk assessment, land use managers, fire officials, planners, and others can begin to prepare
strategies and methods for reducing the threat of wildfire, as well as work with community members to
educate them about methods for reducing the damaging consequences of fire. The fuels reduction
treatments can be implemented on both private and public land, so community members have the
opportunity to actively apply the treatments on their properties, as well as recommend treatments on
public land that they use or care about.

Disclaimer

The purpose of this risk assessment is solely to provide a community- and landscape-level overview of
general wildfire risks within the assessment area as of the date hereof, and to provide a potential
resource for community pre-fire planning. This risk assessment is premised on various assumptions and
models, which include and are based on data, software tools, and other information provided by third
parties (collectively, “Third-Party Information and Tools”). SWCA, Incorporated, doing business as SWCA
Environmental Consultants (“SWCA?”), relied upon various Third-Party Information and Tools in the
preparation of this risk assessment, and SWCA shall have no liability to any party in connection with this
risk assessment including, without limitation, as a result of incomplete or inaccurate Third-Party
Information and Tools used in the preparation hereof. This risk assessment may not be relied upon by
any party without the express written consent of SWCA. SWCA hereby expressly disclaims any
responsibility for the accuracy or reliability of the Third-Party Information and Tools relied upon by SWCA
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in preparing this risk assessment. SWCA shall have no liability for any damage, loss (including loss of
life), injury, property damage, or other damages whatsoever arising from or in connection with this risk
assessment, including any person’s use or reliance on the information contained in this risk assessment.
Any reproduction or dissemination of this risk assessment or any portion hereof shall include the entirety
of this plan disclaimer.

RISK-HAZARD ASSESSMENT INPUTS

The Risk-Hazard Assessment is created by layering several risk-hazard inputs, including fire behavior
model outputs generated in the desktop analysis (flame length, rate of spread, crown fire potential, and
burn probability, all of which are discussed in Appendix D, Fire Behavior Modeling/GIS Background and
Methodology), highly valued resources and assets (HVRAS) (discussed in the Values at Risk section of
Chapter 3), and the WUI (discussed in the Wildland Urban Interface section of Chapter 2), fire history,
and fire response (both described in Appendix B, Community Background and Resources).

DESKTOP ANALYSIS

The desktop analysis analyzes risks and hazards, uses fuels properties, topography, and weather to
generate fire behavior modeling outputs: burn probability (Map J.3 in Appendix J), crown fire activity
(Map J.5), flame length (Map J.2), and rate of spread (Map J.4), which were used as inputs (along with
fire history, fire response, VARs, and the WUI) in the Risk-Hazard Assessment.

Detailed information on fuels analysis and calibration, topography, and weather are provided in Appendix
D.

Information regarding fire history and response resources are explained in Chapter 2 and Appendix B,
respectively.

Fire Behavior Modeling

Overview

Three factors influence the spread of wildfire in the wildland fire environment: fuels, topography, and
weather. Understanding how these factors interact to produce a range of fire behavior is fundamental to
determining treatment strategies and priorities in the WUI. In the wildland environment, vegetation is
synonymous with fuels. When sufficient fuels for continued combustion are present, the level of risk for
those residing in the WUI is heightened. Fire spreads in three ways: 1) surface fire spread, in which the
flaming front remains on the ground surface (in grasses, shrubs, small trees, etc.) and resistance to
control is comparatively low; 2) crown fire, in which the surface fire “ladders” up into the upper levels of
the forest canopy and spreads through the tops (or crowns) independent of or along with the surface fire,
and when sustained is often beyond the capabilities of suppression resources; and 3) spotting, in which
embers are lifted and carried with the wind ahead of the main fire and ignite in receptive fuels; if embers
are plentiful and/or long range (>0.5 mile), resistance to control can be very high. Crown fire and spotting
activity have been a concern for fire managers, particularly under extreme weather conditions. In areas
where homes are situated close to timber fuels and/or denser shrubs and trees, potential spotting from
woody fuels to adjacent fuels should always be acknowledged.

For this plan, an assessment of fire behavior has been carried out using well-established fire behavior
models: FARSITE, FlamMap, BehavePlus, and FireFamily Plus housed within the Interagency Fuel
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Treatment Decision Support System (IFTDSS), as well as ArcGIS Desktop Spatial Analyst tools. Data
used in the Risk-Hazard Assessment is largely obtained from LANDFIRE.

Finally, we used ArcGIS Pro to run a weighted sum raster process to add all the inputs together. Risk
assessment inputs were assigned weights in accordance with their potential influence on wildfire risk and
Core Team input (Figure D.3). The distance from the nearest fire station(s) to the community typically
determines fire response times. The WUI and highly valued resources designate areas that constitute life,
property, and critical infrastructure. Lastly, fire occurrence and fire behavior characteristics (crown fire
activity, burn probability, flame length, and rate of spread) determine where a fire is likely to occur and the
type, intensity, and speed at which the fire spreads.

Information regarding the modeling approach and components is included in Appendix D.

RISK-HAZARD ASSESSMENT RESULTS

The Risk-Hazard Assessment modeling approach uses a weighted sum model, which “stacks”
geographically aligned data sets and evaluates an output value derived from each cell value of the
overlaid data set in combination with the weighted assessment. In a weighted sum model, the weighted
values of each pixel from each parameter data set are added together so that the resulting data set
contains pixels with summed values of all the parameters. This method ensures that the model resolution
is maintained in the results and thus provides finer detail and range of values for denoting fire risk. Figure
D.2 in Appendix D illustrates the individual data sets and the relative weights assigned within the
modeling framework. These include fire behavior parameters, fire occurrence density, HVRAs, WUI, and
distance from fire stations. Figure 3.1 is the Risk-Hazard Assessment for the planning area and classifies
the planning area into low, moderate, and high risk categories. Additional information on the Risk-Hazard
Assessment process is provided in Appendix D.

The Risk-Hazard Assessment is highly influenced by fuels and the WUI. Generally, forested regions
composed of conifer fuels that are found on steep slopes or have yet to experience recent wildfire display
the highest risk to wildfire. For example, unburned pinyon-juniper stands found along the slopes of the
Grand Mesa and near WUI areas display extreme risk from wildfire. Similar patterns are observed in the
unburned conifer forests that surround the Uncompahgre Plateau. Furthermore, desert scrub and
sagebrush fuels typically found in the dry low country near communities such as Gateway and Glade Park
typically experience frequent FRIs with high rates of spread and short flame lengths. Fuels in these areas
a typically composed of GS (grass-shrub fuels), where bunchgrass species and sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata) typically comprise the fuels.

Regions with the lowest risk from wildfire usually fall outside the WUI. Other areas of low wildfire risk are
usually composed of recently burned forests and rangelands, alpine areas, agricultural plots, water
bodies, and large tracts of aspen forests. Overall, risk reduction efforts should be focused on the forests
and rangelands within the WUI that place communities at high to extreme risk from wildfire.
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Figure 3.1. Risk-Hazard Assessment for Mesa County.
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SOCIALLY VULNERABLE POPULATIONS

It is essential to accurately and comprehensively identify socially vulnerable populations within Mesa
County (Figure 3.2). Wildfire can disproportionately affect those in poverty because of factors such as
inadequate housing, social exclusion, lack of property, and inability to evacuate effectively (Fothergill and
Peek 2004). Furthermore, those with fewer assets and less financial security will have a lower ability to
absorb losses and maintain resilience to additional hazard impacts. Other vulnerable groups include the
disabled and elderly, who often face additional hardships regarding evacuations and health impacts due
to smoke inhalation (Palaiologou et al. 2019).

It is important to acknowledge that socially vulnerable populations exist throughout the planning area and,
while vulnerable populations may not reside in the WUI, this does not exclude them from wildfire hazard
impacts. Large wildfires can be transboundary in nature and may negatively impact many different
demographic groups over varying time scales (Palaiologou et al. 2019). Therefore, is it important that
local land managers, fire response agencies, and community resource groups are prepared to mitigate
wildfire hazards in vulnerable communities and establish programs to help those that are the most
susceptible to drastic life changes due to a wildfire disaster.

This CWPP does not attempt to identify all socially vulnerable populations in Mesa County. Additional
information on how wildfire may affect socially vulnerable populations is available here:
https://wildfirerisk.orag/
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Figure 3.2. Social vulnerability indicators (SVIs) identified in the Colorado State Forest Atlas and referenced to the American

Communities Survey (ACS).

The ACS data were available and sourced from the Centers for Disease and Control (CDC) and Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) public database.
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VALUES AT RISK

An earlier compilation of the critical infrastructure in the planning area, coupled with the community
assessments, public outreach, and Core Team input, has helped in the development of a list of VARs
from wildland fire (Figure 3.3). These data are also supplemented with HVRA data, which is a data set
that is being gathered nationwide and available through the IFTDSS. The public was encouraged to
provide additional VARSs during the public outreach period, via the public survey. Based on feedback
provided, this section and the associated mapping was revised.

In addition to critical infrastructure (see Map J.9 in Appendix J), VARSs can also include natural, cultural,
and socioeconomic resources (see Maps J.6, J.7, and J.8, respectively). It is important to note that
although an identification of VARs can inform treatment recommendations, a number of factors must be
considered in order to fully prioritize areas for treatment; these factors include appropriateness of
treatment, land ownership constraints, locations of ongoing projects, available resources, and other
physical, social, or ecological barriers to treatment.

The scope of this CWPP does not allow determination of the absolute natural, socioeconomic, and
cultural values that could be impacted by wildfire in the planning area. In terms of socioeconomic values,
the impact due to wildfire would cross many scales and sectors of the economy and call upon resources
locally, regionally, and nationally.
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Figure 3.3. Critical infrastructure within Mesa County.
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NATURAL VALUES AT RISK

The CWPP planning area has a variety of natural resources of particular concern to land managers,
such as rare habitats and listed plant and wildlife species (Figures 3.4 and 3.5; see Map J.6 in Appendix
J). Examples of natural values identified by the Core Team include the following:
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Colorado River ecosystem

Gunnison River ecosystem

Natural areas

Native species

Wildlife habitat

Threatened and endangered species
Wetland areas

Ranchland

Air quality

Public land (e.g., Grand Mesa and
Uncompahgre National Forests, BLM land,
and Colorado National Monument)

Watershed protection (Colorado River,
Gunnison River, Verga Lake, Mesa Lakes)

Ski areas (Powderhorn Ski Resort)

Trail systems (e.g., Bangs Canyon,
Mclnnis Canyons, Palisade Rim)

Scenic viewsheds

BLM Areas of Critical and Environmental
Concern (Bullen and Martsolf 2010)

Colorado Natural Heritage Program
Potential Conservation Areas

(as described in the 2010 Mesa County
Hazard Mitigation Plan [source: Colorado
Natural Heritage Program 2009])
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)

Figure 3.5. A natural VAR, the Grand Mesa.
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SOCIOECONOMIC VALUES AT RISK

Social values include population, recreation, infrastructure, agriculture, and the built environment
(Figures 3.6—-3.8; see Map J.8 in Appendix J). Much of the built environment in the planning area falls
within the WUI zones. Examples include the following:

e Agricultural lands ¢ Railroad bridges

e Churches e Highways

e Ranchlands o Wells, pipelines, and other related
infrastructure

o Utility lines, infrastructure, etc.

. e Water storage
e Fire departments g
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e

Figure 3.7. Example of a socioeconomic VAR, recreation site in Mesa County.

Figure 3.8. Example of a socioeconomic VAR, a ski resort in Mesa County.
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CULTURAL VALUES AT RISK

Many historical landmarks are scattered throughout the county (see Map J.7 in Appendix J). Particular
cultural VARs (Figures 3.9 and 3.10) in the CWPP planning area are the following:

e All existing archaeological sites
e Old homesteads

e Old schoolhouses

e Historic buildings

e National Register of Historic Places sites
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J. Beall, 2013).
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This chapter provides project recommendations and implementation guidance. However, mitigation does
not stop there. In addition to the recommendations, recognizing wildfire mitigation, preparedness, and
resilience means being prepared both pre- and post-fire. Post-fire response and rehabilitation information
can be found at the end of this chapter.

This plan has been aligned with the Cohesive Strategy and its Phase Ill Western Regional Action Plan by
adhering to the nationwide vision:

“To safely and effectively extinguish fire, when needed; use fire where allowable; manage
our natural resources; and collectively, learn to live with wildland fire.” (Wildland Fire
Leadership Council 2023).

Thus, CWPP recommendations have been structured around the three main goals of the Cohesive
Strategy: restoring and maintaining landscapes, fire-adapted communities, and wildfire response. Many of
the recommendations listed can be implemented at the homeowner or community level. Projects requiring
large-scale support can be prioritized based on the Risk-Hazard Assessment.

Recommendation matrixes are used throughout this chapter to serve as an action plan for
implementation. Recommendations have been aligned with the strategies in the 2020 Colorado Forest
Action Plan (CSFS 2020) wherever possible.

ST GOAL 1: RESILIENT LANDSCAPES

.I In this CWPP, recommendations to restore and maintain landscapes
focus on vegetation management and hazardous fuel reduction.

Landscapes are resilient to fire; insect,

SRRl LEEEEUES  This region has been home to an active and committed fuel treatment

jurisdictional boundaries.

program by land managers for many years. Figure 4.1 shows existing fuel
treatments that have been completed or planned in and around the planning area. This information is
derived from the DFPC, CSFS, Team Rubicon, BLM, RiversEdge West, Mesa County Sheriff's Office,
and USFS. The reader is referred to agency websites and the Federal Register for the latest information
on planned or ongoing actions on adjacent public land (Figure 4.1). The treatment momentum already
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observed surrounding the planning area should be built upon in order to increase fuel treatment
effectiveness across the landscape. The Core Team has listed fuel treatments on private lands and
watershed health improvements as high priority mitigation actions. See recommendations in Chapter 4.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HAZARDOUS FUEL REDUCTION

Fuels should be modified with a strategic approach to reduce the threat that high-intensity wildfires pose
to lives, property, and other values. Moderating extreme fire behavior, reducing structural ignitability,
creating defensible space, providing safe evacuation routes, and maintaining all roads for firefighting
access are methods of fuels reduction likely to be used around communities located in a WUI zone.

The use of multiple treatment methods often magnifies the benefits. See Figure 4.1 for a map of past and
existing interagency fuel treatment projects across Mesa County.

Fuel treatments are often planned and executed separately on private and public property. However, it is
crucial that landowners and land managers work together to comprehensively reduce wildfire risk by
cooperating on fuel reduction strategies from the wildlands to the home ignition zone (H12).

When considering these recommended fuel treatments, it is important to distinguish between their
applicability on public land versus private land. Prescribed fire treatments are designed for application on
landscape-level, publicly owned land, whereas recommendations for private land include individual
safeguarding measures such as mowing around parcel boundaries and creating defensible space.
Consultation with experts and compliance with local regulations are essential for the safe and effective
implementation of these treatments.

Fuels Management

Fuels management of public and private land in the WUI is key to the survival of homes during a wildfire
event, as well as the means to meet the criteria of Goal 1. Research has shown how fuel treatments in
the WUI can change fire behavior to support suppression activities and protect homes (Evans et al.
2015). The importance of fuels management is reflected in policy at the federal level, with the HFRA
requiring that federal land management agencies spend at least 50% of their fuels reduction funds on
projects in the WUI.

Fuels should be modified with a strategic approach to reduce the threat that high-intensity wildfires pose
to lives, property, and other values. This section provides information on fuel treatment methodologies
that can be applied to first protect structures (defensible space), then near community boundaries (fuel
breaks, cleanup of adjacent open spaces), and finally in the wildlands beyond community boundaries
(larger-scale forest health and restoration treatments). The emphasis of each of these treatment types is
unique. Proximate to structures, the recommendations focus on reducing fire intensity consistent with
Firewise and International Fire Code standards. Further into open space areas, treatments tend to
emphasize forest health and increasing resiliency to catastrophic wildfire and other disturbances.

Treating fuels in the WUI can lessen the risk of intense or extreme fire behavior (Martinson and Omi
2013; Safford et al. 2009). Studies and observations of fires burning in areas where fuel treatments have
occurred have shown that the fire either remains on or drops to the surface, thus avoiding destructive
crown fire, as long as activity fuels are treated or removed (Graham et al. 2004; Pollet and Omi 2002;
Prichard et al. 2010; Safford et al. 2012; Waltz et al. 2014). Fuel mitigation efforts therefore should be
focused specifically where these critical conditions could develop in or near CARs.
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Figure 4.1. Existing fuel treatments across all jurisdictions from 1999 through 2022.
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The USFS has mapped potential operational delineations (PODs) throughout its land in Mesa County.
As defined by the USFS, PODs are “spatial units or containers defined by potential control features, such
as roads and ridge tops, within which relevant information on forest conditions, ecology, and fire potential
can be summarized. PODs combine local fire knowledge with advanced spatial analytics to help
managers develop a common understanding of risks, management opportunities, and desired outcomes
to determine fire management objectives” (USFS 2023). PODs are often a good starting point for fuel
treatment planners to begin formulating wildfire mitigation strategies on public land.

Landscape-Scale Recommended Treatments

The landscape-scale fuel treatment recommendations outlined in this plan are based on an assessment
of the dominant fuel types within the county. By identifying and outlining specific treatments based on the
fuel types present within each community, land managers and property owners can apply these
treatments at the local level.

Table 4.1, in conjunction with a map of priority fuels (Figure 4.2), summarizes recommendations for
landscape-scale treatments associated with dominant fuel types throughout the planning area.

See Figure 4.3 for a pie chart denoting the five priority fuels in Mesa County and the area of land they
encompass. Many of these treatment recommendations are general across the communities because
similar conditions occur in those areas. The specific communities in which it is recommended to
implement landscape-scale fuel treatments are defined in Table 4.1 as a guide for implementation.
Additionally, Table 4.2 includes broad, long-term recommendations and strategies to increase the
resiliency of Mesa County’s landscapes to wildfire. These recommendations are aligned with the National
Cohesive Strategy described above. Table 4.2 also addresses the requirement for an action plan and
assessment strategy by providing monitoring guidelines and a timeline for implementation. This timeline is
obviously dependent on available funding and resources, as well as National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) protocols for any treatments pursued on public land. When applying fuel treatments, every effort
should be made to align treatments with the Colorado State Forest Action Plan (CSFS 2020) with
consideration of all appropriate best management practices and sound science. In addition, treatments
should be strategically located in areas to maximize effectiveness of other existing and ongoing projects
(see Figure 4.1).

When possible, simultaneously planning for the management of multiple resources while reducing fuels
will ensure that the land remains viable for multiple uses in the long term. The effectiveness of any fuel
reduction treatment depends on the degree of maintenance and monitoring that is employed. Monitoring
will also ensure that objectives are being met in a cost-effective manner.

The treatment list is by no means exhaustive and should be considered purely a sample of required
projects for the future management of the planning area. Many projects may be eligible for grant funds
available from federal and/or state sources. For a list of funding sources, please refer to Appendix L.
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Figure 4.2. Dominant fuel types in Mesa County that typically contribute to high wildfire intensity and rates of spread. These fuels
should be prioritized when planning landscape-level, cross-jurisdictional fuels treatments.
Note: see the Fuels and Topography subsection of Chapter 2 and Appendix D for detailed descriptions of each fuel type.
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Mesa County - Most Common Wildland Fuels by
Acreage

136,782

185,299
543,849

192,068

220,829

=382 =TU1 =SH5 =~TL3 =GR1

Figure 4.3. Pie chart showing the land area covered by the dominant fuel types within
Mesa County.
Note: see the Fuels and Topography subsection of Chapter 2 and Appendix D for detailed descriptions of each fuel type.
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Table 4.1 Fuel Model Characteristics with Associated Fuel Treatment Recommendations for
Relevant Communities across Mesa County

Characteristics

Description

Recommended Treatment

Recommended
Communities

GS2 Shrubs are 1-3 feet Grass shrub fuels make up  Grass shrub fuels can be Glade Park
high; moderate grass the majority of fuels present effectively managed with De Beque
load. Spread rate high in Mesa County. These prescribed burning. Burn units . .
(20-50 chains/hour); fuels are often found in should be no greater than Dolores River Corridor
flame length moderate  transition zones from arid 300 acres and must have treated Gateway
(4-8 feet); fine fuel load  grasslands to pinyon-juniper fuels within 66 feet of established £ ;ita
(2.1 tons/acre). dominated foothills. High containment lines. Specific burn .

rates of spread can make  prescriptions and weather Mesa, Molina, and
suppression difficult under  parameters will be site dependent Collbran
severe weather conditions. and should be determined by the Glade Park
The fuel type most local fuel treatment planning Horse Canyon
commonly found near WUl  specialist in coordination with
areas in Mesa County is state and federal agencies. Fuel
GS2. breaks should be established in

WUI areas where control and

suppression is a concern.

Communities bordering this fuel

type should implement

evacuation and alert protocols.

TUl Fuel bed is low load of ~ Timber understory is Timber understory fuels can be Brush Creek
grass and/or shrubs with primarily composed of rocky treated effectively with Campbell Point
litter. Spread rate low mountain aspen forestand mechanical and hand thinning of .

(2-5 chains/hour); flame woodland with Douglas-fir, ~ the overstory and understory Mesa, Molina, and
length low (1-4 feet): lodgepole pine, and sub- vegetation. Opportunities to Collbran
fine fuel load alpine fir. These fuels are incorporate logging as a fuel Pinyon Mesa
(1.3 tons/acre). primarily found on the upper treatment method may exist in
slopes of the Grand Mesa this fuel type. Existing roads can
and Uncompahgre Plateaus offer good anchor points for fuel
breaks and indirect containment
lines. TU1 fuels near roads and
key egress points should be
prioritized for treatment.

SH5 Heavy shrub load. Fuel Heavy shrub fuels are Within Mesa County, heavy shrub Glade Park
bed depth 4-6 feet. primarily composed of fuels are most commonly Brush Creek
Spread rate very high pinyon-juniper woodland responsible for extreme fire
(50-150 chains/hour);  with intermixed grass behavior. This is due to high fuel D€ Beaque
flame length very high components. These fuels loading, light flashy fuels, and Escalante
(12-25 feet). are primarily found on the steep slopes where this fuel type  \1asa Molina. and

lower slopes of plateaus is often found. A combination of CoIIbr’an '
and mesas and throughout  thinning, mastication, and
hilly regions of the county.  prescribed fire can be effective in Glade Park
reducing fire intensity and aiding  Horse Canyon
suppression efforts near the WUI. Pinyon Mesa
Unaweep Canyon

TL3 Moderate load. Spread  Timber litter fuels are Timber litter fuels often contain Campbell Point
rate very slow (0-2 ground fuels composed of  thick litter layers with dead and Escalante
chains/hour); flame litter from Gambel oak, down woody material. Slashing, .
length low (14 foot); mixed montane shrubland, lop and scatter, and pile and burn  Mesa, Molina, and
fine fuel load and pinyon-juniper are all good techniques to reduce Collbran
(0.5ton/acre). shrubland. These areas fuel loading in timber litter fuels.  Glade Park

experience high fuel Areas near roads and i

loading, and fire is carried ~ communities should be prioritized Pinyon Mesa
mostly by ground fuels. for treatments. Commercial Unaweep Canyon
These fuels are primarily logging can be effective in

found on the slopes of the  drastically reducing fuel loads in

Uncompahgre Plateau and  this fuel type.

are a sign of dense and

overstocked forests.
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L o Recommended
Characteristics Description Recommended Treatment CoTTiES
GR1 Grass is short, patchy, Short and patchy grass Grass fuels in Mesa County Glade Park
and possibly heavily fuels make up most of the  experience frequent fire return De Beque
grazed. Spread rate is lowland fuels throughout the intervals, and care should be )
moderate county, particularly north taken to mitigate fast-moving Fruita
(520 chains/hour); and east of Grand Junction. grass fires during periods of Mesa, Molina, and
flame length low Fire can move quickly in severe fire weather. Communities Collbran
(1-4 feet); fine fuel load these fuels, and short fire near these fuels should plan for 5,314 Junction
(0.40 ton/acre). return intervals are common evacuations and establish alert
depending on ignition protocols. Prescribed herbivory ~ Loma, Mack, and
frequencies. and mowing can be effectivein  Appleton

creating fuel breaks and reducing Palisade
fuel continuity on the landscape.  Three Eagles Way

Whitewater

Note: this table is to be used in conjunction with Figures 4.2 and 4.3.
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Table 4.2. Broad, Long-Term Recommendations to Create Resilient Landscapes (Fuel Treatments)

Timeline
for Action

Priority
(H.M,L)

Land Ownership/
Lead Agency

Monitoring/Maintenance

Location Requirements

Status Serves To:

Project Description

Methodology/Approach Funding Sources

H 2023-2028 Reduce tamarisk and All riparian areas Private, county, state, Utilize the partnership between Rivers Edge West and the  Protect critical habitat for the yellow-  Monitor effects on wildlife populations, . Building Resilient Infrastructure
Russian olive vegetation. throughout the county; and federal lands. City of Grand Junction and Fruita as a template. billed cuckoo, cottonwood galleries, soils, understory vegetation, invasive and Communities (BRIC)
priority areas: Build collaboration by working with a variety of agencies within a 15-mile reach of designated species, and water yield. Potential for Grants
o Colorado and non-profits, and local watershed groups. critical habitat for the following: ;:&mrg:r;%g:)?sngzgngoziﬂgr;a:)mussthat National Fire Plan (NFP)
Gunnison River Removal of tamarisk by cut and stump treatment or entire e humpback chub, ) y groups. Grants
corridors root extraction. Thin-from-below treatments in cottonwood e Colorado pikeminnow, C.ontact. e  Firewise Grants
. Colorado Parks to raise the crown base height to >8 feet. This helps to back suck RiversEdge West — Rusty Lloyd . )
and Wildlife areas reduce potential crown fire in cottonwood. Slash removal *  razorback sucker, rlloyd @riversedgewest.org *  Regional Catastrophic
e Redland and disposal. Selective removal of other non-natives from e bonytail chub (970) 256-7400 Preparedness (RCP) grants
eclands the riparian ecosystem. Follow-up revegetation treatments.  rhe desired habitat is a complex Also trained youth corps: e 2022 Infrastructure
. Orchard Mesa See Appendix D for a more detailed description of the vertical structure — a cottonwood and  \estern Colorado Conservation Investments and Jobs Act
" methods used. ; . i
e  Fruita ) ) willow gallery. Corp — J. Roberts e Forest Restoration & Wildfire
e Palisade Staggered removal and reclamation are important to Help mitigate extreme fire behavior in  jroberts@mesapartners.org Risk Mitigation (CSFS)
ensure maintenance of yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. timber fuel dred tential A e .
c ; - imber fuels and reduce potentia (970) 241-1027 e  Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
The bird has adapted to Russian olive understory and spread to communities adjoining the ¢ |
cottonwood overstory. Ensure effectiveness of reclamation - or Local Government (CSFS)
before beginning removal on a new property. o ) ) e  Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Align with the following plans: Best Practices (CSFS)
e  Mesa County HMP (2020)
. Mesa County Fire Plan (2004)
. Colorado Forest Action Plan
(2020)
H 2023-2026 Conduct fuel treatments  Natural creeks, Multi-agencies — private, Conduct hazardous fuel treatments in riparian areas . Reduce the overuse of riparian Conduct annual surveys along riparian e Building Resilient Infrastructure
to address ignitions in drainages, and streams  BLM, parks and wildlife,  utilizing a toolbox approach for methodologies. areas. corridors in urban areas. Utilize and Communities (BRIC)
high use riparian areas. ‘é"igﬁreR?;;?gﬂ Z(r:g;';y 1 ggﬁggoﬁ\t’fé e Work with homeowners to create and remove slash e Limit the spread of invasive ggﬁtrggt ?L??:L%rgnwggfigiiﬁgﬁnsts of Grants
' iles in riparian ar near property. i o A i i
throughout urban zones p .9.5 parian areas near property flanr:s and the accumulation of occurring in nearby riparian areas. . ganotnal Fire Plan (NFP)
are the highest priority. e  Utilize the County’s masticator for areas where rash. rants
«  North desert and slash piles are not appro;.)rlate.. . e  Dispose of hazardous fuels. e  Firewise Grants
roller dam e  Focus on the removal of invasive species. e  Decrease the potential for . Regional Catastrophic
e  Conduct fuel treatments that improve the ability to severe wildfire behavior. Preparedness (RCP) grants
contain human caused ignitions. e Improve the feasibility of future e 2022 Infrastructure
fuel reduction projects. Investments and Jobs Act
Align with the following plans: . Forest Restoration & Wildfire
. Mesa COUnty HMP (2020) Risk Mltlgatlon (CSFS)
e Mesa County Fire Plan (2004) *  Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
) for Local Government (CSFS)
e  Colorado Forest Action Plan I N
(2020) e  Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)
M 2023-2029 Treat and remove Railroad throughout the  Railroad, BLM, County Treat areas directly within the railroad right of way (ROW). . Help reduce railroad- Work with the railroad to establish an . Building Resilient Infrastructure

invasive species and
hazardous fuels along
the railroad right-of-way

(ROW).

extent of the county.

priority areas are
between Palisade and
De Beque where
frequent fires along the
railroad have occurred

Coordinate with the railroad on determining treatment
parameters and responsibility.

Utilize mowers, weed whackers, and other mechanical
treatments. Consider and evaluate the effectiveness of
cultural and biological treatments.

associated ignitions in the
railroad ROW.

Limit the inter-county and inter-
state spread of invasive plants.

Align with the following plans:

Mesa County HMP (2020)
Mesa County Fire Plan (2004)

Colorado Forest Action Plan
(2020)

action plan and treatment cataloging

protocol.

and Communities (BRIC)
Grants

National Fire Plan (NFP)
Grants

Firewise Grants

Regional Catastrophic
Preparedness (RCP) grants

2022 Infrastructure
Investments and Jobs Act

Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
for Local Government (CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)
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Status

Priority
(H.M,L)

Timeline
for Action

Project Description Location

Land Ownership/
Lead Agency

Methodology/Approach

Serves To:

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan SWC A

Monitoring/Maintenance
Requirements

Funding Sources

M 2023-2029 Treat and remove County, state, and Colorado Department of ~Regular maintenance needed to ensure clearance of . Protect life and property Work with transportation agencies to Building Resilient Infrastructure
invasive species and federal highways and Transportation, Mesa vegetation and reduced fuels density Monitoring should Reduce the ability for wildfire to establish an action plan and treatment and Communities (BRIC)
hazardous fuels along ROWs. County occur prior to fire season (February) and in the fall spread in and fro>r/n the cataloging protocol. Grants
the hlgréway right-of- Glade Park is an area of (October). highway ROW National Fire Plan (NFP)
way (ROW). concern. e  Coordinate with the Colorado Department of . rotect evacuation routes in Grants

Transportation and Mesa County Public Works. p e N
event of a wildfire. Firewise Grants
e  Explore the option of using prison crews to carry out , . : . . . .
mowing and maintenance of right-of-way. Align with the following plans: Regional Catastrophic
o . ¢ Mesa County HMP (2020) Preparedness (RCP) grants
. Extend the mowing width to the fence line. 2022 Infrastruct
e Mesa County Fire Plan (2004) nirastructure
) Investments and Jobs Act
e  Colorado Forest Action Plan . A
(2020) Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
for Local Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)

H 2023-2026 Establish fuel breaks in ~ Mesa County, areas of Mesa County, state, Strategic placement of treatments on public and private . Help mitigate extreme fire Regular maintenance is needed to GSA Federal Excess Personal
coordination with state concern, areas of high federal, and private lands land will improve effectiveness. Fuel break prescriptions behavior and provide an area  ensure access is clear of vegetation or Property (FEPP)
and federal agencies and risk, and areas close to should be site-specific, depending on fuel type, from which firefighters can obstructions. Monitoring should occur Firewise Grants
private landowners the WUI. topography, soils, and adjacent land management safely suppress a fire. prior to fire season (February) and in

Specific communities practices. Ex_amples include mowing anc_i bladl_ng_ strips Reduce the rate of spread of the fall (October). BRIC
include Glade Park and ﬁ:gggige‘;‘;ﬁ;'r?]es or shaded fuel breaks in a wildlife-friendly wildfire. Catalog fuel breaks in an online GIS RCP
Plateau Valley : . . platform. Ensure suppression : ’
Coordinate with the following entities on fuel break ¢ Provide plr(tje];plannlng for resources have access to this catalog. z:;rs&Psr)e é?gt,:?: (?:rngS:;fEty
determination and construction: UCR, CSFS, Mesa Severe widnres. e AT
County, and the County Fire Warden. Align with the following plans: Community Wildfire Defense
Utilize the risk assessment maps and areas of concemn e  Mesa County HMP (2020) Grants (CWDG)
maps to prioritize the location for fuel breaks. . Mesa County Fire Plan (2004) National prban and
Reference fire behavior, and fuel model maps to plan e Colorado Forest Action Plan Community Forestry Challenge
appropriate prescriptions and prepare for expected fire (2020) Cost Share Grant Program
behavior. U.S. Endowment for Forestry
and Communities
Western Bark Beetle Program
Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
for Local Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)

H 2023-2026  Protect critical Mesa County, Utility Utility company Coordinate with local utility companies. Review the wildfire Prevent destruction of energy or Work with utility companies to Building Resilient Infrastructure
infrastructure and key company rights-of-way, infrastructure and lands. mitigation plan (WMP) for the Delta-Montrose Electric communications infrastructure in establish an action plan and treatment and Communities (BRIC)
resources (CIKA) public infrastructure. County, state, and Association (DMEA) service area and other utilities as event of a wildfire. cataloging protocol. Grants

federal lands. Public
infrastructure

applicable.

. Maintain clearance under power lines and around
posts. Identify and remove hazard trees in close
proximity to lines.

. Utilize appropriate measures for utilities and the
specific critical infrastructure.

. Establish multiple objectives to achieve
comprehensive protection of CIKA.

e  Support transition to underground utility lines

Examples of CIKA include:

Powerlines and transmission
lines

Substations
Communication towers
Water infrastructure

Align with the following plan:

Mesa County HMP (2020)

National Fire Plan (NFP)
Grants

Firewise Grants

Regional Catastrophic
Preparedness (RCP) grants

2022 Infrastructure
Investments and Jobs Act

Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
for Local Government (CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)
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Priority Timeline . - . Land Ownership/ . Monitoring/Maintenance g
Status (HM,L) ot Ao Project Description Location Lead Agency Methodology/Approach Serves To: Requirements Funding Sources
M 2023-2030 Address Pinyon Ips Bark Mesa County Federal, state, and local  To help dispose of hazardous fuels acquire: e Dispose of hazardous fuels Convene annually to track the status . National Urban and
Beetle infestations FPDs «  biomass chippers «  Decrease the potential for and availability of equipment to the Community Forestry Challenge
_ _ e - County. Cost Share Grant Program
e air curtain burners severe wildfire behavior
S Annual discussion regarding . Firewise grants
; . Improve the feasibility of fuel 9
e  dump bed trailers prov ; Yy cost/benefit analysis for purchases.
o facilt reduction projects Cataloa treat s line GIS . U.S. Endowment for Forestry
. . green was. e éCI ities - . Align with the following plans: Ithfaocr)r?ﬁ reatments in an online and Communities
Consider the availability and effectiveness of vegetation p : . NEP
management contractors who can also help dispose of ¢ Mesa County HMP (2020) ]
hazardous fuels. e  Colorado Forest Action Plan * SRSTitlelll
Pursue funding avenues to acquire more equipment so fuel (2020)
treatments can be carried out
Provide homeowner education on how private landowners
can address ips on their property
Conduct Strategic thinning at the right time to address the
Ips Beetle infestations.
Fuel treatments can help improve the resiliency of pinyon
stands to the Ips Beetle which will improve forest health.
H 2023-2026 Increase the use of Mesa County County, state, and Gain support for using prescribed burns to reduce fuel . Protect communities and Survey post-burn severity and record . GSA Federal Excess Personal
prescribed burning as a federal lands loads and to improve ecosystem health, where grazing infrastructure by reducing fuel ~ prescribed burning operations in an Property (FEPP)
fuel reduction method. needs allow. loads. onlme'GIS platform. o R Firewise Grants
. Formulate burn plans with state and federal . Improve landscape resiliency Establish ‘annual gqals and opjecnves BRIC
guidelines. to severe wildfire for prescribed burning operations.
e  Train personnel to be NWCG-certified burn bosses e  Promote healthy successional * RCP
(RXB2). vegetation e Fire Prevention and Safety
e Reach out to surrounding fire agencies to e Provide habitat for fire-adapted (FP&S) Grants (FEMA)
collaborate on prescribed burns. This will improve species. e Community Wildfire Defense
tbhuer r::sapamty to accomplish many/large acreage Align with the following plans: Grants (CWDG)

. National Urban and
¢ Mesa County HMP (2020) Community Forestry Challenge
e  Colorado Forest Action Plan Cost Share Grant Program

(2020) . U.S. Endowment for Forestry

and Communities
e  Western Bark Beetle Program

. Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)

e  Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
for Local Government (CSFS)

e  Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)

H 2023-2028 Collaborate with federal  Highest risk roadways as County, state, federal Frequent maintenance/removal of hazardous fuels: Create strategic fuel breaks along Regular monitoring and maintenance . Building Resilient Infrastructure
and state partners on identified in the risk agencies, and private «  Setappropriate fuel buffer standards for high-risk roadways to reduce the potential for  are needed to ensure fuels on and Communities (BRIC)
roadside thinning and assessment. landowners roads wildfire ignitions and wildfire spread roadsides do not become hazardous. Grants
roadside wildfire along roadways. Annual assessment regardi i i

st h b ; garding e National Fire Plan (NFP)
mitigation projects. ¢ Treathazardous fuels on high-risk roadsides (€...  ajiqn with the following plans: collaboration. Assess success and Grants
Consider wildlife invasive species and potential ladder fuels) implement lessons learned for the
migration corridors and Consider increased implementation, updates, and/or *  Mesa County HMP (2020) following year. Catalog treatments in e Firewise Grants
passages. Fl_mdlng may development of vegetation management plans for high-risk . Colorado Forest Action Plan an online GIS platform. . Regional Catastrophic
be available if these roads (2020) Preparedness (RCP) grants

factors are addressed.

. Colorado State Forest Service . 2022 Infrastructure
Five-Year Strategic Plan Investments and Jobs Act
(2021)

. Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)

e  Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
for Local Government (CSFS)

e  Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)

Page | 63 Table of Contents|



Status

Priority
(H.M,L)

Timeline
for Action

2023-2028

Project Description

Remove abandoned
structures and clean up
yard debris.

Location

Private lands across all
communities.

Land Ownership/
Lead Agency

County and private lands

Methodology/Approach

Establish a community bulletin for homeowners to post
information on abandoned structures and messy yards.
Consider working with local volunteer groups to increase
capacity.

Conduct mechanical thinning and manual clearing.

Develop an enforcement program providing the
County with cause to clean up derelict or
abandoned lots.

Develop an incentive program for homeowners.

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan

Serves To:

Protect life and property by
preventing the spread of fire
from wildland to structural
fuels.

Improve firefighter safety by
providing clear access to
structures in the WUL.

Align with the following plans:

Mesa County HMP (2020)

Monitoring/Maintenance
Requirements

Develop a community task force to

carry out assessments of

properties. Create an online bulletin

board for community members to
report abandoned structures and
messy yards.

SWCA

Funding Sources

Building Resilient Infrastructure
and Communities (BRIC)
Grants

National Fire Plan (NFP)
Grants

Firewise Grants

Regional Catastrophic
Preparedness (RCP) grants

2022 Infrastructure
Investments and Jobs Act

Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation Incentives
for Local Government (CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation Resources &
Best Practices (CSFS)

2023-2030

Seek grants for projects
to improve watershed
resiliency to wildfires and
subsequent flooding.

Watersheds with threats
to life and property.

The county, cities,
conservation districts, or
tribes are eligible to be
sponsors; landowner-
scale restoration can
occur under the umbrella
of the sponsor.

Integrate Wildfire Ready Watersheds into the County’s

watershed planning process. Utilized the WRW action plan

and resources for project design and implementation.

Stabilize streambanks to prevent erosion
Repair dams and levees

Remove hazardous riparian debris
Establish vegetation within watersheds

Identify drinking water concerns for municipal
watersheds

Prevent natural disasters such as
floods and wildfires from having
devastating impacts on local
communities and the environment.

Align with the following plans:

Mesa County HMP (2020)

Colorado State Forest Service
Five-Year Strategic Plan
(2021)

Colorado State Water Plan
(2023)

Ongoing design, planning, and
implementation of projects as
necessary.

Emergency Watershed
Protection (EWP)_Program

BRIC

Regional Catastrophic
Preparedness (RCP) grants

Forest Restoration & Wildfire
Risk Mitigation (CSFS)

2022 Infrastructure
Investments and Jobs Act
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Community-Scale Recommended Treatments

Community-scale fuel treatments aim to reduce wildfire risk to specific communities by utilizing an array of
mitigation tools that can be implemented by homeowners, landowners, and agencies. Community-scale
treatments are often most effective at reducing wildfire hazards and risk when planned and paired with
adjacent landscape-level fuel treatment efforts.

Figure 4.4 shows collaboratively identified areas of concern. These are areas where land managers are
currently considering or should consider employing mitigation measures to protect life, property, and other
values. It is recommended that treatment plans be developed to execute mitigation measures in these
areas. Treatment types will be site specific but should address a need to slow fire spread or mitigate
potential extreme fire behavior parameters, such as high flame lengths or fireline intensity. Wildfire does
not stop at jurisdictional boundaries, and therefore, it is crucial that projects are implemented across
borders with coordination at all jurisdictional levels.

Within these areas of concern, specific fuel treatment spatial boundaries (Figures 4.5-4.7) and
associated recommendations (Table 4.3) have been created using the results of the Risk-Hazard
Assessment, subject matter expert input, and CSFS guidance.
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Figure 4.4. Collaboratively identified areas of concern within Mesa County.
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The areas of concern shown above were delineated by a diverse and collaborative Core Team using the
results of the comprehensive wildfire Risk-Hazard Assessment (Chapter 3), as well as fuel loading and
continuity characteristics, structure locations, and local knowledge. Due to the prevalence of tamarisk
along riparian corridors, areas of concern were also delineated along waterways within municipal
boundaries to emphasize the importance of invasive species management, as well as vegetation
management in areas with heavy riparian fuels.

While residents within these areas of concern should prioritize fuel treatments in the HIZ (see Appendix F,
Figure F.1), it is advisable to reduce fuels beyond the HIZ for properties within the WUI. See Appendix G
for a list of homeowner resources and Appendix C for additional details on wildfire risk for specific
communities across Mesa County. Figures 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 present proposed community fuel treatments
and associated recommendations (Table 4.3) to be implemented on a combination of private, local, state,
and federal land for the purpose of increasing community-level landscape resiliency to wildfire spread and
impacts.
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Figure 4.5. Fuel treatment recommendations for the Cow Creek area of concern.
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Figure 4.6. Fuel treatment recommendations for the Coal Creek area of concern.
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Figure 4.7. Fuel treatment recommendations for the Glade Park area of concern.
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Table 4.3 Recommendations for Community-Level Fuel Treatments

FT-01 Use mechanical fuel reduction techniques to effectively reduce fuel loading and continuity in pinyon-juniper fuels.
FT-02 In taller vegetation, utilize mechanical thinning to reduce ladder fuels and subsequently wildfire intensity.
FT-03 Utilize prescribed fire in light and flashy grass and shrub fuels. Fire in this vegetation type will enhance healthy ecological succession

and reduce the momentum of severe wildfire on the landscape.

FT-04 Treat fuels on either side of the proposed prescribed burn unit by prepping containment lines and reducing fuel loads throughout.
Reduce the ability for fuel beds to catch spots and carry fire by removing dead and down fuels and ladder fuels.

FT-05 Treat fuels on either side of the proposed prescribed burn unit by prepping containment lines and reducing fuel loads throughout.
Reduce the ability for fuel beds to catch spots and carry fire by removing dead and down fuels and ladder.

FT-06 Utilize prescribed fire in light and flashy grass and shrub fuels. Fire in this vegetation type will enhance healthy ecological succession
and reduce the momentum of severe wildfire on the landscape.

FT-07 Utilize the existing road network to perform mechanical thinning of the fuels in this area. This will reduce fuel continuity and loading
in the area of concern.

FT-08 Utilize hand-thinning technigques to reduce impacts to riparian areas. Pair fuel treatment methods with fuel reduction methods such
as mastication, piling and burning, or broadcast burning.

FT-09 Pile and burn pinyon-juniper fuels to reduce fuel continuity and loading near several private residences. Mechanical mastication can
be a viable option as well.

FT-10 Construct containment lines using mechanical and hand-thinning techniques. Ensure mowing of containment lines, and use existing
roads as potential containment boundaries. Establish conservative weather parameters for prescribed burning operations as fuels
are west of communities in Glade Park and the prevailing winds are from the west.

FT-11 Work V\{ith homeowners to implement HIZ treatments. Reduce fuel continuity and loading by piling and burning pinyon-juniper
vegetation.

FT-12 Thin dense roadside fuels on BLM-managed land to reduce wildfire risk to nearby homes.

FT-13 Provide homeowners with information, resources, and opportunities to facilitate fuel treatments within the HIZ.

FT-14 Provide homeowners with information, resources, and opportunities to facilitate fuel treatments within the HIZ.

FT-15 Construct containment lines using mechanical and hand-thinning techniques. Ensure mowing of containment lines, and use existing

roads as potential containment boundaries. Establish conservative weather parameters for prescribed burning operations as fuels
are west of communities in Glade Park and the prevailing winds are from the west.

FT-16 Treat hazardous fuels on public land adjacent to private residences. Implement piling and burning or prescribed fire after mechanical
treatments.
FT-17 Work with homeowners to implement HIZ fuel treatments. Treat roadside fuels, including grass fuels, by mowing.
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Fuel Treatment ID Description

FT-18 Implement roadside fuel-thinning treatments to reduce the ability for ignitions to spread into the WUI. Mowing, mastication, and piling
and burning are efficient techniques to accomplish this.

FT-19 Implement roadside fuel-thinning treatments to reduce the ability for ignitions to spread into the WUI. Mowing, mastication, and piling
and burning are efficient techniques to accomplish this.

Note: See Figures 4.5-4.7 (above) for Fuel Treatment ID locations. See Appendix F for descriptions of fuel treatment methodologies and Goal 2: Fire-Adapted Communities for
recommendations on reducing structural ignitability.
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FIRE ADAPTED COMMUNITIES GOAL 2 FlRE-ADAPTED

LA .5 98 COMMUNITIES

People and communities are In this CWPP, recommendations for fire-adapted communities include
prepared to receive, respond to

and recover from wildfire. public education and outreach actions and actions to reduce
structural ignitability.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PUBLIC EDUCATION AND
OUTREACH

Just as environmental hazards need to be mitigated to reduce the risk of fire loss, so do the human
hazards. Lack of knowledge, lack of positive actions (e.qg., failing to create adequate defensible space),
and negative actions (e.g., keeping leaf litter and exposed propane tanks close to structures) all
contribute to increased risk of loss in the WUI.

Most residents in the WUI understand the risk that wildfire poses to their communities. However, it is
important to continually engage the community as a partner in order to expand wildfire mitigation options
across land ownership (McCaffrey 2004, 2020; McCaffrey and Olsen 2012; Winter and Fried 2000).

The Core Team has acknowledged that enhancing community involvement in prevention and mitigation is
a top priority.

Methods to improve public education could include increasing awareness about fire department response
and resource needs; providing workshops at demonstration sites showing Firewise landscaping
techniques or fuels treatment projects; organizing community cleanups to remove green waste;
publicizing availability of government funds for treatments on private land; and, most importantly,
improving communication between homeowners and local land management agencies to improve and
build trust, particularly since the implementation of fuel treatments and better maintenance of existing
treatments needs to occur in the interface between public and private land.

Although many residents are familiar with Firewise Communities, many others could benefit from greater
exposure to this program. Workshops demonstrating and explaining Firewise Communities principles
have been suggested to increase homeowner understanding of home protection from wildfire. One goal is
for communities to apply to become a Firewise Community, recognized in the State as a shining example
for fire prevention. Information about the program is available at http://www.firewise.org/usa/index.htm.
Greater participation in the Firewise Communities program could improve local understanding of wildfire
and, in turn, improve protection and preparedness.

Other methods to improve public education could include providing signs indicating fire danger level
(low, moderate, high, extreme) to be displayed in highly visible areas where they do not already exist;
increasing awareness about fire department response and fire department resource needs; developing
fire evacuation plans; providing workshops at demonstration sites showing Firewise Communities
landscaping techniques or fuels treatment projects; organizing community cleanups; publicizing
availability of government funds for thinning; and, most importantly, improving communication between
homeowners and local land management agencies to improve and build trust.

Please see Appendix G for a comprehensive list of local, statewide, and national educational resources.

Table 4.2 lists public education recommendations to be implemented in the county.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REDUCING STRUCTURAL
IGNITABILITY

Table 4.2 provides a list of community-based recommendations to reduce structural ignitability that should
be implemented throughout the Mesa County CWPP planning area. Reduction of structural ignitability
depends largely on public education that provides homeowners the information they need to take
responsibility for protecting their own properties. A list of action items that individual homeowners can
follow is provided below. Carrying out fuels reduction treatments on public land may only be effective in
reducing fire risk to some communities; if homeowners have failed to provide mitigation efforts on their
own land, the risk of home ignition remains high, and firefighter lives are put at risk when they carry out
structural defense.

Preparing for wildland fire by creating defensible space around the home is an effective strategy for
reducing structural ignitability as discussed under Cohesive Strategy Goal 1: Resilient Landscapes.
Studies have shown that burning vegetation beyond 120 feet of a structure is unlikely to ignite that
property through radiant heat (Butler and Cohen 1996), but firebrands that travel independently of the
flaming front have been known to destroy houses that had not been impacted by direct flame
impingement. Additionally, once fire is established in urban structure fuels, it can be extremely difficult to
extinguish and has a high potential to spread to other nearby structures.

Hardening the home to ignition from embers, including maintaining vent coverings and other openings, is
also strongly advised to protect a home from structural ignitability. Managing the landscape around a
structure by removing weeds and debris within a 30-foot radius and keeping the roof and gutters of a
home clean are two maintenance measures proven to limit combustible materials that could provide an
ember bed and ignite the structure. Adjacent structures such as those comprised of combustible materials
can also impact home ignitability (e.g., garages, sheds, and wooden fences). See Ember Ignition Hazards
in Chapter 2.

Some structural ignitability hazards are related to homes being in disrepair, vacant or abandoned lots,
and minimal yard maintenance. In order to influence change in homeowner behavior, county ordinances
may be needed.
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Table 4.4. Recommendations for Creating Fire-Adapted Communities (Public Education and Reducing Structural Ignitability)

Timeline for

Priority

Land Ownership/

Monitoring/Maintenance

Status (HM,L) AT Project Description Location Lead Agency Methodology/Approach Serves To: Requirements Funding Sources
M 2023-2028 Increase public education Countywide Local FPDs, HOAs, Two Increase education through community training. Protect communities and Yearly updates to materials. RCP
ar_ld putreach regarding Rivers Wildfire Coalltlon_, «  Targeted wildfire info sessions mfrastruc_tpre by raising awareness annyal review of the number of BRIC
wildfire. state and federal agencies Y o ) ] of local citizens and those traveling o\ ents implemented
. Distribute wildfire and natural hazard education materials. in the area about actions that can s Is for the f ”' ) Firewise grants National
_— . I ) ; et goals for the following year. i
o Distribute a list of mitigation actions broken down by cost. prevent fires. 9 9y gg::gt ?3?2 (?;J:nnmumty
e  Utilize Appendix G of the CWPP: Homeowner Resources Deliver a clear and consistent 9
) o message to the public. FP&S (FEMA)
e  Promote the use of and referral to the West Region Wildfire . . . .
Councill web page. Reach diverse audiences. Environmental Protection
" . . . i i i : Grants (EPA)
e  Education and outreach for people who live outside of Fire Align with the following plans: .
protection districts. e  Mesa County HMP (2020) Forest Restoration &
o Wildfire Risk Mitigation
e  Offer hands-on workshops to highlight individual home (CSFS)
vulnerabilities and how-to techniques to reduce the ignitability I A
of common structural elements. Wildfire Mitigation
" ) ) ) Incentives for Local
e  Utilize current popular information sources (Nextdoor, social Government (CSES)
media, Twitter, etc.) I e
) . ) Wildfire Mitigation
Implement youth fire prevention programs (can work with camps, Resources & Best Practices
schools, clubs, etc.) (CSFS)
e  Outreach to encourage more young people to join emergency
response teams
. Distribute Firewise information to school children during Fire
Prevention Week.
Utilize and improve existing signage
e  Spread seasonally adjusted fire prevention messages along
highways and in public open space areas to reduce human
ignitions and promote defensible space.
e  Promote the use of existing electronic signs at fire stations
and other locales to display fire prevention information, safety
messages, and fire danger ratings linked to safety actions.
H 2023-2025 Create and promote WUI, countywide, Private, County Planning Adhere to CSFS recommended defensible space standards Reduce loss of life and structures  Annual home hardening and Firewise

defensible space standards.

Encourage home hardening
Improve homeowner
mitigation efforts and
opportunities.

high-risk areas as
identified in the
risk assessment.

Commission, local FPDs,
West Region Wildfire
Council, HOAs, Two Rivers
Wildfire Coalition, and
community leaders

by reducing ignitability through
defensible space and home
hardening.

Align with the following plans:

(e.g., support 100 feet of defensible space).
e  Clean and maintain fuel buffers in ingress/egress routes.

. Support the creation/maintenance of two methods of egress
out of a community.

e  Support landscaping methods across multiple properties that
reduce fire potential (e.g., connect fuel treatments across
different properties). .

. Develop a staffing plan to support enforcement and seek
funding to implement the plan.

. Mesa County Fire Plan
(2004)

Mesa County HMP (2020)

. Provide tax incentives for defensible space actions.

e Work with insurance commissions & companies to determine
the potential to provide incentives for defensible space
associated with reduced insurance premiums.

e  Consider fuels pickup/disposal options.

. Build staff capacity via grant funding to conduct home
assessments and follow up with homeowners.

e  Assist vulnerable populations (e.g. elderly, disabled, etc.) with
carrying out mitigations efforts and adopting firesafe practices.

Promote education on the reduction of structural ignitability.

. Raise awareness of the dangers of trash and debris build-up
on properties and the risk that yard waste and debris fuels can
pose a fire danger.

e Create guidance and encourage residents to encourage yard
clean-ups on private property

defensible space program

evaluation — including assessment

of staff and available funding.

FP&S (FEMA)

EPA Environmental
Education Grants

CWDG
BRIC
Wildfire Mitigation

Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best Practices
(CSFS)

National Urban and
Community Forest
Program

FP&S
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Timeline for
Action

Priority

(HM,L) Location

Status

Project Description

Land Ownership/
Lead Agency

Methodology/Approach

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

Serves To:

Monitoring/Maintenance
Requirements

Funding Sources

H 2023-2025  Update current fire and County and local  The county planning Strengthen municipal and county codes for homes and structures Reduce wildfire risk and loss of Annual program evaluation and Firewise grants
building codes. municipalities commission and town located within the WUI. structures through effective updates as necessary. Consider FP&S (FEMA)
Develop and enact WUI governments «  Provide a list of examples of the costs of acceptable building ~ egulation. u?]dates toéhs building code, CWDG
Codes. FPDs, OEM materials. See a table of action items for homeowners to Align with the following plans: where neede
Focus on land use plans, reduce structural ignitability in Appendix F of the CWPP. ¢ Mesa County Fire Plan BRIC
existing building codes, and e  Continue to develop and adopt the latest building standards (2004) CSFS
subdivision codes. and codes.

. Mesa County HMP (2020)
e  Clearly define the WUI in the county code.
e  Consider countywide adoption of the International WUI code.
. Provide HOA model covenants and architectural guidelines.
. Public education (esp. Builders, agency staff, architects,
realtors).

H 2023-2025 Improve evacuation zones, Countywide Federal, state, and local Identify evacuation routes. Fuel treatments adjacent to roads can Improve preparedness by Annual Maintenance RCP
route educ_ation and outreach agencies. reduce fire behgvior along important trgvel routes used for ingress by facilitating thg communication Yearly updates to materials BRIC
to the public. =) emergency vehicles and egress by residents. between family members and

Mesa County Sherriff's neighbors about which procedures Firewise grants National
Offi i i i -
Fp:;: . Identify parcel owner.s. along primary e.va.cuatlo.n routes. to follow in the event of a wildfire. Urban and Community
' - »  Seek grant opportunities to support priority project Align with the following plans: Forest Program
Two Rivers Wildfire implementation. Mesa County HMP (2020 FP&S (FEMA)
Coalition Evacuation Planning esa tounty (2020)
e  Create/distribute education material on evacuations.
. Provide handouts on preparing “Go Bags” — an emergency
supply bag that can be accessed in cases of evacuation.
e  Hold meetings and community functions to provide guidance
for creating household emergency plans.
Construct a livestock and pet evacuation and sheltering plan.
. Utilize Appendix B for guidance on pet evacuation planning.
. Utilize USDA's disaster planning for animal facilities; CSU
Extension’s livestock resources webpage; and PetAid
Colorado Disaster Services
M 2023-2028 Implement Firewise Countywide County, subdivisions. Improve education and knowledge of Firewise practices. Reduce wildfire risk through Establish a program to assess the Firewise grants National

Communities programs

(HOAs, etc. organized
homeowners), contractors,
Two Rivers Wildfire
Coalition, developers,
realtors, FPDs

e  Continue current Firewise practices.

e Include Firewise information in short-term rental contracts.

. Free neighborhood & property assessments and mitigation
planning; website sign-ups

. Provide wildfire assessor training.

e  Provide home hardening resource lists, examples, and cost
estimates.

. Consider direct mailers.

. Distribute Firewise information to school children during Fire
Prevention Week.

. Re-establish a Firewise coordinator.

Work with communities to participate in Firewise Communities and
prepare for fire events. Hold Firewise booths at local events, for
example, the Peach Festival in Palisade or during Fire Awareness
Week each year.

e  Conduct Firewise/Ready, Set, GO! Workshops. Offer hands-
on workshops to highlight individual home vulnerabilities and
how-to techniques to reduce the ignitability of common
structural elements.

e  Conduct more public meetings to educate citizens about
Firewise.

. Provide links to Firewise websites, downloadable forms, and
other resources at meetings or workshops.

greater adoption of Firewise and
structure hardening measures.

Align with the following plans:

. Mesa County Fire Plan
(2004)

. Mesa County HMP (2020)

frequency and location of activities

Urban and Community
Forest Program

FP&S (FEMA)

Environmental Protection
Grants (EPA)

Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best Practices
(CSFS)
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Status

Priority
(H.M,L)

Timeline for
Action

Location

Project Description

Land Ownership/
Lead Agency

Methodology/Approach

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

Serves To:

Monitoring/Maintenance
Requirements

Funding Sources

M 2023-2028  Spread awareness to the Countywide County, subdivisions. Inform and educate the public about methods to reduce human- Protect communities and Assess the need for maintenance RCP
community on various (HOAs, etc. organized caused wildfire ignitions. infrastructure through increased and updates to the material on an BRIC
human-caused ignitions honlwteowr%ers),RQeveI(\)lﬁ(;?_, . Educate around sources of human-caused wildfire ignitions awq(;en?ss o(; flre_tdanger for annual basis Firewise arants
gaa I(')t'rS’ ;VSD |versd lidfire (e.g., target practice, driving through or parking in tall, dry resiaents and visiors. 9
h g: slelliz ZS servsi(’::n roviders vegetation; discarded cigarette butts; fireworks; campfires, Align with the following plans: National prban and
p etc.). . Mesa County Fire Plan '(::gzénanllthAZmest Program
e  Communicate hazardous conditions surrounding (2004) ( )
homes/structures (e.g., exposed propane tanks, electrical . Mesa County HMP (2020
hazards, hazard trees, limited defensible place, etc.) y ( )
. Provide materials with resources for the public to understand
how and with what funding they can take action to reduce
risks.
e Integrate tourism and STR advertising.
e  Collaborate with DFPC to further understand ignition causes.
Utilize Appendix G of the CWPP: Homeowner Resources
M 2023-2028 Develop capacity within the ~ Countywide The county planning Promote interagency collaboration for protecting life and property Increase public education and Annual evaluation to determine if BRIC
county to facilitate a commission and town throughout Mesa County’s communities by building wildfire engagement in the wildfire the capacity for interagency Firewise arants National
collaborative approach to governments resilience. mitigation process. collaboration and community Urban an?:l Community
mgﬁ;g}g;ﬁ:gﬁt{;@g and FPDs, OEM, Two Rivers e  Spreading awareness of mitigation activities Align with the following Plans: LG L L L Forest Program FP&S
. Wildfire Coalition «  Education projects e Mesa County Fire Plan (FEMA)
e  Fundraising activities (2004) }Nildfi;_e MitfigatLion |
N . . . ncentives for Local
Highlight the effectiveness of the Two Rivers Coalition to date, *  Mesa County HMP (2020) Government (CSFS)
denoting the potential benefit of additional staffing support. o o
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best Practices
(CSFS)
L 2023-2026  During future Mesa County Mesa County Mesa County, City of Grand . Conduct an analysis on wildfire risk to water infrastructure. Enhance the resiliency of water Coordinate annually with EMPG (FEMA)
CWPP update processes, Junction R Determine sediment thresholds for water treatment treatment infrastructure to wildfire. municipalities and water treatment Firewise grants
address concerns regarding systems and how large wildfires may impact water Establish priority HVRAS. operators to determine priorities
wildfire risk to drinking water Y viarg y 1mp and concerns. BRIC
treatment operations.
and wastewater RCP
infrastructure. . Plan and implement mitigation strategies that improve the ) ]
resiliency of water infrastructure to wildfire. Funding for fire
departments and first
responders
Forest Restoration &
Wildfire Risk Mitigation
(CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best Practices
(CSFS)
M 2023-2026  Decrease ignitions from County-wide, Mesa County, City of Grand Create a task force or team of PIOs and County officials, including Reduce wildland ignitions and Quarterly PIO meeting to discuss Firewise grants

unhoused populations. riparian corridors
located within
municipal
boundaries, parks
and open spaces
adjacent to
wildland fuels.

Junction

members of the community to create an outreach and
implementation program to reduce human-caused ignitions.

. Unify coordination, messaging, and goals and objectives.
. Evaluate areas of concern for implementation.

. Provide information and resources guiding individuals in
the safe use of heating and cooking materials.

e  Provide unhoused populations with opportunities to make
use of fuel sources that reduce the risk of wildland
ignitions.

. Consider implementing a fuel canister recycling program
for the purpose of reducing the use of open flames and
canister waste.

e Apply for Community Resilience Centers Program

ignitions in the WUI.

strategies to reduce human-
caused ignitions.

Annual evaluation of program
goals and objectives. Use human-
caused ignition data. Coordinate
with DFPC.

FP&S (FEMA)

EPA Environmental
Education Grants

CWDG
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s GOAL 3: SAFE, EFFECTIVE, RISK-
BASED WILDFIRE RESPONSE

All jurisdictions coordinate to This section provides recommended actions that jurisdictions could

implement safe, effective, risk-based

management decisions. Undertake tO impl’ove W||df|re response.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING FIRE RESPONSE
CAPABILITIES

The county is divided into 13 FPDs, all of which have been proactive in seeking funds to support and
improve their services. Effective wildfire response capabilities are crucial to safeguarding the life,
property, and health of the local population. These capabilities can be strengthened by implementing
various measures, including enhancing preparedness, fostering interagency coordination, acquiring
necessary resources, and promoting community education.

Public education surrounding emergency notification and response to fire incidents is essential to
reducing community dependence on fire departments in emergency situations. This is especially
important in areas with longer response emergency service times in comparison to municipal zones.
Enhancing community preparedness through education plays a critical role in supporting local fire
departments in their fire response efforts. This can be achieved through greater communication and
collaboration between fire departments, local organizations, and individuals within the community. It is
recommended that Fire Chiefs share feedback on funding and grant successes, allowing each district to
benefit from a collective learning approach.

Table 4.5 provides recommendations for improving firefighting capabilities. Many of these
recommendations are general in nature.
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Table 4.5. Recommendations for Safe and Effective Wildfire Response

Timeline
for Action

Priority
(H.M,L)

Land Ownership/

Location Lead Agency

Status

Project Description

H 2023-2025 Provide wildland fire training All county fire
to local firefighters. departments

FPDs, fire stations, rural .
volunteer fire departments

Methodology/Approach

Develop agreements between agencies to provide training
opportunities for fire staff.

Ensure fire departments require all firefighters to be red
carded. A red card is required for firefighters to work on an
active federal fire incident.

Increase funds for volunteer fire department training for
response to fires in the WUI.

Reach out to the National Wildfire Coordination Group
(NWCGQG) for training materials, online courses, and instructor
needs.

Provide training opportunities for firefighter trainees to meet
NWCG standards.

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

Serves To:

Improve local fire
department wildland fire
response and suppression
capabilities.

Reduce the damage
caused by wildfires.

Reduce the likelihood of
firefighter injuries and
fatalities.

Aligns with the following plans:

Mesa County Fire Plan
(2004)

Mesa County Wildfire
Annual Operating Plan
(2011)

Monitoring/Maintenance
Requirements

Provide annual red card
training/refresher/pack test events
before the start of fire season.

Provide online wildfire training
classes/refresher courses

Funding Sources

Emergency Management
Performance Grant
(EMPG) (FEMA)

RCP

BRIC

Volunteer Fire Assistance
(VFA) Grant (Colorado
DFPC)

Firewise grants

Forest Restoration &
Wildfire Risk Mitigation
(CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best
Practices (CSFS)

H 2023-2025 Provide wildland firefighting  All county fire FPDs, fire stations, rural Identify equipment needs and secure funding for wildland firefighting e  Improve local fire Convene annually to document the EMPG (FEMA)
equipment and personal departments, Mesa volunteer fire departments,  resources and personal protective equipment (PPE) department wildland fire status and amount of heavy RCP
protective equipment to County Mesa County " I : ] - response and suppression firefighting equipment in the
FPDs and road and bridge * :Ddeerggfgnzrllorlty equipment needs and notify appropriate capabilities. county. BRIC
staff. . . . . .
e Acquire equipment such as chainsaws, Type 6 fire apparatus, ~®  Reduce the damage f(i:r(t)arf?prll(teit: argslg\llﬁgégr)(/ﬁ?; stﬂgll?gg Firewise grants
Mk.3 pumps, Nomex clothes, and fire shelters. caused by wildfires. lghting res : ' Forest Restoration &
) ) - chainsaws, drip torches, line- Wildfire Risk Mitigation
To obtain equipment: . ?e?_utr:]? th_e_llk_ellhoog of packs, pumps, pumpkins, hose, (CSFS) 9
o ) ) ) irefighter injuries an fittings, etc.)
. Moc#fylng/ap[-)rovmg budgets tolo.btaln eqmpme.znt . fatalities. Wildfire Mitigation
. Achle\f/edfuncljm? tthrolughI fun(érglzlng/grgnt tappllctatlong ot Aligns with the following plans: Incentives for Local
e.g., federal, state, local, and independent grants and private .
fjorgmtions) P 9 P . Mesa County Fire Plan Government (CSFS)
Collecti h dmend J alivi | (2004) Wildfire Mitigation
ollecting hand-me-downs and/or capitalizing on surplus
* supplies.g P g P . Mesa County Wildfire Ere:(?titggse?gsig?t
o . o Annual Operating Plan )
. Hiring local contractors in the event of a wildfire (2011) SRS Title 1l
H 2023-2026 Develop a countywide, Mesa County County, state, and federal Develop an online and/or in-person forum where agencies and the . Provide training Conduct annual cooperator EMPG (FEMA)
interagency forum for fire County can post-fire training schedules and districts can post training opportunities. meetings. Review completion RCP
training. needs. ] ) rates, certifications, and training
. Improve wildland fire needs. BRIC

Identify potential training opportunities for staff and volunteers
in the local area to save training and travel costs.

Hire training officers to help with capacity and instruction
(research NWCG instructor qualifications).

Contact the Upper Colorado River (UCR) Fire Management
Unit and the Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS) for
additional support and cooperation as needed.

fighting capabilities and
capacity.

Create interagency
cooperation and
agreements

Volunteer Fire Assistance
(VFA) Grant (Colorado
DFPC)

Firewise grants

Forest Restoration &
Wildfire Risk Mitigation
(CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best
Practices (CSFS)
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Status

Priority
(H,M,L)

Timeline
for Action

Project Description

Location

Land Ownership/
Lead Agency

Methodology/Approach

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

Serves To:

Monitoring/Maintenance
Requirements

Funding Sources

M 2023-2030 Identify or create Glade Park, County, state, federal, and Ensure adequate water resources are placed and identified in . Improve fire-fighting Conduct inventory of the county’s EMPG (FEMA)
strategically located water Plateau Valley, and private lands. Water strategic locations around the county during peak wildfire season. response water storage and water supply Firewise grants
resources for fire other rural areas in  resources in spatial relation  Locations of water resources should be cataloged in an online e Alleviat bii d areas g
suppression operations. Mesa Count to FPDs, fire stations, and mapping program. eviate pubiic anc agency BRIC

pp p Yy | IY fi ' pping prog concerns for limited water ~ Convene annually to document
Eilieraa;/t?n:rr]\ttier Ire e Implement temporary water storage solutions on private lands supply in some WUI areas. ~ actions taken and document the RCP
p : (dip tanks, pumpkins, cisterns). Aligns with the following plans: status of firefighting water supply Funding for Fire
e  Conduct portable dip tank training with fire personnel. . resources Departments and First
. Mesa County Fire Plan ——
) Ensure firefighting resources are Responders
. Create a countywide map of temporary water resources. (2004) ; :
equipped with a GIS map on a Forest Restoration &
e Improve existing fire flows in remote areas to meet fire flow e  Mesa County Wildfire tablet/computer showing proximity Wildfire Risk Mitioation
requirements Annual Operating Plan to available water resources. (CSFS) 9
. Make sure fire flows in new developments meet fire flow (2011) - P
: Wildfire Mitigation
requirements . Mesa County HMP (2020) .
Incentives for Local
. Install water tanks where feasible. In locations water tanks Government (CSFS)
cannot be installed, have tanks filled and pre-loaded to be Wildfire Mitiqation
transported to areas of need in the event of a fire g
Resources & Best
. Install additional tanks and standpipes Practices (CSFS)
. Install helicopter dip tanks where appropriate
. Initiate a detailed study of feasible locations for water
development improvements
. Install hand pumps or other methods independent of the grid
for accessing private well water
. Ensure suppression crews have the appropriate “keys” for
hydrants or standardized water fittings
M 2023-2030 Improve wildfire response Mesa County FPDs, fire stations, rural . Require reflective addresses on houses and structures . Improve firefighting Conduct inventory/assessment of EMPG (FEMA)
navigation capabilities. volunteer fire departments, - : : L . response capabilities. reflective addressing so o
and local communities. . Ut_lllze GIS services to provide up-to dat_e, detailed maps of j areaslregions can be prioritized. Firewise grants
driveways, alleys, and access roads to fire response e  Enhance public safety. o BRIC
personnel. . Increase situational C(_)nduct geospatial inventory of
driveways, alleys and access RCP
awareness roads and update accordingly
Aligns with the following plans:
. Mesa County Fire Plan
(2004)
. Mesa County Wildfire
Annual Operating Plan
(2011)
. Mesa County HMP (2020)
H 2023-2026 Carry out detailed pre- FPDs, state, and Mesa County, state, and Establish interagency agreements for joint training exercises and e Improve wildfire Conduct annual fire readiness EMPG (FEMA)

incident planning and
training workshops within
districts and with
neighboring districts and
mutual aid partners.

federal fire
programs

federal

mutual aid
Conduct the following joint training exercises

Live fire line construction.

Timber falling and fire line chainsaw use.
Prescribed fire operations.

Medical emergency scenarios.

Fire size up and multi-agency dispatch.

suppression response
times and effectiveness.

. Facilitate cooperation
amongst firefighting
agencies.

. Reduce the risk of
firefighter injury or death.
Aligns with the following plans:

e  Mesa County Fire Plan
(2004)

. Mesa County Wildfire
Annual Operating Plan
(2011)

. Mesa County HMP (2020)

. Colorado Forest Action
Plan (2020)

e  Colorado State Forest
Service Five-Year Strategic
Plan (2021)

reviews. Conduct detailed after-
action reviews (AARS)

Firewise grants
BRIC
RCP

Funding for Fire
Departments and First
Responders

Forest Restoration &
Wildfire Risk Mitigation
(CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best
Practices (CSFS)
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Timeline
for Action

Priority

Status (HM,L)

Project Description

H 2023-2025 Revitalize the Interagency
Fire Chiefs Association.

Location

Mesa County FPDs

Land Ownership/
Lead Agency

Mesa County Fire Chiefs
Association, UCR Fire
Management Unit, state and
federal fire agencies

Methodology/Approach

Create a regional Fire Chiefs Association

Incorporate Fire Chiefs from nearby counties.
Engage State and Federal agencies.

Establish a “board” and conduct meetings.
Establish goals and objectives for the Association.

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

Serves To:

Improve interagency
cooperation.

Establish an association
capable of creating,
informing, and assessing
wildfire-related
management decisions.

Aligns with the following plans:

Mesa County Fire Plan
(2004)

Mesa County Wildfire
Annual Operating Plan
(2011)

Mesa County HMP (2020)

Colorado State Forest
Service Five-Year Strategic
Plan (2021)

Monitoring/Maintenance
Requirements

Conduct quarterly review

meetings. Establish a mailing list.

Facilitate and review public

comments on Association actions.

Funding Sources

FEMA, State funds, and private
grants

EMPG (FEMA)
Firewise grants
BRIC
RCP

Funding for Fire
Departments and First
Responders

Forest Restoration &
Wildfire Risk Mitigation
(CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best
Practices (CSFS)

M 2023-2028 Improve evacuation Mesa County, rural Mesa County — Office of Mesa County utilizes the IPAWS evacuation notification system. e  Improve evacuation Conduct regular IPAWS system e EMPG (FEMA)
capabilities and maintain communities, urban Emergency Services, Improve delivery of notifications capabilities. Preserve life testing. Update evacuation N
evacuation notification communities Sherriff's Office * d P i y ' during natural disasters. information on County websites. *  Firewise grants
. entify evacuation routes. i i
. nform civilians of evacuation routes and evacuation protocols. ildfi ¢ 14 { e RCP
. . P enforcement and wildfire to inform citizens of evacuation . .
e  Create a multi-hazard evacuation plan. . SHPPFGSSIOH f(.?SOUfCES- protocol and resources. »  Funding for Fire
Aligns with the following plans: Departments and First
e  Mesa County HMP (2020) Responders
. Forest Restoration &
Wildfire Risk Mitigation
(CSFS)
. Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
e  Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best
Practices (CSFS)
H 2023-2026 Improve reporting and Mesa County Mesa County — Office of Create a reporting methodology and protocol for reporting and Inform planning decisions with a Coordinate with interagency . Funding for Fire

documentation of fires.

Emergency Services,
Sherriff's Office, and local
FPDs

recording all wildfires in the County. Utilize a geographic information
system for storing fire occurrence data. Efforts should be taken to
ensure small wildfires are recorded as well. The national situation
report only lists fires above 100 acres.

robust fire occurrence dataset.

dispatch centers and establish fire
reporting protocols with other fire

agencies.

Departments and First
Responders

Forest Restoration &
Wildfire Risk Mitigation
(CSFS)

Wildfire Mitigation
Incentives for Local
Government (CSFS)
Wildfire Mitigation
Resources & Best
Practices (CSFS)
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HAPTER 5 - MONITORING A

| 0Ny
Py EVALUATION
An important step in the implementation of the Mesa County CWPP is developing an action plan and
assessment strategy that identifies roles and responsibilities, funding needs, and timetables for

completing highest-priority projects. Chapter 4 identifies tentative timelines and monitoring protocols for
project recommendations, the details of which are outlined below.

FEi A2

s

All stakeholders and signatories to this CWPP desire worthwhile outcomes. It is also known that risk
reduction work on the ground, for the most part, is often not attainable in a few months—or even years.
The amount of money and effort invested in implementing a plan such as this requires that there be a
means to describe, quantitatively and/or qualitatively, if the goals and objectives expressed in this plan
are being accomplished according to expectations.

Monitoring and reporting contribute to the long-term evaluation of changes in ecosystems, as well as the
knowledge base about how natural resource management decisions affect both the environment and the
people who live in it. Though the HFRA does not include specified requirements for CWPP project
tracking, it is important to ensure that evaluating and monitoring project outcomes are a regular practice.
Furthermore, as the CWPP evolves over time, there may be a need to track changes in policy,
requirements, stakeholder changes, and levels of preparedness. These can be significant for any future
revisions and/or addendums to the CWPP.

It is recommended that project monitoring be a collaborative effort. There are many resources for
designing and implementing community-based, multi-party monitoring that could support and further
inform a basic monitoring program for the CWPP (Egan 2013). Multi-party monitoring involves a diverse
group consisting of community members, community-based groups, regional and national interest groups,
and public agencies. Using this multi-party approach increases community understanding of the effects of
restoration efforts and trust among restoration partners. Multi-party monitoring may be more time
consuming due to the collaborative nature of the work; therefore, a clear and concise monitoring plan
must be developed.

Table 5.1 Identifies monitoring strategies for various aspects of all categories of CWPP recommendations
and the effects of their implementation, both quantifiable and non-quantifiable, for assessing the progress
of the CWPP and increase sustainability of projects. It must be emphasized that these strategies are

1) not exhaustive and 2) dependent on available funds and personnel to implement them.
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Table 5.1. Recommended Monitoring Strategies

Strategy Task/Tool Lead REINEWSS

Photographic record (documents Establish field GPS location;  Core Team member Relatively low cost;
pre- and post-fuels reduction work, photo points of cardinal repeatable over time;
evacuation routes, workshops, directions; keep photos used for programs and
classes, field trips, changes in open protected in archival location tracking objectives
space, treatment type, etc.)

Number of acres treated (by fuel GPS/GIS/fire behavior Core Team member Evaluating costs,

type, treatment method) prediction system potential fire behavior
Number of HIZs/defensible space ~ GPS Homeowner Structure protection
treated to reduce structural

ignitability

Number of residents/citizens Meetings, media interviews, = Core Team member Evaluate culture change
participating in any CWPP projects  articles objectives

and events Annual lessons learned

review encouraged
among stakeholders

Number of homeowner contacts Visits, phone Core Team member Evaluate objectives

(brochures, flyers, posters, etc.) Annual lessons learned
review encouraged
among stakeholders

Number of jobs created, contracts, Census data and county Core Team member Evaluate local job
grants records growth

Education outreach: number, kinds Workshops, classes, field Core Team member Evaluate objectives

of involvement trips, signage Annual lessons learned

review encouraged
among stakeholders

Emergency management: changes Collaboration, grants to fund  Agency Evaluate mutual aid
in agency response capacity fire department needs such  representative Annual review

as new personnel and

equipment
Codes and policy changes affecting Qualitative Core Team CWPP changes
CWPP
Number of stakeholders Added or dropped Core Team CWPP changes
Wildfire acres burned, human Wildfire records Core Team Compare with 5- or
injuries/fatalities, infrastructure loss, 10-year averages

environmental damage,
suppression, and rehabilitation
costs

FUELS TREATMENT MONITORING

It is important to evaluate whether fuel treatments have accomplished their defined objectives and
whether any unexpected outcomes have occurred.

The strategies outlined in this section consider several variables:

e Do the priorities identified for treatment reflect the goals stated in the plan? Monitoring protocols
can help address this question.
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e Can there be ecological consequences associated with fuels work? Items to consider include soil
movement and/or invasive species encroachment post-treatment. Relatively cost-effective
monitoring may help reduce long-term costs and consequences.

e Vegetation will grow back. Thus, fuel break maintenance and fuels modification both in the HIZ
and at the landscape scale require periodic assessment. Monitoring these changes can help
decision-makers identify appropriate treatment intervals.

e Monitoring for all types of fuels treatment is recommended. For example, in addition to monitoring
mechanical treatments, it is important to carry out comprehensive monitoring of burned areas to
establish the success of pre-fire fuels reduction treatments on fire behavior, as well as monitoring
for ecological impacts, repercussions of burning on wildlife, and effects on soil chemistry and
physics. Adaptive management is a term that refers to adjusting future management based on the
effects of past management. Monitoring is required to gather the information necessary to inform
future management decisions. Economic and legal questions may also be addressed through
monitoring. In addition, monitoring activities can provide valuable educational opportunities for
students.

The monitoring of each fuels reduction project would be site-specific, and decisions regarding the timeline
for monitoring and the type of monitoring to be used would be determined by the project. Monitoring
schedules will be developed utilizing knowledge of past projects that employed best practices to achieve
similar goals. These schedules may also be adjusted to accommodate special requirements for the
targeted landscape as well as the responsible party. The most important part of choosing a fuels project
monitoring program is selecting a method appropriate to the people, place, and type of project. Several
levels of monitoring activities meet different objectives, have different levels of time intensity, and are
appropriate for different groups of people. They include the following:

Minimum—Level 1: Pre- and Post-project Photographs
Appropriate for many individual homeowners who conduct fuels reduction projects on their properties.
Moderate—Level 2: Multiple Permanent Photo Points

Permanent photo locations are established using rebar or wood posts, GPS-recorded locations, and
photographs taken on a regular basis. Ideally, this process would continue over several years. This
approach might be appropriate for more enthusiastic homeowners or for agencies conducting small-
scale, general treatments.

High—Level 3: Basic Vegetation Plots

A series of plots can allow monitors to evaluate vegetation characteristics such as species
composition, percentage of cover, and frequency. Monitors then can record site characteristics such
as slope, aspect, and elevation. Parameters would be assessed pre- and post-treatment.

The monitoring agency should establish plot protocols based on the types of vegetation present and
the level of detail needed to analyze the management objectives. This method is appropriate for
foresters or other personnel monitoring fuel treatments on forested land.

Intense—Level 4: Basic Vegetation Plus Dead and Downed Fuels Inventory

The protocol for this level would include the vegetation plots described above but would add more
details regarding fuel loading. Crown height or canopy closure might be included for live fuels. Dead
and downed fuels could be assessed using other methods, such as Brown’s transects (Brown 1974),
an appropriate photo series (Ottmar et al. 2000), or fire monitoring (Fire Effects Monitoring and
Inventory System [FIREMON]) plots. This method is ideal for foresters or university researchers
tracking vegetation changes in forested lands.
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IMPLEMENTATION

The 2023 Mesa County CWPP makes recommendations for prioritized fuels reduction projects, measures
to reduce structural ignitability, and methods with which to carry out public education and outreach.
Implementation projects need to be tailored to the specific project and will be unique to the location
depending on available resources and regulations. As aforementioned, on-the-ground implementation of
the recommendations in the 2023 Mesa County CWPP planning area will require development of an
action plan and assessment strategy for completing each project. This step will identify the roles and
responsibilities of the people and agencies involved, as well as funding needs and timetables for
completing the highest-priority projects (SAF 2004). Information pertaining to funding is provided in
Appendix L.

CWPP EVALUATION

CWPPs are intended to reduce the risk from wildfire for a community and surrounding environment.
However, over time, communities change and expand, vegetation grows back, and forests and wildlands
evolve. As such, the risk of wildfire to communities is constantly changing. The plans and methods to
reduce risk must be dynamic to keep pace with the changing environment. An evaluation of the CWPP
will gather information and identify whether the plans and strategies are on course to meet the desired
outcomes or if modifications are needed to meet expectations.
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Table 5.2. Four general steps can be used to evaluate the CWPP:

Identify objectives: What are the goals identified in - Structural ignitability
the plan? How are they reached? Is the plan
performing as intended?

Fuel treatments
Public education and outreach
Multi-agency collaboration

Emergency response

Assess the changing environment: How have : Population change
population characteristics and the wildfire
environment changed?

i. Increase or decrease

ii. Demographics
Population settlement patterns
i.  Distribution

ii. Expansion into the WUI
Vegetation

i. Fuel quantity and type

ii. Drought and disease impacts

Review action items: Are actions consistent with the . Check for status, i.e., completed/started/
plan’s objectives? not started

Identify completed work and accomplishments
Identify challenges and limitations

Identify next steps

Assess results: What are the outcomes of the action : Multi-agency collaboration
items? i. Who was involved in the development of the CWPP?

ii. Have partners involved in the development process remained involved in the
implementation?

iii. How has the planning process promoted implementation of the CWPP?

iv. Have CWPP partnerships and collaboration had a beneficial impact to the
community?

Risk assessment

i How is the risk assessment utilized to make decisions about fuel treatment
priorities?

ii. Have there been new wildfire-related regulations?

iii. Are at-risk communities involved in mitigating wildfire risk?
Hazardous fuels

i How many acres have been treated?

ii. How many projects are cross-boundary?

iii. How many residents have participated in creating defensible space?
Structural ignitability

i Have there been updates to fire codes and ordinances?

ii. How many structures have been lost to wildfire?

iii. Has the CWPP increased public awareness of structural ignitability and reduction
strategies?

Public education and outreach

i Has public awareness of wildfire and mitigation strategies increased?
ii. Have residents been involved in wildfire mitigation activities?

iii. Has there been public involvement?

iv. Have vulnerable populations been involved?

Emergency response

i. Has the CWPP been integrated into relevant plans (e.g., hazard mitigation or
emergency operations)?

ii. Is the CWPP congruent with other hazard mitigation planning efforts?

iii. Has the availability and capacity of local fire departments changed since the CWPP
was developed?
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TIMELINE FOR UPDATING THE CWPP

The HFRA allows for maximum flexibility in the CWPP planning process, permitting the Core Team to
determine the time frame for updating the CWPP. However, it is suggested that a formal revision be made
on the fifth anniversary of signing and every 5 years following. Furthermore, due to the dynamic nature of
wildfire litigation and the natural landscape, there are several triggers that may warrant a Plan update
before the 5-year mark. Among these triggers are extensive wildfire or other disaster event, changes to
the local planning outlook (e.g., significant update to Hazard Mitigation Plan), and local adoption of the
international WUI code. The Core Team members are encouraged to meet on an annual basis to review
the project list, discuss project successes, strategize regarding project implementation funding, and
determine if there is a need for plan revision.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

' SWCA

°F degrees Fahrenheit

AMMs avoidance and minimization measures
ATV all-terrain vehicle

BAER Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation
BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practice

CAR community at risk

CE categorical exemption

CERT Community Emergency Response Team
ch/hr chains per hour

CIG Conservation Innovation Grants

CNHP Colorado Natural Heritage Program

Cohesive Strategy

National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy

county Mesa County
CRS Congressional Research Service
CSFS Colorado State Forest Service
CWA Clean Water Act
CWPP community wildfire protection plan
DEM digital elevation model
DFPC Colorado Division of Fire Prevention and Control
DHS Department of Homeland Security
DNR Colorado Department of Natural Resources
EAS Emergency Alert System
EIR Environmental Impact Report
EMS Emergency Management System
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EQIP Environmental Quality Incentives Program
ESRI Environmental Systems Research Institute
FAC fire-adapted community
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FIREMON Fire Effects Monitoring and Inventory System
FLAME Federal Land Assistance, Management and Enhancement Act
FP&S Fire Prevention and Safety
FPD fire protection district
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FRA Federal Responsibility Area
FRI fire return interval
GACC Geographic Area Coordination Centers
GAID Geographic Area Interagency Division
GJFO Grand Junction Field Office
GIS geographic information system
GMUG Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison
GPS global positioning system
HFRA Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003
Hiz home ignition zone
HMP hazard mitigation plan
HVRA highly valued resource or asset
ICC International Code Council
IFTDSS Interagency Fuel Treatment Decision Support System
ISO Insurance Services Office
JPA Joint Powers Agreement
LRA Local Responsibility Area
MFI mean fire interval
MND mitigated negative declaration
NAM North American Monsoon
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
ND negative declaration
NFP National Fire Plan
NFPA National Fire Protection Association
NIFC National Interagency Fire Center
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NPS National Park Service
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NWCG National Wildfire Coordinating Group
OES Office of Emergency Services
PERI Public Entity Risk Institute
PPE personal protective equipment
PRISM PRISM Climate Group
RAWS remote automated weather station
RFA Rural Fire Assistance
SAF Society of American Foresters
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SAFER Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response
SE statutory exemption
SWCA SWCA Environmental Consultants
SWReGAP Southwest Regional Gap Analysis Project
ULI Urban Land Institute
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USFA U.S. Fire Administration
USFS U.S. Forest Service
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
VAR value at risk
VCC Vegetation Condition Class
VDEP Vegetation Departure
WFDSS Wildland Fire Decision Support System
WRSC Western Regional Strategy Committee
WUl wildland urban interface
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GLOSSARY

Aspect: Cardinal direction toward which a slope faces in relation to the sun (NWCG 2021b).

Active Crown Fire: A crown fire in which the entire fuel complex is involved in flame, but the crowning
phase remains dependent on heat released from surface fuel for continued spread. An active crown fire
presents a solid wall of flame from the surface through the canopy fuel layers. Flames appear to emanate
from the canopy as a whole rather than from individual trees within the canopy. Active crown fire is one of
several types of crown fire and is contrasted with passive crown fires, which are less vigorous types of
crown fire that do not emit continuous, solid flames from the canopy (SWCA).

Available Canopy Fuel: The mass of canopy fuel per unit area consumed in a crown fire. There is no
post-frontal combustion in canopy fuels, so only fine canopy fuels are consumed. It is assumed that only
the foliage and a small fraction of the branchwood is available (Wooten 2021).

Available Fuel: The total mass of ground, surface, and canopy fuel per unit area available for a fire,
including fuels consumed in postfrontal combustion of duff, organic soils, and large woody
fuels (Wooten 2021).

Backfiring: Intentionally setting fire to fuels inside a control line to contain a fire (Wooten 2021).

Biomass: Organic material. Also refers to the weight of organic material (e.g., biomass roots, branches,
needles, and leaves) within a given ecosystem (Wooten 2021).

Burn Severity: A qualitative assessment of the heat pulse directed toward the ground during a fire. Burn
severity relates to soil heating, large fuel and duff consumption, consumption of the litter and organic
layer beneath trees and isolated shrubs, and mortality of buried plant parts (SWCA).

Canopy: The more or less continuous cover of branches and foliage formed collectively by adjacent trees
and other woody species in a forest stand. Where significant height differences occur between trees
within a stand, formation of a multiple canopy (multi-layered) condition can result (SWCA).

Chain: Unit of measure in land survey, equal to 66 feet (20 m) (80 chains equal 1 mile). Commonly used
to report fire perimeters and other fireline distances. Popular in fire management because of its
convenience in calculating acreage (example: 10 square chains equal one acre) (New Mexico Future
Farmers of America 2010).

Climate Adaptation: Adaptation is an adjustment in natural or human systems to a new or changing
environment. Adaptation to climate change refers to adjustment in natural or human systems in response
to actual or expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or exploits beneficial
opportunities (CA GOPR 2020).

Climate Change: A change of climate that is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity that alters
the composition of the global atmosphere and that is in addition to natural climate variability observed
over comparable time periods (CA GOPR 2020).

Community Assessment: An analysis designed to identify factors that increase the potential and/or
severity of undesirable fire outcomes in wildland urban interface (WUI) communities (SWCA).

Communities at Risk: Defined by the HFRA as “Wildland-Urban Interface Communities within the
vicinity of federal lands that are at high risk from wildfire.”

Community Emergency Response Team (CERT): The CERT program educates volunteers about
disaster preparedness for the hazards that may impact their area and trains them in basic disaster
response skills, such as fire safety, light search and rescue, team organization, and disaster medical
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operations. CERT offers a consistent, nationwide approach to volunteer training and organization that
professional responders can rely on during disaster situations, allowing them to focus on more complex
tasks (Ready 2021).

Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP): A planning document that seeks to reduce the threat to
life and property from wildfire by identifying and mitigating wildfire hazards to communities and
infrastructure located in the WUI. Developed from the HFRA, a CWPP addresses issues such as wildfire
response, hazard mitigation, community preparedness, or structure protection (SWCA).

Conditional Surface Fire: A potential type of fire in which conditions for sustained conditional surface fire
active crown fire spread are met but conditions for crown fire initiation are not. If the fire begins as a
surface fire, then it is expected to remain so. If it begins as an active crown fire in an adjacent stand, then
it may continue to spread as an active crown fire (Wooten 2021).

Contain: A tactical point at which a fire's spread is stopped by and within specific containment features,
constructed or natural; also, the result of stopping a fire's spread so that no further spread is expected
under foreseeable conditions. For reporting purposes, the time and date of containment. This term no
longer has a strategic meaning in federal wildland fire policy (Wooten 2021).

Control: To construct fireline or use natural features to surround a fire and any control spot fires
therefrom and reduce its burning potential to a point that it no longer threatens further spread or resource
damage under foreseeable conditions. For reporting purposes, the time and date of control. This term no
longer has a strategic meaning in federal wildland fire policy (Wooten 2021).

Cover type: The type of vegetation (or lack of it) growing on an area, based on cover type minimum and
maximum percent cover of the dominant species, species group or non-living land cover (such as water,
rock, etc.). The cover type defines both a qualitative aspect (the dominant cover type) as well as a
guantitative aspect (the abundance of the predominant features of that cover type) (Wooten 2021).

Creeping Fire: A low-intensity fire with a negligible rate of spread (Wooten 2021).

Crown Fire: A fire that advances at great speed from crown to crown in tree canopies, often well in
advance of the fire on the ground (National Geographic 2021).

Defensible Space: An area around a structure where fuels and vegetation are modified, cleared,

or reduced to slow the spread of wildfire toward or from a structure. The design and distance of the
defensible space is based on fuels, topography, and the design/materials used in the construction of the
structure (SWCA).

Duff: The layer of decomposing organic materials lying below the litter layer of freshly fallen twigs,
needles, and leaves and immediately above the mineral soil (SWCA).

Ecosystem: An interacting natural system including all the component organisms together with the
abiotic environment and processes affecting them (SWCA).

Environmental Conditions: That part of the fire environment that undergoes short-term changes:
weather, which is most commonly manifest as windspeed, and dead fuel moisture content
(Wooten 2021).

Escape Route: A preplanned and understood route firefighters take to move to a safety zone or other
low-risk area. When escape routes deviate from a defined physical path, they should be clearly marked
(flagged) (SWCA).

Evacuation: The temporary movement of people and their possessions from locations threatened by
wildfire (SWCA).
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Fire-Adapted Community: A fire-adapted community collaborates to identify its wildfire risk and works
collectively on actionable steps to reduce its risk of loss. This work protects property and increases the
safety of firefighters and residents (USFA 2021b).

Fire Behavior: The manner in which fuel ignites, flame develops, and fire spreads and exhibits other
related phenomena as determined by the interaction of fuels, weather, and topography (Fire Research
and Management Exchange System 2021).

Fire Brand: A burning ember that detaches from burning vegetation during a wildfire and is lofted into the
air by wind and convective forces.

Fire Break: Areas where vegetation and organic matter are removed down to mineral soil (SWCA).

Fire Environment: The characteristics of a site that influence fire behavior. In fire modeling the fire
environment is described by surface and canopy fuel characteristics, windspeed and direction, relative
humidity, and slope steepness (Wooten 2021).

Fire Frequency: A broad measure of the rate of fire occurrence in a particular area. For historical
analyses, fire frequency is often expressed using the fire return interval calculation. For modern-era
analyses, where data on timing and size of fires are recorded, fire frequency is often best expressed
using fire rotation (SWCA).

Fire Hazard: Fire hazard is the potential fire behavior or fire intensity in an area, given the type(s) of fuel
present—including both the natural and built environment—and their combustibility (CA GOPR 2020).

Fire History: The chronological record of the occurrence of fire in an ecosystem or at a specific site.
The fire history of an area may inform planners and residents about the level of wildfire hazard in that
area (SWCA).

Fire Intensity: A general term relating to the heat energy released in a fire (SWCA).

Fireline Intensity: Amount of heat release per unit time per unit length of fire front. Numerically, the
product of the heat of combustion, quantity of fuel consumed per unit area in the fire front, and the rate of
spread of a fire, expressed in kilowatts per minute (SWCA). This expression is commonly used to
describe the power of wildland fires, but it does not necessarily follow that the severity, defined as the
vegetation mortality, will be correspondingly high (Wooten 2021).

Fire Prevention: Activities such as public education, community outreach, planning, building code
enforcement, engineering (construction standards), and reduction of fuel hazards that are intended to
reduce the incidence of unwanted human-caused wildfires and the risks they pose to life, property, or
resources (CA GOPR 2020).

Fire Regime: A measure of the general pattern of fire frequency and severity typical to a particular area
or type of landscape: The regime can include other metrics of the fire, including seasonality and typical
fire size, as well as a measure of the pattern of variability in characteristics (SWCA).

Fire Regime Condition Class: Condition classes are a function of the degree of fire regime condition
class departure from historical fire regimes resulting in alterations of key ecosystem components such as
composition structural stage, stand age, and canopy closure (Wooten 2021).

Fire Return Interval: Number of years (interval) between two successive fires in a designated area
(SWCA).

Fire Severity: A qualitative measure of the immediate effects of fire on the fire severity ecosystem.
It relates to the extent of mortality and survival of plant and animal life both aboveground and
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belowground and to loss of organic matter. It is determined by heat released aboveground and
belowground. Fire severity is dependent on intensity and residence dependent of the burn. For trees,
severity is often measured as percentage of basal area removed. An intense fire may not necessarily be
severe (Wooten 2021).

Fire Risk: “Risk” takes into account the intensity and likelihood of a fire event to occur as well as the
chance, whether high or low, that a hazard such as a wildfire will cause harm. Fire risk can be determined
by identifying the susceptibility of a value or asset to the potential direct or indirect impacts of wildfire
hazard events (CA GOPR 2020).

Flammability: The relative ease with which fuels ignite and burn regardless of the quantity of the fuels
(SWCA).

Flame Length: The length of flames in the propagating fire front measured along the slant of the flame
from the midpoint of its base to its tip. It is mathematically related to fireline intensity and tree crown
scorch height (Wooten 2021).

Foliar Moisture Content: Moisture content (dry weight basis) of live foliage, foliar moisture content
expressed as a percent. Effective foliar moisture content incorporates the moisture content of other
canopy fuels such as lichen, dead foliage, and live and dead branchwood (Wooten 2021).

Forest Fire: Uncontrolled burning of a woodland area (National Geographic 2021).

Fuel Break: A natural or human-made change in fuel characteristics that affects fire behavior so that fires
burning into them can be more readily controlled (NWCG 2021c).

Fuel Complex: The combination of ground, surface, and canopy fuel strata (Wooten 2021).

Fuel Condition: Relative flammability of fuel as determined by fuel type and environmental conditions
(SWCA).

Fuel Continuity: A qualitative description of the distribution of fuel both horizontally and vertically.
Continuous fuels readily support fire spread. The larger the fuel discontinuity, the greater the fire intensity
required for fire spread (Wooten 2021).

Fuel Loading: The volume of fuel in a given area generally expressed in tons per acre (SWCA). Dead
woody fuel loadings are commonly described for small material in diameter classes of 0 to 0.25, 0.25to 1,
and 1 to 3 inches and for large material greater than 3 inches (Wooten 2021).

Fuel Management/Fuel Reduction: Manipulation or removal of fuels to reduce the likelihood of ignition
and to reduce potential damage in case of a wildfire. Fuel reduction methods include prescribed

fire, mechanical treatments (mowing, chopping), herbicides, biomass removal (thinning or harvesting or
trees, harvesting of pine straw), and grazing. Fuel management techniques may sometimes be combined
for greater effect (SWCA).

Fuel Model: A set of surface fuel bed characteristics (load and surface-area-to-fuel model volume ratio by
size class, heat content, and depth) organized for input to a fire model (Wooten 2021).

Fuel Modification: The manipulation or removal of fuels (i.e., combustible biomass such as wood,
leaves, grass, or other vegetation) to reduce the likelihood of igniting and to reduce fire intensity. Fuel
modification activities may include lopping, chipping, crushing, piling and burning, including prescribed
burning. These activities may be performed using mechanical treatments or by hand crews. Herbicides
and prescribed herbivory (grazing) may also be used in some cases. Fuel modification may also
sometimes be referred to as “vegetation treatment” (CA GOPR 2020).
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Fuel Moisture Content: This is expressed as a percent or fraction of oven dry fuel moisture content
weight of fuel. It is the most important fuel property controlling flammability. In living plants, it is
physiologically bound. Its daily fluctuations vary considerably by species but are usually above 80 to

100 percent. As plants mature, moisture content decreases. When herbaceous plants cure, their moisture
content responds as dead fuel moisture content, which fluctuates according to changes in temperature,
humidity, and precipitation (Wooten 2021).

Fuel Treatment: The manipulation or removal of fuels to minimize the probability of ignition and/or to
reduce potential damage and resistance to fire suppression activities (NWCG 2021d). Synonymous with
fuel modification.

Grazing: There are two types of grazing: traditional grazing and targeted grazing. Traditional grazing
refers to cattle that are managed in extensive pastures to produce meat. Targeted grazing involves
having livestock graze at a specific density for a given period of time for the purpose of managing
vegetation. Even though both kinds of grazing manage fuel loading in range- and forested lands, targeted
grazing is different in that its sole purpose is to manage fuels. Targeted grazing is done by a variety of
livestock species such as sheep, goats, or cows (University of California, Agriculture and Natural Resources
[UCANR] 2019).

Ground Fire: Fire that burns organic matter in the soil, or humus; usually does not appear at the surface
(National Geographic 2021).

Ground Fuels: Fuels that lie beneath surface fuels, such as organic soils, duff, decomposing litter, buried
logs, roots, and the below-surface portion of stumps (Wooten 2021).

Hazard: A “hazard” can be defined generally as an event that could cause harm or damage to human
health, safety, or property (CA GOPR 2020).

Hazardous Areas: Those wildland areas where the combination of vegetation, topography, weather,
and the threat of fire to life and property create difficult and dangerous problems (SWCA).

Hazardous Fuels: A fuel complex defined by type, arrangement, volume, condition, and location that
poses a threat of ignition and resistance to fire suppression (NWCG 2021e).

Hazardous Fuels Reduction: Any strategy that reduces the amount of flammable material in a fire-
prone ecosystem. Two common strategies are mechanical thinning and controlled burning
(Wooten 2021).

Hazard Reduction: Any treatment that reduces the threat of ignition and spread of fire (SWCA).

Highly Valued Resources and Assets: Landscape features that are influenced positively and/or
negatively by fire. Resources are naturally occurring, while Assets are human-made (IFTDSS 2021).

Ignition: The action of setting something on fire or starting to burn (SWCA).

Incident: An occurrence or event, either natural or person-caused, which requires an emergency
response to prevent loss of life or damage to property or natural resources (Wooten 2021).

Influence Zone: An area that, with respect to wildland and urban fire, has a set of conditions that
facilitate the opportunity for fire to burn from wildland fuels to the home and or structure ignition zone
(NWCG 2021a).

Initial Attack: The actions taken by the first resources to arrive at a wildfire to protect lives and property
and to prevent expansion of the fire (SWCA).
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Invasive Species: An introduced, nonnative organism (disease, parasite, plant, or animal) that begins to
spread or expand its range from the site of its original introduction and that has the potential to cause
harm to the environment, the economy, or to human health (USGS 2021).

Ladder Fuels: Fuels that provide vertical continuity allowing fire to carry from surface fuels into the
crowns of trees or shrubs with relative ease (SWCA).

Litter: Recently fallen plant material that is only partially decomposed and is still discernible (SWCA).

Manual Treatments: Felling and piling of fuels done by hand. The volume of material generated from a
manual fuel treatment is typically too small to warrant a biomass sale therefore collected material is
disposed of by burning or chipping. The work can be performed by either a single individual or a large
organized crew with powered equipment (UCANR 2021a).

Mechanized Treatments: Mechanical treatments pulverize large continuous patches of fuel to reduce the
volume and continuity of material. Mechanical treatments can be applied as either mastication or chipping
treatments. Both treatments shred woody material, but mastication leaves residue on-site while chipping
collects the particles for transportation off site. Similar to hand treatments, mechanical treatments can
target specific areas and vegetation while excluding areas of concern. In addition, mechanical treatment
is easily scalable to large areas (>30 acres) with little added cost (UCANR 2021b).

Mitigation: Action that moderates the severity of a fire hazard or risk (SWCA).

Mutual Aid: Assistance in firefighting or investigation by fire agencies, irrespective of jurisdictional
boundaries (NWCG 2021f).

Native Revegetation: The process of replanting and rebuilding the soil of disturbed land (e.g., burned)
with native plant species (USDA 2005).

Native Species: A species that evolved naturally in the habitat, ecosystem, or region as determined by
climate, soil, and biotic factors (USDA 2005).

National Cohesive Strategy: The National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy is a strategic
push to work collaboratively among all stakeholders and across all landscapes, using best science, to
make meaningful progress toward three goals:

e Resilient Landscapes
e Fire-Adapted Communities

o Safe and Effective Wildfire Response

Vision: To safely and effectively extinguish fire when needed; use fire where allowable; manage our
natural resources; and as a nation, to live with wildland fire (Forests and Rangelands 2021).

Overstory: That portion of the trees in a forest which forms the upper or uppermost layer (SWCA).

Passive Crown Fire: A type of crown fire in which the crowns of individual trees or small groups of trees
burn, but solid flaming in the canopy cannot be maintained except for short periods. Passive crown fire
encompasses a wide range of crown fire behavior, from occasional torching of isolated trees to nearly
active crown fire. Passive crown fire is also called torching or candling. A fire in the crowns of the trees in
which trees or groups of trees torch, ignited by the passing front of the fire. The torching trees reinforce
the spread rate, but these fires are not basically different from surface (SWCA).
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Prescribed Burning: Any fire ignited by management actions under specific, predetermined conditions to
meet specific objectives related to hazardous fuels or habitat improvement. Usually, a written, approved
prescribed fire plan must exist, and NEPA requirements must be met, prior to ignition.

Rate of Spread: The relative activity of a fire in extending its horizontal dimensions. It is expressed as
rate of increase of the total perimeter of the fire, as rate of forward spread of the fire front, or as rate of
increase in area, depending on the intended use of the information. Usually, it is expressed in chains or
acres per hour for a specific period in the fire's history (NWCG 2021g).

Resilience: Resilience is the capacity of any entity — an individual, a community, an organization, or a
natural system — to prepare for disruptions, to recover from shocks and stresses, and to adapt and grow
from a disruptive experience (CA GOPR 2020).

Response: Movement of an individual firefighting resource from its assigned standby location to another
location or to an incident in reaction to dispatch orders or to a reported alarm (SWCA).

Safety Element: One of the seven mandatory elements of a local general plan (a county plan that forms
the foundation for future development), the safety element must identify hazards and hazard abatement
provisions to guide local decisions related to zoning, subdivisions, and entitiement permits. The element
should contain general hazard and risk reduction strategies and policies supporting hazard mitigation
measures (CA GOPR 2020).

Slash: Debris left after logging, pruning, thinning, or brush cutting. Slash includes logs, chips, bark,
branches, stumps, and broken trees or brush that may be fuel for a wildfire (SWCA).

Slope Percent: The ratio between the amount of vertical rise of a slope and horizontal distance as
expressed in a percent. One hundred feet of rise to 100 feet of horizontal distance equals 100 percent
(NWCG 2021h).

Suppression: The most aggressive fire protection strategy, it leads to the total extinguishment of a fire
(SWCA).

Surface Fire: fire that typically burns only surface litter and undergrowth (National Geographic 2021).

Surface Fuel: Fuels lying on or near the surface of the ground, consisting of leaf and needle litter, dead
branch material, downed logs, bark, tree cones, and low stature living plants (SWCA).

Structural Ignitability: The ability of structures (such as homes or fences) to catch fire (SWCA).
Topography: The arrangement of the natural and artificial physical features of an area (SWCA).

Total Fuel Load: The mass of fuel per unit area that could possibly be consumed in a hypothetical fire of
the highest intensity in the driest fuels (Wooten 2021).

Tree Crown: The primary and secondary branches growing out from the main stem, together with twigs
and foliage (SWCA).

Understory: Low-growing vegetation (herbaceous, brush or reproduction) growing under a stand of
trees. Also, that portion of trees in a forest stand below the overstory (SWCA).

Understory Fire: A fire burning in the understory, more intense than a surface fire with flame lengths of
1to 3 m (Wooten 2021).

Values and Assets at Risk: The elements of a community or natural area considered valuable by an
individual or community that could be negatively impacted by a wildfire or wildfire operations. These
values can vary by community and can include public and private assets (natural and manmade) —
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such as homes, specific structures, water supply, power grids, natural and cultural resources, community
infrastructure-- as well as other economic, environmental, and social values (CA GOPR 2020).

Vulnerable Community: Vulnerable communities experience heightened risk and increased sensitivity to
natural hazard and climate change impacts and have less capacity and fewer resources to cope with,
adapt to, or recover from the impacts of natural hazards and increasingly severe hazard events because
of climate change. These disproportionate effects are caused by physical (built and environmental),
social, political, and/ or economic factor(s), which are exacerbated by climate impacts. These factors
include, but are not limited to, race, class, sexual orientation and identification, national origin, and
income inequality (CA GOPR 2020).

Wildfire: A “wildfire” can be generally defined as any unplanned fire in a “wildland” area or in the
wildland-urban interface (WUI) (CA GOPR 2020).

Wildfire Exposure: During fire suppression activities, an exposure is any area/property that is threatened
by the initial fire, but in National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) a reportable exposure is any fire
that is caused by another fire, i.e., a fire resulting from another fire outside that building, structure, or
vehicle, or a fire that extends to an outside property from a building, structure, or vehicle (USFA 2020).

Wildfire Influence Zone: A wildland area with susceptible vegetation up to 1.5 miles from the interface or
intermix WUI (CA GOPR 2020).

Wildland: Those unincorporated areas covered wholly or in part by trees, brush, grass, or other
flammable vegetation (CA GOPR 2020).

Wildland Fire: Fire that occurs in the wildland as the result of an unplanned ignition (CA GOPR 2020).

Wildland Fuels (aka fuels): Fuel is the material that is burning. It can be any kind of combustible
material, especially petroleum-based products, and wildland fuels. For wildland fire, it is usually live, or
dead plant material, but can also include artificial materials such as houses, sheds, fences, pipelines, and
trash piles. In terms of vegetation, there are 6 wildland fuel types (Fuel Type: An identifiable association
of fuel elements of distinctive species, form, size, arrangement, or other characteristics that will cause a
predictable rate of spread or resistance to control under specified weather conditions.) The 6 wildland fuel
types are (NWCG 2021i):

e Grass

e Shrub

e Grass-Shrub

e Timber Litter

e Timber-Understory
e Slash-Blowdown

Wildland Urban Interface (WUI): The WUI is the zone of transition between unoccupied land and human
development. It is the line, area or zone where structures and other human development meet

or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels (USFA 2021a). In the absence of a CWPP,
Section 101 (16) of the HFRA defines the wildland urban interface as “ (1) an area extending %2 mile from
the boundary of an at-risk community; (Il) an area within 1 % miles of the boundary of an at-risk
community, including any land that (1) has a sustained steep slope that creates the potential for wildfire
behavior endangering the at-risk community; (2) has a geographic feature that aids in creating an
effective fire break, such as a road or ridge top; or (3) is in condition class 3, as documented by the
Secretary in the project-specific environmental analysis; (ll1l) an area that is adjacent to an evacuation
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route for an at-risk community that the Secretary determines, in cooperation with the at-risk community,
requires hazardous fuels reduction to provide safer evacuation from the at-risk community.” A CWPP
offers the opportunity to establish a localized definition and boundary for the wildland urban interface
(USFA 2020).
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PLANNING PROCESS

The SAF, in collaboration with the National Association of Counties and the National Association of State
Foresters, developed a guide entitled Preparing a Community Wildfire Protection Plan: A Handbook for
Wildland-Urban Interface Communities (SAF 2004) to provide communities with a clear process in
developing a CWPP. The guide outlines eight steps for developing a CWPP, which have been followed in
preparing the Mesa County CWPP:

Step One: Convene Decision-makers. Form a Core Team made up of representatives from the
appropriate local governments, local fire authorities, and state agencies responsible for forest
management.

Step Two: Involve Federal Agencies. Identify and engage local federal representatives and contact
and involve other land management agencies as appropriate.

Step Three: Engage Interested Parties. Contact and encourage active involvement in plan
development from a broad range of interested organizations and stakeholders.

Step Four: Establish a Community Base Map. Work with partners to establish a base map(s)
defining the community’s WUI and showing inhabited areas at risk, wildland areas that contain critical
human infrastructure, and wildland areas at risk for large-scale fire disturbance.

Step Five: Develop a Community Risk-Hazard Assessment. Work with partners to develop a
community Risk-Hazard Assessment that considers fuel hazards; risk of wildfire occurrence; homes,
businesses, and essential infrastructure at risk; other values at risk (VARS); and local preparedness
capability. Rate the level of risk for each factor and incorporate this information into the base map as
appropriate.

Step Six: Establish Community Priorities and Recommendations. Use the base map and
community Risk-Hazard Assessment to facilitate a collaborative community discussion that leads to
the identification of local priorities for treating fuels, reducing structural ignitability and other issues of
interest, such as improving fire response capability. Clearly indicate whether priority projects are
directly related to the protection of communities and essential infrastructure or to reducing wildfire
risks to other community values.

Step Seven: Develop an Action Plan and Assessment Strategy. Consider developing a detailed
implementation strategy to accompany the CWPP as well as a monitoring plan that will ensure its
long-term success.

Step Eight: Finalize Community Wildfire Protection Plan. Finalize the CWPP and communicate
the results to community and key partners.

FIRE MANAGEMENT POLICY

The primary responsibility for WUI fire prevention and protection lies with property owners and state and
local governments. Property owners must comply with existing state statutes and local regulations. These
primary responsibilities should be carried out in partnership with the federal government and the private
sector. The current federal fire policy states that protection priorities are 1) life, 2) property, and 3) natural
resources. These priorities often limit flexibility in the decision-making process, especially when a wildland
fire occurs within the WUI.
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LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION

County Direction
Fire Code

While Mesa County has not adopted a specific fire code, the City of Grand Junction, the county’s most
populous municipality and the county seat, has adopted the 2018 Edition of the International Fire Code.
The code is found in Municipal Code Chapter 15.44 and was adopted with the aim of safeguarding life
and property from the hazardous conditions presented by fire, explosion, and chemical release (City of
Grand Junction 2023). Though no fire code has been implemented throughout the county, Mesa County
has adopted the 2018 International Building code, which works in conjunction with the International Fire
Code. Implementation, administration, and enforcement of the provisions of the fire code are carried out
by the Mesa County Building Department (Mesa County 2023b).

More information regarding the International Building Code and International Fire Code with regard to
Mesa County can be found here: https://www.mesacounty.us/building/adopted _codes_and_regulations/

State Direction

Colorado 2023 Legislation

After a catastrophic 2022, Governor Jared Polis signed 11 wildfire prevention and recovery bills in 2023,
marking the state's ongoing efforts to combat wildfires in Colorado. The legislation includes the
establishment of an emergency insurance plan, tax incentives for specific reconstruction or repair
materials, standardized fire-resistant building codes, homeowner financial assistance for structure
hardening, wildfire investigations, evacuation modeling, and the purchase of a $26 million firefighting
helicopter, among others. These 11 wildfire prevention and recovery bills are summarized below.

Fire Response

SB23-161: Senate Bill 23-161 allocates $26 million for the purchase of a Firehawk helicopter, doubling its
existing fleet. The converted Black Hawk military helicopters are equipped with infrared sensors for night
operations and can rapidly dispense 1,000 gallons of water. The addition of the Firehawk will help reduce
the need for Colorado to compete with other states for temporary aircraft contracts, as the state's
independent fleet will be readily available.

Insurance and Rebuilding Codes

HB23-1288: House Bill 23-1288 aims to establish a public insurance plan as a final option for
homeowners who are unable to secure coverage due to wildfires or other natural risks. The bill seeks to
provide a safety net for homeowners facing difficulties in obtaining insurance due to such risks.

HB23-1174: House Bill 23-1174 mandates insurance carriers to provide homeowners with extended
notice prior to canceling or allowing their insurance policy to expire. Furthermore, the measure
establishes clear guidelines concerning reconstruction costs. This bill aims to enhance consumer
protection by ensuring homeowners have adequate time to make alternative arrangements and
understand the financial implications of policy cancellations or expirations, while also addressing specific
concerns related to reconstruction expenses.
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HB23-1240: House Bill 23-1240 establishes a sales and use tax exemption specifically for construction
and building materials utilized in the reconstruction or repair of structures that were affected by a declared
wildfire disaster in the years 2020, 2021, or 2022. The law aims to alleviate the financial burden on
individuals or communities affected by wildfires by providing tax relief on necessary materials for
rebuilding or repairing damaged structures.

HB23-1254: House Bill 23-1254 requires landlords to address and remediate residential units that have
been impacted by environmental public health events. It also includes provisions that protect tenants from
retaliation by landlords in response to complaints regarding the condition of their units. The bill seeks to
ensure the well-being and safety of tenants by holding landlords accountable for maintaining habitable
living spaces and fostering a supportive environment for tenants to voice concerns without fear of reprisal.

Fire Prevention

SB23-166: Senate Bill 23-166 establishes a board responsible for setting building codes aimed at
reducing fire risk and fortifying structures within Colorado's wildland-urban interface. The initial task for
the board is to define the specific areas within the state that fall under this interface, with the objective of
constructing homes in a manner that is mindful of the persistent threat of wildfires.

HB23-1273: House Bill 23-1273 establishes a grant program designed to provide financial assistance to
homeowners who undertake upgrades and improvements to their properties, making them more resilient
against the risks posed by wildfires. The program initially receives $100,000 in funding. However,
additional federal funds are expected to become accessible in the near future, further augmenting the
program's resources.

Fire Investigations and Workforce Capacity

SB23-013: Senate Bill 23-013 mandates the director of the state's division of fire prevention and control to
provide reports on wildfire investigations and allocates over $2.7 million for funding these investigations.
The bill emphasizes the importance of investigations and analysis of wildfires, ensuring dedicated
resources to support thorough investigations in the state.

SB23-005: Senate Bill 23-005 aims to strengthen the timber, wildfire mitigation, and forest health
industries through various initiatives. The bill includes the development of educational materials, the
establishment of an internship reimbursement program for employers, and efforts to recruit more college-
level educators in these fields. By investing in education and incentivizing workforce development, the bill
aims to support and bolster these critical industries in addressing wildfire risks and promoting forest
health.

Emergency Preparedness

HB23-1075: House Bill 23-1075 directs the Colorado Office of Emergency Management to assess the
utilization of technology to expedite evacuation modeling. The study mandated by the bill will explore the
feasibility of making it a requirement for building developers to conduct the modeling themselves.

By examining the potential use of technology and exploring developer involvement, the legislation aims to
enhance evacuation planning and response strategies, ultimately ensuring the safety and well-being of
individuals during emergencies.

HB23-1237: House Bill 23-1237 focuses on expanding the inclusion of additional languages in
emergency alerts. The bill calls for a study to determine which agencies and governmental entities should
be responsible for providing multi-lingual alerts. By addressing the need for diverse language accessibility
in emergency communications, the legislation aims to enhance the effectiveness of alerts and ensure the
safety of a broader range of individuals during critical situations.
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Colorado Minimum CWPP Standards

The 2022 Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS) Minimum Standards for Developing CWPPs provide
basic guidelines that have been updated per Colorado Senate Bill 09-001. The purpose of the described
standards is to provide a foundation for supporting healthy, resilient, and fire-adapted communities.

The plan has been developed into three overarching goals, which are broken down into sub-goals as well
as related action items (CSFS 2022). These goals include but are not limited to:

1. Promote Community Fire Adaptation: Through a deeper understanding of living with wildfire,
facilitate social community adjustments, wildfire risk reduction through community enhancement,
and an increase of pace and scale of wildfire risk reduction efforts.

2. Reduce the Risk of Uncharacteristic Wildfire: Reduction of wildfire severity through forest
alteration, maintenance and enhancement of species and structural diversity, and revegetation of
sites through species transitions before and after disturbances.

3. Promote the Role of Fire in Ecological Processes: Fundamental sustainability through
ecological functions, Improving the understanding of the role of fire in Colorado’s ecosystems,
and increasing the use of managed and prescribed wildfire.

The standards specify that the planning process should be as inclusive as possible to address the needs
of socially vulnerable populations and ensure all residents’ concerns are represented in the plan. CSFS
also requires mapping of the wildland urban interface, completion of a risk assessment, and identification
of priority projects to provide the community with actionable recommendations on risk reduction and
resilience. The Forest service recommends updating CWPPs at 5-year intervals to ensure project
objectives, demographics, and risk assessments are relevant (CSFS 2022).

Colorado Strategic Wildfire Action Program

In 2021, Colorado Senate Bill 21-258 was signed by Governor Polis. This bill designates $17.5 million to
immediately address the wildfire crisis in Colorado through mitigation and community resilience work.
This objective will be realized by increasing funding to the Forest Restoration and Wildfire Risk Mitigation
Grant Program and other fire-related funding mechanisms, providing funds to hire additional mitigation
and firefighting personnel, and establishing a hazard mitigation and capacity development fund. This bill
marks a statewide recognition of the extreme hazards wildfires create and an investment in creating more
fire resilient landscapes (Colorado Department of Natural Resources [DNR] 2022b).

Colorado Forest Action Plan

In 2020, the CSFS developed Colorado’s Forest Action Plan (CSFS 2020). The purpose of the plan was
to provide a framework for addressing the “current conditions and trends in Colorado’s forests, as well as
the current threats and challenges the state’s forests face across political, jurisdictional and ecological
boundaries.” Priorities of the Forest Action Plan include the following: “Conserve and manage working

forest landscapes”, “protect forests from threats”, and “enhance public benefits from trees and forests”.
This plan is centered around six themes, but the four themes most important this CWPP are:

1. Forest Conditions focuses on the current conditions of Colorado’s forests, including present and
future pressures, facing from Climate Change (e.g., longer fire seasons, and more
uncharacteristic wildfires).

2. Living with Wildfire focuses on the natural role wildfire plays in Colorado’s forests and
rangelands. It emphasizes that fire the exclusion and suppression efforts of the past are no longer
appropriate and, when combined with the impacts of climate change, have put communities at
heightened risk from wildfire. It also states that communities must practice wildfire risk reduction
strategies as WUI expand across the state.
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3. Watershed Protection focuses on the risks that uncharacteristic droughts and wildfires pose to
Colorado’s watersheds. This theme emphasizes the link between forest health and watershed
health.

4. Forest Products focuses on the importance of logging in Colorado and describes the economic
impact that declines in forest health (e.qg., wildfire, overgrowth, and disease and insect associated
mortality) have had on the industry.

This plan estimates that 10% of Colorado’s 24 million acres of forest are in “urgent need of treatment to
address forest health, wildfire risk and watershed protection threats, at a cost of approximately
$4.2 billion.” This plan provides detailed directions for the State meeting its forest treatment goals.

HB22-1111 (Insurance Coverage for Loss Declared Fire Disaster)

In 2022, Colorado passed HB-1111, which increases the amount of lost property insurers must cover
upfront and extends the time frame victims of wildfire have to rebuild their homes. This bill was signed by
Governor Polis in 2022 and outlines standards and restrictions for home insurers when covering
instances of total loss from wildfire events. This bill includes, but is not limited to, the following
requirements:

e There will be a minimum of 24 months to collect additional living expense coverage with
two extensions of 6 months each.

e Homeowners may not be denied insurance payment if they decide to rebuild in a different location
than their previous home or if building code updates will make rebuilding costs higher than the
home value.

e If a policy requires repair or rebuild for the owner to collect payments, the owner shall be allowed
36 months to submit invoices.

e The right to use all available rebuild benefits to buy a replacement home.
e The right to collect 65% of contents benefits without having to inventory a lifetime of possession.
e The right to know how an insurer calculated depreciation.

Additional measures of this bill ensure homeowners can recoup money from furniture and other items lost
in a fire and establish a mandatory time that insurers must cover living expenses. This bill applies only to
future declared fire disasters (Colorado General Assembly 2022).

Federal Direction

Federal wildfire planning has historically been guided by the U.S. Department of the Interior, who stated
in its 1998 Wildland Fire Management Department Manual (U.S. Department of the Interior 1998) that all
public lands with burnable vegetation must have a fire management plan. However, more recent federal
guidance has played an instrumental role in planning efforts. In response to a landmark fire season in
2000, the National Fire Plan (NFP) was established to develop a collaborative approach among various
governmental agencies to actively respond to severe wildland fires and ensure sufficient firefighting
capacity for the future. The NFP was followed by a report in 2001 entitled “A Collaborative Approach for
Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment: A 10-year Comprehensive Strategy”,
which was updated in 2002 to include an implementation plan.

This plan was updated once more in 2006, with a similar focus on using a collaborative framework for
restoring fire-adapted ecosystems, reducing hazardous fuels, mitigating risks to communities, providing
economic benefits, and improving fire prevention and suppression strategies. The 2006 implementation
plan also emphasizes information sharing and monitoring of accomplishments and forest conditions, a
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long-term commitment to maintaining the essential resources for implementation, a landscape-level vision
for restoration of fire-adapted ecosystems, the importance of using fire as a management tool, and
continued improvements to collaboration efforts (Forests and Rangelands 2006). Progress reports and
lessons learned reports for community fire prevention are provided annually.

In 2003, the U.S. Congress recognized widespread declining forest health by passing the HFRA, and
President Bush signed the act into law (Public Law 108-148, 2003). The HFRA was revised in 2009 to
address changes to funding and provide a renewed focus on wildfire mitigation (H.R. 4233 - Healthy
Forest Restoration Amendments Act of 2009). The HFRA expedites the development and implementation
of hazardous fuels reduction projects on federal land and emphasizes the need for federal agencies to
work collaboratively with communities.

A key component of the HFRA is the development of CWPPs, which facilitate the collaboration between
federal agencies and communities to develop hazardous fuels reduction projects and place priority on
treatment areas identified by communities in a CWPP. A CWPP also allows communities to establish their
own definition of the WUI, which is used to delineate priority areas for treatment. In addition, priority is
placed upon municipal watersheds, critical wildlife habitat, and areas impacted by wind throw, insects,
and disease. Communities with an established CWPP are given priority for funding of hazardous fuels
reduction projects carried out in accordance with the HFRA.

In 2014, the final stage of the development of a national cohesive strategy for wildfire was developed:
The National Strategy: The Final Phase in the Development of the National Cohesive Wildland Fire
Management Strategy (Forests and Rangelands 2014). The national strategy takes a holistic approach to
the future of wildfire management:

To safely and effectively extinguish fire, when needed; use fire where allowable; manage our
natural resources; and as a Nation, live with wildland fire.

In order to achieve this vision, the national strategy goals are:

1. Restore and maintain landscapes: Landscapes across all jurisdictions are resilient to fire-
related disturbances in accordance with management objectives.

2. Fire-adapted communities: Human populations and infrastructure can withstand wildfire without
loss of life and property.

3. Wildfire response: All jurisdictions participate in making and implementing safe, effective,
efficient risk-based wildfire management decisions (Forests and Rangelands 2014:3).

PAST PLANNING EFFORTS

Local

2018 Uncompahgre Watershed Plan: The Uncompahgre Watershed Plan was published in 2018 and is
a highly collaborative plan developed by a multi-stakeholder party that included federal agencies, local
cities and governments, water use associations, conservation districts, and nonprofit conservation
groups. The plan is designed to provide a framework for maintaining year-round flows, stable stream
temperatures, and good water quality while preserving ecosystem function, stakeholder utilization, and
recreation opportunities. Described in the plan are necessary management measures and monitoring
strategies, responsible agencies, and issues of concern, including the impacts of forest health to aquatic
ecosystems. Appropriate action plans to address collectively identified issues are also included
(Uncompahgre Watershed Partnership 2018).
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2004 Mesa County Fire Plan: The Mesa County Fire Plan (University of Oregon 2004) provides detailed
analysis of the state statutes relating to wildfire, including Colorado Revised Statutes 30-10-513, Sheriff in
charge of forest or prairie fire-expenses, and Colorado Revised Statutes 30-10-512, Sheriff to act as fire
warden. The plan provides example fire scenarios, describing interagency agreements and the stages of
response. In addition, it provides details of Cooperative Resource Rate Forms, and the Emergency Fire
Fund (EFF) and Wildfire Emergency Response Fund (WERF), relating to compensation for cooperators.
The plan provides community members with details regarding wildfire mitigation and defensible space
cost-share programs. Finally, the plan includes a WUI hazard assessment for the county. This
assessment combines a fuel hazard layer (slope, fuels, aspect, and disturbance regime), a risk layer
(lightning strikes, roads, and railroads), and a values layer (housing density) to form a combined hazard
assessment. The overall fire hazard for the county was determined to be moderate to high, with the
greatest hazards in areas of high housing density, heavier fuels, and steeper ground.

2012 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP): The plan was developed in 2012 to
update an existing plan from 2004. The plan addresses wildfire threats to communities in Mesa County
and provides recommendations to reduce the probability, occurrence, and impacts of catastrophic
wildfire. The plan includes an analysis of the fire regimes in the County, a fire risk model, identification of
specific high-risk communities, and ideas for specific actions that can be taken to assist in protecting
human life and reducing property loss in the event of a wildfire. Recommended mitigation strategies
include developing defensible space and fuel breaks, conducting fuel treatments, creating evacuation
plans, and engaging in public education (Mesa County 2012). This 2023 Mesa County CWPP is the
update to the 2012 Mesa County CWPP.

2020 Mesa County Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP): The Mesa County Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP)
was most recently updated in 2020 and addresses all natural hazards in the county, including
avalanches, dam failure, drought, earthquakes, floods, and wildfires. The plan provides hazard profiles
and mitigation strategies for each hazard type. Mitigation actions related to wildfire include identifying and
prioritizing fuel reduction projects around critical infrastructure in wildfire hazard areas and carrying out
community education regarding the risk of wildfires. The plan also provides detailed wildfire profiles on
larger communities in the county and several FPDs (Mesa County 2020).

2023 Mesa County Wildfire Operating Plan: The 2023 Mesa County Wildland Fire Operating Plan
(WFOP) is a planning document that outlines cooperative wildfire protection in the County, based on
various agreements and authorities. The WFOP aims to establish procedures, policies, and
responsibilities for coordinating efforts and preventing, detecting, and suppressing wildfires within the
County. Encompassed within the plan are interagency cooperation, communications protocols, resource,
standards, fire prevention, cost sharing, training, and other information pertaining to wildfire management
and response operations. The plan highlights the Incident Command System (ICS) as the standardized
emergency management system, providing a structure for incident response actions within the County.
Planning and operational frameworks for mutual aid, joint projects, smoke management, and cost efficacy
are each described within the plan. In accordance with the master agreement, the Plan is reviewed
annually and remains effective through 2026 unless extended (Mesa County Emergency Management
2023).

010 Community Wildfire Protection Plan for Ten Areas within the Plateau Valley Fire Protection
District: This plan was developed in 2010 to provide an assessment of wildfire risk in the Plateau Valley
FPD and establish priorities for hazard reduction activities, as well as develop a longer-range fuels
management and response plan for the district and adjacent agency lands. Furthermore, the plan was
developed to provide educational information and resources for the community. The plan assesses
individual communities or subdivisions throughout the district and provides mitigation recommendations
for reducing fire risk and hazard (Mesa County 2012).
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2008 Community Wildfire Protection Plan for Redlands-Glade Park Wildland Urban Interface with
Colorado National Monument: This plan was developed in 2008 to identify fire hazards along the
boundary between the Colorado National Monument and private land. The purpose of the plan was to
help the communities immediately surrounding the Colorado National Monument to clarify and refine its
priorities for the protection of life, property, and critical infrastructure in the WUI. The plan included a
community risk assessment of the Redlands area of the city of Grand Junction and portions of
unincorporated Mesa County. Individual homes were assessed as part of this process. An action plan
was developed for mitigating identified hazards (Mesa County 2008).

State

2022 Wildfire Preparedness Plan: The 2022 Wildfire Preparedness Plan was prepared by the DFPC
and provides an overview of the DFPC’s wildfire response capabilities. Specific numbers and types of
ground, aviation, and other support resources are outlined, along with additional needs and
considerations (DFPC 2022a).

Colorado State Forest Action Plan: The Colorado State Forest Action Plan was developed by the
CSFS in 2020. The plan provides a framework for identifying forest stewardship priorities within the state
by accounting for forest constraints, threats, trends, and jurisdictional boundaries. The plan breaks forest
management into six categories: conditions, living with wildfire, watershed protection, wildlife, urban and
community forestry, and forest products. Strategies for cooperatively addressing these categories while
achieving healthy forest goals are also discussed. Key wildfire priorities outlined in the plan include
promoting community wildfire adaptation, reducing risks of severe wildfires, and promoting the ecological
role of wildfires (CSFS 2020).

State Emergency Operations Plan: The State Emergency Operations Plan was implemented in 2019 by
the Colorado Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management. The purpose of the plan is to
establish guidelines on how Colorado provides response and recovery actions for emergencies and
disasters. The plan provides a single framework for response, with specific details of response varying
based on the type and severity of incident. For wildfire, the plan emphasizes the importance of
preparedness, coordinated interagency response, and clear assignment of responsibilities

(Colorado Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management 2019).

2018-2023 Colorado Hazard Mitigation Plan: The 2018-2023 Colorado Hazard Mitigation Plan was
developed by the Colorado Department of Public Safety in 2023. The plan is designed to maintain a
framework for implementing hazard mitigation actions and minimizing the impacts of hazards across the
state. The plan breaks down planning into categories regarding identifying hazards, implementation and
response capabilities, planning at local levels, and maintaining plans. Wildfire is identified as a high
annual hazard with large associated economic losses. Recommended mitigation actions include
developing and maintaining CWPPs (Colorado Department of Public Safety 2018).

Colorado Water Plan: The Colorado Water Plan was developed by the Colorado Water Conservation
Board in 2015, at the direction of then-Governor John Hickenlooper, and provides a framework for
developing solutions to water challenges that Colorado faces and directives for measuring progress.

An updated plan is set to be released in early 2023. The current plan acknowledges relevant water laws,
and details water demands, water supply management, and watershed health throughout the state. It also
includes how Colorado should align resources, policies, and legislation with growing water needs, as well
as a critical action plan laying out necessary tasks, with responsible partners for implementation
(Colorado Water Conservation Board 2015).

Southwestern Water Conservation District Strategic Plan:_The Southwestern Water Conservation
District was established in 1941 to address water supply issues in southwestern Colorado and develop
supply resources. Their most recent Strategic Plan was adopted in 2022, is valid through 2026, and
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outlines strategic priorities to accomplish the Conservation District’'s mission. These include involvement
with collection and analysis of data regarding water quality, supply, and demand, taking vocal advocacy
roles for watersheds within their boundaries, balancing water needs among stakeholders, supporting
infrastructure maintenance and development, and building public outreach efforts. Goals and indicators of
success are also set for each priority (Southwestern Water Conservation District 2022a).

Southwestern Water Conservation District 2022 Action Plan: The Southwestern Water Conservation
District's 2022 Action Plan provides specific 2022 goals for the Conservation District that address
strategic priorities outlined in their Strategic Plan. The goals include mentions of exact projects that will be
taken on and names of stakeholder collaborators for said actions. Included in the plan are goals to
collaboratively address water planning issues with state water resource agencies and continuing to work
within Dolores River sub-basins to assess current water supply and demand conditions (Southwestern
Water Conservation District 2022b).

Colorado Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan: The Colorado Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan was most recently
updated in 2018 and summarizes Colorado’s vulnerability to flooding as well as strategies that can be
implemented to manage and reduce associated dangers. Relevant issues to Mesa County that are
addressed in the plan are the occurrence of ice dam and post-wildfire floods, and the possibility of debris
flows exacerbating flooding or occurring during and after flooding events. The plan addresses Colorado
legislation regarding developing flood-prone areas, state and local mitigation funding sources, and
regional vulnerabilities. It also includes tables of ongoing and recommended actions, responsible
agencies, and implementation considerations. In the plan, Mesa County is given a moderate flood
exposure projection (Colorado Water Conservation Board 2018).

Federal

The National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy: The Strategy outlines a holistic approach
to the future of wildfire management, with the goal of managing forests to coexist with wildland fire but
containing incidents when necessary. The Strategy maintains that this goal will be achieved by restoring
and maintaining landscapes, developing fire-adapted communities, and maintaining sufficient wildfire
response capabilities (Forests and Rangelands 2021).

A Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment:
A 10-year Implementation Strategy: This plan was most recently updated in 2006 and focuses on using
a collaborative framework for restoring fire-adapted ecosystems, reducing hazardous fuels, mitigating
risks to communities, providing economic benefits, and improving fire prevention and suppression
strategies. The plan also emphasizes information sharing and monitoring of accomplishments and forest
conditions, a long-term commitment to maintaining the essential resources for implementation, a
landscape-level vision for restoration of fire-adapted ecosystems, the importance of using fire as a
management tool, and continued improvements to collaboration efforts (Forests and Rangelands 2006).

National Fire Plan: The National Fire Plan (Managing the Impact of Wildfires on Communities and the
Environment) was implemented by the U.S. Department of the Interior and the USFS in 2000. The plan
was established to develop a collaborative approach among various governmental agencies to actively
respond to severe wildland fires and ensure sufficient firefighting capacity for the future. Focuses of the
plan are on firefighting preparedness and accountability, forest restoration, hazardous fuels reduction,
community assistance, and research (Forests and Rangelands 2000).

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests Land Management Plan: The Draft
Revised Land Management Plan for Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests was
finished in August 2021 and is the guiding policy for the Uncompahgre National Forest. The purpose of
the plan is to guide project strategies and measures within the national forest in a way that ensures
sustainable outcomes and uses. Topics include ecological sustainability through the use of fuels
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management such as prescribed fire, as well as maintaining and enhancing watershed health (USFS
2021c).

PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT
LAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Local and State Land

In Colorado, wildfires burned 665,454 acres of land in 2020, which was the largest and most destructive
season recorded in Colorado’s history (Colorado Sun 2020). It is estimated that wildfire suppression
efforts in Colorado cost over $266 million in 2020 (NIFC 2020). Mesa County experienced one of the
worst fires in county history, the Pine Gulch Fire. This fire was started by a lightning strike on July 31,
2020, approximately 18 miles north of Grand Junction in Mesa and Garfield Counties. On August 18,

a thunderstorm produced 40-mph sustained winds for 3 to 4 hours, which resulted in the fire perimeter
increasing by 30,000 acres in one night. The Pine Gulch Fire is the third largest wildfire in Colorado state
history (Mesa County Sheriff's Office 2023).

Mesa County is actively working to identify and execute projects in priority areas for the purpose of
reducing hazardous fuels and wildfire risk across the county. Mesa County Department of Parks and
Recreation has been working with the Lower Valley Fire Department on identifying locations to focus
wildfire mitigation efforts. The Little Salt Wash between North Mesa and North Maple and between North
Mesa and Cherry Street is the location of the most recent wildfire mitigation planning effort. Contract
crews will be clearing dead vegetation and reducing hazardous fuels in the area. In addition to fuel
mitigation, the Department of Parks and Recreation will also be conducting outreach and education
regarding increased wildfire risk due to throwing green waste in the right of ways near the salt wash.

In the last 2 years, Colorado has established over $145 million in state funds related to wildfire mitigation
and restoration. Among these funds are those allocated to the DNR and the Colorado Strategic Wildfire
Action Program (COSWAP), where $25 million in funds went toward wildfire mitigation programs.

$17.5 million of these funds went to COSWAP to develop restoration projects, on-the-ground fuels
reduction, and efforts to protect property and infrastructure within the state. In addition, $44 million were
allocated to protecting watersheds from wildfire, with $30 million provided to the Colorado Water
Conservation Board for post-wildfire restoration of lands affected by Colorado’s largest recent fires
(Colorado Gov 2022). Prioritizing the management and treatment of fuels near watersheds will help
protect and maintain important aquatic resources within Colorado (USDA 2020).

Colorado law requires the Director of the DFPC to develop an annual Wildfire Preparedness Plan. Yearly
average temperatures and precipitation forecasts play a large role in wildfire outlook and greatly dictate
the tone of the plan. The 2022 Wildfire Preparedness Plan acknowledges the contribution of above
average temperature and below average precipitation forecasts to the current drought conditions and
future wildfire risks. The plan aims to forecast yearly wildfires and determine the amount and availability of
aerial firefighting resources, state wildfire engines, wildfire hand crews, and modify the dispatching
process/mobilization plan as needed. It also provides a breakdown of the hierarchy of local, county, and
state jurisdictions when dealing with fires as well as any additional needs or important information based
on the yearly conditions (DFPC 2022a).

The state of Colorado has joined forces with major federal agencies, namely the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of
Indian Affairs, and National Park Service (NPS), to form the Colorado Cooperative Wildland Fire

Page | A-10



2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

Management and Stafford Act Response Agreement. The agreement focuses on interagency
cooperation, the use of interagency fire resources, operations, and preparedness (DFPC 2021).

Federal Land

Colorado National Monument

The Colorado National Monument is managed by the NPS and was proclaimed as a national monument
through congressional legislation in 1976 to preserve the monument’s “extraordinary examples of natural
erosion” in addition to its wide array of resources and opportunities for recreational enjoyment (NPS
2005). Encompassing 20,500 acres of the Colorado Plateau, the Colorado National Monument is
comprised of a variety of land features and habitats. The Monument is a popular tourist destination,
hosting about 720,000 visitors per year to experience it's many trails, panoramic views, and points
overlooking backcountry canyons (CNMA 2020; NPS 2005). An urban center adjacent to the monument
is that of Grand Valley, housing the cities of Grand Junction and Fruita.

The 2005 Colorado National Monument General Management Plan (GMP) Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is a guiding document that outlines a forward-looking management framework, assisting
NPS managers in addressing issues faced by the monument in the future. Though the GMP EIS does not
outline specific operations regarding wildfire management, it does recognize fire as a key ecological
function across the monument’s existing habitats and emphasizes the impacts that fire suppression
practices have had on natural disturbance regimes. The GMP repeatedly refers to fire disturbance as a
desirable condition for the monuments ecological systems throughout, identifying opportunities where
management practices may be appropriate (NPS 2005)

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests

The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison (GMUG) National Forests cover 3.2 million acres within
the central and southern Rocky Mountains. The primary vegetation types within these forests include
spruce-fir (17%), aspen (14.6%), spruce-fir-aspen (13.5%) and lodgepole pine (9%). The National Forests
have developed ecosystem-wide standards with a focus on maintaining and restoring threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species under their Forest Assessment Plan (USFS 2021a).

The GMUG National Forests are managed by the USFS, and their guiding document is the Land
Management Plan (USFS 2007a). Within the plan, minimum impact fire suppression tactics are
emphasized. However, prescribed fire may be employed in areas where there is a need for community
protection (e.g., the WUI). With respect to fire management, the Land Management Plan emphasizes fire
prevention, watershed and aquatic resource protection, insect and disease management, community
protection, firefighter safety, and hazardous fuel reductions (USFS 2007b). The plan is currently
undergoing revisions to incorporate improved management strategies, hew science, and other key
updates. The planning team’s latest update indicates that that they are responding to comments and
hope to have the plan finalized in late spring or early summer 2023.

Manti-La Sal National Forest

A small portion of the Manti-La Sal National Forest occurs in Mesa County. The Manti-La Sal National
Forest covers roughly 1.4 million acres between southeast Utah and western Colorado and encompasses
4,582 acres within Mesa County. The national forest is split between three land areas: the San Pitch
Division, Manti Division, and La Sal Division. The county’s portion of the national forest is managed by the
Moab and Monticello Ranger Districts. There are 11 major vegetation types throughout the Manti-La Sal
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National Forest, with the primary types being aspen, ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, pinyon-juniper, sage
brush, and oak brush (USFS 1986).

The Manti-La Sal National Forest is managed by the USFS, and its guiding document is the Manti-La Sal
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (USFS 1986). The forest has a history of fire
suppression, and management historically involved putting out all fires regardless of their cause. This was
paired with fuels treatment and prescribed burns to lessen the intensity of the fires in these previously
suppressed and overgrown forests.

The USFS has recognized that wildfire is inevitable and plays an essential role in the forest’'s ecosystems,
and now has a fuels management program that aims to support a national strategy to restore and
maintain landscapes, develop fire-adapted communities, and better develop an effective wildfire response
(USDA 2022). The goals of the Manti-La Sale National Forest’s fire program are to reduce fire risk to
visitors and employees, reduce fire risk to nearby communities, and restore and maintain fire-adapted
ecosystems. Common activities can include fuel treatments (e.g., mechanical thinning and prescribed
burns) to reduce the volume of hazardous fuels. The USFS has also continued to support a “let it burn”
management strategy, when safe and appropriate (USDA 2022). In addition, it emphasizes watershed
management and has developed a protocol to minimize disturbance and the effects of wildfire on water
quality and flow (USDA 2022).

Upper Colorado River District Office (BLM)

Wildfire response and fuels programs on BLM-managed lands in Mesa County are overseen by the
BLM'’s Upper Colorado River District Office in Grand Junction. The Upper Colorado River District Office
manages 1.85 million surface acres. The district is composed of the Grand Junction and Colorado River
Valley Field Offices and encompasses 4 million acres of subsurface minerals. The BLM’s Upper Colorado
River District includes several specially designated areas, including Mclnnis Canyons National
Conservation Area and the northern portion of Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area.

The Little Book Cliffs Herd Management Area is located within the Grand Junction Field Office (GJFO).
The BLM’s current wildfire management regime recognizes the importance of wildfire as a natural
ecological process and prioritizes structure protection, firefighter safety, and public safety when
responding to incidents (BLM 2022).

Grand Junction Field Office (BLM)

The GJFO planning area comprises 1.1 million acres of BLM-administered public lands and 1.2 million
acres of federal mining estates, spread across four counties in western Colorado, including Mesa County.
The Affected Area section of the Grand Junction Field Office Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement outlines fire regime management, highlighting the goals for wildland
management on BLM-managed lands (BLM 2012). Additionally, the Best Management Practices and
Standard Operating Procedures section provides a comprehensive list of the wildland fire ecology and
management actions that will be employed to achieve the established resource objectives.

The plan accounts for the key role that wildfire plays in many of Colorado’s vegetative communities and
recognizes the impacts that historic fire exclusion has had on fuel load conditions and ecosystems reliant
on fire occurrence. While protecting human life if the overriding priority of all fire management decision
within the project area, the plan states that wildland fire management actions will be utilized to reinstate
natural ecosystem characteristics and advance the health of public lands (BLM 2012).

Overall, the plan seeks to utilize proper resource management to maintain historical fire regimes while
through the use of planned and unplanned fire in conjunction with non-fire fuel reduction actions where
necessary. Further fire management practices such as emergency stabilizations, community support,
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resilience building, and preventative measures are also outlined to best align with the planning area’s
strategic approach (BLM 2012).

Uncompahgre Field Office (BLM)

The Wildland Fire Ecology and Management section of the Proposed Uncompahgre Field Office
Resource Management Plan® (BLM 2019) described the goals and objectives of wildland fire
management on BLM-managed lands. The plan recognizes the role and ecological importance of
unplanned natural wildfire and allows natural wildfire to persist where and/or when it can help meet the
BLM'’s resource objectives. The primary goals of the plan are to prioritize public and firefighter safety
when responding to wildfire, while providing protection of property from wildfire. The plan also
emphasizes integrating fire and fuels management to meet public health safety goals, while also meeting
natural and cultural resources objectives across landscapes, agencies, and political boundaries.

Overall, the BLM’s plan allows for planned and unplanned ignitions and utilizes a wide range of wildland
fire management options. These can include allowing natural fire, full suppression (when deemed
necessary), and various types of fuel treatments (e.g., mechanical thinning, herbicide application and
prescribed burns). Typically, wildland fire management is managed to align with other goals and
objectives for other resources, such as invasive plant management, rangeland management, and timber
management (BLM 2019).

STEWARDSHIP AGREEMENTS

For all wildfire hazards that are, or may become, declared emergencies or major disasters under the
Stafford Act, the state of Colorado (specifically the CSFS and DFPC) has entered into a cooperative
wildland fire management agreement with multiple federal agencies (e.g., BLM, USFS, NPS, USFWS,
and Bureau of Indian Affairs). The purpose of this agreement is to improve wildfire response and
management efficiency by facilitating the coordination and exchange of equipment, personnel, supplies,
services, and funds among the parties in the agreement. The details of this agreement are described in
the “Colorado Cooperative Wild Land Fire Management and Stafford Act Response Agreement”
(available at: https://gacc.nifc.gov/rmcc/administrative/docs/COAgreement.pdf).

Additionally, in 2018 the USFS released its national Shared Stewardship strategy that contains the
following main goals: determine management needs on a state level, do the right work in the right places
at the right scale, and use all available tools for active management. The strategy is based on the USFS
seeking out state, tribal, and local input to best determine land management needs. The Shared
Stewardship agreement was formalized in Colorado in 2019, establishing a Shared Stewardship
framework between CSFS, DNR, Division of Fire Prevention Control, and other state agencies

(DNR 2022a).

Intergovernmental Agreements

Mesa County enters into Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) and Memorandums of Understanding
(MOUSs) to plan in cooperation with other jurisdictions and agencies and to address areas of mutual
concern. IGAs and MOUs address coordination of planning, water and sewer service, transfer of
development rights, and other subjects of joint interests (Mesa County 2023c).

! The proposed resource management plan is currently under litigation.
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Federal Agreements

MOU-18-MU-11020402-017: Mesa County, USDA, USFS, GMUG (expired March 1, 2023)
MOU- MCA 97-18: BLM and Mesa County (no expiration)
MOU: USFWS and Mesa County (expires February 26, 2023)

MOU-BoCC2014-247: NPS Colorado National Monument and Mesa County (expired
November 24, 2019)

MOU-MCA96-69: U.S. Department of Energy and Mesa County consultation regarding the
Cheney Repository (no expiration)

Municipal Agreements

MCA 83-26: Grand Junction and Mesa County development review coordination and cooperation
for comprehensive planning

IGA-MCA 98-10: Mesa County, Grand Junction, and Palisade relating to the Cooperative
Planning Agreement Area Buffer

IGA-MCA 98-11: Mesa County, Fruita, and Grand Junction Cooperative Planning Agreement
Area for Buffer

MCA 2004-136: Grand Junction and Mesa County Land Use decisions by the county in the Grand
Junction Watershed Area
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LOCATION AND GEOGRAPHY

Mesa County is located in west-central Colorado. The county boundary defines the Mesa County CWPP
planning area, which includes multiple cities, towns, communities, and roadways. The largest city is
Grand Junction, which is also the county seat. Overall, the county is rural and contains a large amount of
agricultural land. Approximately 80% of the land in the county is federally managed by the BLM, USFS,
and NPS, collectively, with the remainder privately held or state managed (see Figure 1.3).

The county is named for its mesas and has a total area of 3,341.11 square miles, of which

3,327.75 square miles (or 99.60%) is land and 13.36 square miles (or 0.40%) is water (U.S. Census
Bureau 2021). Mesa County exhibits extremely diverse topography, from the high desert of the Grand
Valley, a major fruit-growing region around Grand Junction, which sits at 4,597 feet in elevation, to the
impressive Grand Mesa, which rises to an average elevation of 11,000 feet with a maximum elevation at
Crater Peak at 11,333 feet.

Major physiographic features are the Colorado River and its tributaries, including the Gunnison and
Dolores Rivers; the Uncompahgre Plateau, dissected by Unaweep Canyon; Grand Mesa; and the Grand
Valley. Grand Junction is situated along the Colorado River where it meets the Gunnison River from the
south. To the west of Grand Junction are the canyons and mesas that make up the Colorado National
Monument, and to the north are the prominent Book Cliffs.

The main transportation corridors through the planning area are Interstate 70 (I-70), which crosses the
county in the northwestern portion; U.S. Highway 50, which diverges from 1-70 at Grand Junction and
heads southeast; Colorado Highway 330, which crosses the northeastern portion; and Colorado Highway
140, which crosses the southern portion. Several other state highways and a network of county roads
also serve as transportation corridors throughout the county.

Table B.1. Breakdown of Land Ownership in Mesa County

Land Ownership Acres % of Planning Area
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 981,137 45.86
Private 571,215 26.7
United States Forest Service (USFS) 551,711 25.79
National Park Service (NPS) 20,429 0.95
Bureau of Reclamation 7,594 0.35
Mesa County 5,292 0.25
Colorado State 1,462 0.07
Other 384 0.02
Total 2,139,226 100
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Figure B.1. Typical landscape in Mesa County.

Figure B.2. Typical landscape in Mesa County.

ROADS AND TRANSPORTATION

The road system within Mesa County is composed of several regional corridors including I-70, U.S. 6,
U.S. 50, CO-141, and CO-340, in addition to other major roadways. 1-70 and US Route 6 enter through
the northwestern corner of the county jointly, where they continue through the center of the county, exiting
through the county’s northern border just north of De Beque. U.S. 50 enters through the county’s
southeastern border before eventually merging into South 5 Street in Grand Junction. This roadway
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connects the county to larger municipalities within adjacent counties such as the cities of Delta and
Montrose. CO-141 enters through the southern edge of the county, traversing along the southern portion
of the county until merging into U.S. 50. State Highway 340 (aka Broadway) emerges from I-70 just south
of Fruita, and cuts through several neighborhoods along the southern side of the Colorado River before
merging with Grand Avenue in Grand Junction. Other major roadways within the county are present
throughout the county, which provide transport through a variety of rural and/or less trafficked areas.
Access to other county lands consists of narrow, winding roads, including maintained two-lane roads,
some one-lane gravel roads, numerous four wheel-drive dirt/OHV roads, and multiple dead-end roads.

. i e, v U ’\l“‘
Figure B.3. Photograph showing an unsurfaced road in Mesa County.

WATER RESOURCES

Watersheds are defined as an “area of land that drains water, sediment, and dissolved materials to a
common receiving body or” (EPA 2022a). They connect landscapes, ecosystems, and societies, making
their health crucial for both nature and human dependence. A healthy watershed consists of natural land
cover that supports hydrologic and geomorphic processes, as well as the habitat requirements for native
ecological communities (EPA 2022b). Key components include headwater streams, floodplains, riparian
corridors, biotic refugia, instream habitat, biotic communities, and natural vegetation. Healthy watersheds
provide essential ecosystem services like clean drinking water, reliable water supplies, recreation
opportunities, and increased property values (EPA 2022b).

Aquatic invasive species have been found in Highline Lake, Colorado River, and irrigation canals.

To prevent their spread, it is recommended that response peroneal clean fire response apparatus and
take several precautions when utilizing water delivery systems. When using water for firefighting, it's
engines should be filled from hydrants, water tenders, or dedicated pumps. Spraying untreated water into
local water bodies, especially if it's from a different watershed, should be avoided. Leakage, overflow, and
the relocating of water from one site to another should be avoided at all stages of the water delivery and
equipment cleaning process. To decontaminate ground equipment before transitioning to a new water
source, three methods are suggested: hot waterpower washing, sun drying, or using chemical
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disinfectants. Spare clean equipment can be carried for replacement when decontamination is not
practical (NWCG 2017).

Wildfires can significantly impact watershed health, especially when they are large and severe. Native
land cover, sediment transport, stream flows, and aquatic habitat can be dramatically altered, which may
result in deleterious impacts to watershed health (Wildfire Ready Watersheds 2023). Climate change has
increased wildfire conditions in the southwestern United States, particularly in Colorado, leading to a
greater likelihood of severe wildfires and degradation of watershed quality. This includes increased debris
flows, sedimentation rates, flooding potential, loss of aquatic habitat, and degradation of aquatic ecology
(Rhoades et al. 2019). As watersheds become more vulnerable to wildfires, greater mitigation efforts are
necessary to protect their health.

Ensuring cistern compatibility with fire apparatus connections and clearing vegetation for apparatus
access are common water supply issues. However, homes are more likely to survive wildfires through
fire-resistant building materials, designs, and vegetation clearance around the dwelling. Access to water
supply and roads wide enough for fire apparatus transportation is crucial for effective wildfire suppression
and structure protection.

TOPOGRAPHY

The topography of Mesa County is complex and variable and reflects its montane and Colorado Plateau
ecosystems. Dominant high elevation features in Mesa County are typically forested and include the
Grand Mesa in the eastern portion of the county; Pifion Mesa in western portion; the southern extent of
the Roan Plateau in the northern portion; and the Uncompahgre Plateau in the southern portion. Lower
elevations in the county are characterized by rangelands and desert vegetation. The county is home to
numerous steep sandstone canyon systems that originate off some of the high elevation mesas. Some of
these canyon systems are designated federal wilderness managed by the BLM and include the Black
Ridge west of Grand Junction and Dominguez Canyon Wilderness areas southeast of Grand Junction.
Colorado National Monument is another canyon region that has received federal protection. This
monument is renowned for its red rock canyons and wide vistas.

The high-elevation mesas in the county receive most of the county’s precipitation and provide important
water sources for local agriculture and municipalities. Additionally, these high elevation areas also
contribute to the flows of the Colorado and Gunnison Rivers. The confluence of these two rivers is in
Grand Junction. From here, the Colorado River flows westward through Grand Valley into Utah. Many of
Mesa County’s municipalities and agricultural areas are located in Grand Valley near the Colorado River
and include, but are not limited to, Palisade, Grand Junction, Fruita, and Loma.

POPULATION

The following information is drawn primarily from U.S. census data (U.S. Census Bureau 2021). In 2021,
the population estimate of Mesa County was 157,335 persons, an increase of 7.2% over the 2010 census
numbers of 146,723. In 2021, there were 68,652 households in the county. The county has a population
density of 46.8 people per square mile as of 2020. The past decade has marked a demographic shift
toward urbanization within the county, with the 2010 census finding that over half the county’s population
now lives in incorporated areas (MCEM 2020). Most people within Mesa County reside in a stretch of
urbanized landscape spanning across Grand Valley from Fruita to Palisade (MCEM 2020). Other
incorporated towns include Collbran and De Beque, and unincorporated areas of the county include
Clifton, Fruitvale, Mesa, Mack, Loma, Gateway, Glade Park, and Whitewater. The U.S. Census Bureau
regards Grand Junction, Fruita, Collbran, De Beque, and Palisade, and all unincorporated areas of Mesa
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County as the Grand Junction Metropolitan Statistical Area. Therefore, census data were not available for
some of the unincorporated towns.

RECREATION

Mesa County is home to many public lands that provide a variety of recreation opportunities along the
Colorado Plateau. Portions of Uncompahgre National Forest, Grand Mesa National Forest, Dominguez-
Escalante National Conservation Area, Mclnnis Canyons National Conservation Area, Colorado National
Monument, and other natural areas are within the county. These lands offer visitors and residents a
plethora of activities including hiking, camping, climbing, and mountain biking. Mesa County contains
many rivers and reservoirs that attract summer visitors to rafting, kayaking, and fishing (Mesa County
2023d). The Gunnison and Colorado Rivers, along with Vega reservoir and Mesa Lakes provide ample
opportunity for these activities. Winter sports such as ice fishing, cross country skiing, downhill skiing, and
ice climbing are also widely available in several areas atop the Grand Mesa such as Powderhorn Ski
Resort.

The Colorado National Monument spans 32 square miles and is located immediately south of Grand
Junction making it easily accessible to visitors year-round. Intertwined with the natural and cultural
resources and scenery are opportunities to understand and appreciate those values through driving,
viewing, hiking, climbing, picnicking, camping, educational programs and outreach, and opportunities to
experience natural soundscapes and solitude. Whether here for a few hours or a few days, visitors can
enjoy a variety of unique opportunities for exploration and recreation (NPS 2023). Due to the high variety
of recreation opportunities within the county, Mesa is a highly sought-after tourism location. Therefore,
recreational activities are of high financial value to the county and should be protected from the potential
damages of wildfire.

During peak seasons and large events, a significant number of people can congregate in relatively small
areas, which results in large populations potentially needing to evacuate should an emergency occur.

COLORADO
NATIONAL MONUMENT

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Figure B.4. Recreation Infrastructure in Grand Junction, Mesa County
(Nin, D. 2013).
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Threatened Species and Endangered Species

Several Federal and State threatened and endangered species reside in and around Mesa County in the
various parks, forests, and wilderness areas. Federal animal species include Canada lynx (Lynx
canadensis), gray wolf (Canis lupus), Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida), yellow-billed cuckoo
(Coccyzus americanus), Gunnison sage-grouse (Centrocercus minimus), bonytail (Gila elegans),
Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucius), humpback chub (Gila cypha), razorback sucker (Xyrauchen
texanus), and silverspot butterfly (Speyeria nokomis nokomis) (IPaC 2023). The monarch butterfly
(Danaus plexippus), a migratory butterfly, is currently a candidate for listing. Mesa County is also home to
several listed plant species: Colorado hookless cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus), De Beque phacelia
(Phacelia submutica), and parachute beardtongue (Penstemon debilis) (IPaC 2023). Colorado also has
several state-listed species, which include the Boreal toad Southern Rocky Mountain Population
(Anaxyrus boreas), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), the kit fox (Vulpes macrotis) (CNHP 2023). Listed
below are additional threatened and endangered species:

o Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), state threatened
e Leasttern (Sterna antillarum), federal endangered, state endangered
e Plains sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus jamesii), state endangered

e Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), federal endangered, state
endangered

* Whooping crane (Grus americana), federal endangered, state endangered
¢ Lynx (Lynx canadensis), federal endangered, state endangered

e River otter (Lontra canadensis), state threatened

e Wolverine (Gulo gulo), state endangered

It is important to note that the state of Colorado also lists numerous species of concern as occurring in
Mesa County. The BLM also has numerous sensitive species that occur within Mesa County. Information
on the names of these species along with their basic habitat requirements can be found here:
https://cnhp.colostate.edu/ourdata/trackinglist/ (CNHP 2023).

Mesa County has critical habitat listed for many of the species listed above. Therefore, it is important that
wildlife specialists from state and federal agencies should be consulted before any large-scale fuel
reduction projects are carried forward.

FOREST HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS

Native insect and disease epidemics within plant communities are usually part of a natural disturbance
cycle similar to wildfire. They are often cyclic in nature and are usually followed by the natural succession
of vegetation over time. Of primary interest are those that attack tree species because of the implications
for fire management. Present-day insect epidemics in forests are more extensive than they have been in
the past (Kurz et al. 2008). This may be a result of drought-related stress and/or faster completion of
insect life cycles due to warmer climate regimes. Stands of trees that have been killed by insects have
varying degrees of associated fire danger depending on the time lapse following an insect attack and
structure of the dead fuels that remain. However, forests with a large degree of mortality following an
insect attack may have the potential to experience extremely high fire danger, especially if a large degree
of needle cover remains in the canopy.
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INSECTS

Tree mortality is strongly correlated with extreme and prolonged drought and subsequent bark beetle
attacks in Colorado (USFS 2011). Stands of trees that have been killed by insects have varying degrees
of associated fire danger depending on the time lapse following an insect attack and structure of the dead
fuels that remain (Kulakowski and Veblen 2007; USFS 2019a). However, forests with a large degree of
mortality following an insect attack may have the potential to experience extremely high fire danger,
especially if a large degree of needle cover remains in the canopy (USFS 2019b).

Insect epidemics have impacted Colorado’s forests for over two decades now and continue to persist.
Most notable of these has been the mountain pine beetle epidemic, but other insects and diseases have
also impacted Colorado’s forests and woodlands. In 2021 alone, the Colorado State Forest Service
(CSFS) estimated that 145,500 acres of forests in Colorado were impacted by boring or defoliating
insects (CSFS 2021).

Problematic insects impacting the county’s forest and woodland regions commonly include, but are not
limited to (CSFS 2021; USFS 2010, 2017b, 2022¢):

e Pinyon ips (Ips confuses)

e Spruce beetle (Dendroctonus rufipennis),

e Mountain pine beetle (Dendroctonus ponderosae)
e Douglas-fir beetle (Dendroctonus pseudotsugae)

e Western spruce budworm (Choristoneura freemani)
e Western pine beetle (Dendroctonus brevicomis)

e Western tent caterpillar (Malacosoma californicum)
e Large aspen tortrix (Choristoneura conflictana)

e Western balsam bark beetle (Dryocoetes confuses)

DISEASES

Diseases of trees, such as parasitic plants, fungi, and bacteria, can also affect forests in the Mesa County
CWPP planning area. These diseases impact forest systems by degrading the productivity and health of
the forest. Trees that are killed by disease have the similar potential to increase fire hazards. Diseases
that are having more significant impacts on the Mesa County planning area’s forests (USFS 2010) and
woodlands are listed below.

e Armillaria root disease (caused by Armillaria solidipes)

e Dwarf Mistletoe (Arceuthobium spp., Phoradendron spp.)

¢ Pinyon Dwarf Mistletoe (Arceuthobium divaricatum)

e Annosus Root Disease (Heterobasidion, H. annosum, H. parviporum)

e Cytospora Canker of Conifers (Valsa kunzei (= Leucostoma kunzei) (asexual stage is Cytospora
kunzei, = Leucocytospora kunzei).
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Treatments on federal land would be subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
associated analysis of impacts to these species. Treatments in areas that may impact threatened and
endangered species would require application of certain mitigation measures to prevent degradation to
habitat.

EMBER IGNITION HAZARDS

Short-range spotting is not significant for wildfire growth and is accounted for in wildfire spread models.
Long-range spotting, on the other hand, occurs when firebrands (flaming or glowing fuel particles that can
be carried naturally by wind, convection currents, or gravity into unburned fuels) are lifted by convection
columns and carried beyond the immediate fire area (NWCG 2021j, 2023b). The extinction time and
maximum distances traveled by firebrands are influenced by various factors.

Canopy characteristics of tree stands, including species, height, and diameter at breast height (DBH),
affect the quantity and size of firebrands produced during a wildfire (NWCG 2021j). Firebrands from thick-
barked species like ponderosa pine and Douglas fir travel shorter distances compared to those from
resinous species with lighter bark like sub-alpine fir and Gambel oak. Weather and landscape-related
factors also play a role in firebrand travel distance. Wind speed and atmospheric stability impact the
distance traveled. Atmospheric stability refers to the resistance to vertical motion and can be measured
using indices like the Lower Atmosphere Stability Index (LASI) or Haines Index (NWCG 2022, USFS
1988). Hot, dry air and unstable atmospheres contribute to larger convective columns and greater ember
and firebrand travel distances. The absolute humidity of the air affects the extinction time of firebrands.
Humid conditions extinguish airborne firebrands, while dry conditions allow them to smolder.

Structures can be protected from ember ignitions by raising the relative humidity of the surrounding air
rather than wetting the structure itself, using a sprinkler system for instance (Nazare et al. 2021).
Additionally local topography influences where embers may land. Ridges can catch firebrands, and steep
valleys tend to collect embers. Wind slope alignment and the positioning of structures can impact ember
production and potential ignition.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHALLENGES
DROUGHT AND CLIMATE

Frequent drought, suppression-based management tactics, tree mortality, climate change, changing land
use, and increased human intrusion into wildlands have all worked together to increase wildfire likelihood
and community vulnerability to wildfire (CSFS 2020). These factors have interacted to increase the risk of
uncharacteristically large high-severity fires (CSFS 2020). In the past few years, fires have grown to
record sizes in Colorado and are burning longer, hotter, and more intensely than they have in the past
(CSFS 2021).

According to the National Interagency Fire Center (NIFC), the occurrence of catastrophic wildfires in the
southwestern U.S has greatly increased over the last 20 years. Westerling et al. (2016) found that the
frequency of large wildfires has continued to increase with each decade since 1970.

The shifting climate, particularly rising temperatures, changing wind patterns, and increasing temporal
and spatial variability of water availability, are considerably escalating wildfire risk across the state. Since
1990, mean annual temperatures in Colorado have increased by 2°F. Climate change projections expect
this to tend to continue and possibly accelerate, depending on CO, emission scenarios. By the mid-
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twenty-first century, Colorado is expected to have 40 fewer days when the temperature in the high
elevation areas drops below 32°F (CSFS 2020).

Furthermore, Colorado has experienced and is expected to experience more extreme and prolonged
drought in the coming decades. Warm drought periods in Colorado have already significantly increased
the risk of wildfire across the state, especially in forested parts of Mesa County (CSFS 2020). Together,
these impacts mean lower and more ephemeral winter and spring snowpacks, longer and warmer
growing seasons (i.e., longer and more hazardous fire seasons), increased drought stress on forests,
woodlands, and rangelands, and continued tree mortality in forest and woodland areas. Colorado has
been no stranger to catastrophic wildfire in recent years. The degradation of Colorado’s forests and
woodlands combined with increased development in the WUI and impacts from climate change suggest
that large destructive fires in Colorado will become more likely in Colorado’s future.

It is important to note that fire is a natural part of Colorado’s diverse landscapes and is essential to many
ecosystems across the state. Almost all of Colorado’s diverse ecosystems are fire-dependent or fire-
adapted (CSFS 2020). Frequent, uncharacteristically large, high-severity wildfires are the primary source
of the catastrophic damage listed above (CSFS 2020). Wildfire, when not directly or indirectly intensified
by human actions, has historically worked to balance ecosystems, and restore their natural functions.

TREE MORTALITY

Widespread tree mortality due to rising temperatures, droughts, extreme wildfires, and insect outbreaks is
a natural process in forest ecosystems. However, if these occur at a higher frequency due to compound
disturbances, forest health may be negatively affected. In addition to disrupting ecosystem functions,
widespread tree mortality near developed or recreational areas may present hazards as trees can fall and
potentially endanger the public and infrastructure.

During periods of extreme drought, physiological stress can inhibit plant and tree defenses (due to the
limits on photosynthates being mobilized for defense) and make trees more susceptible to disease pests
and pathogens. Furthermore, extreme water stress in trees, combined with insect- and disease-related
mortality, can also make forests more prone to extreme fire events. Tree mortality throughout Colorado is
strongly correlated with extreme and prolonged drought and subsequent bark beetle attacks (USFS
2011). Forests with a large degree of mortality following an insect attack may have the potential to
experience extremely high fire danger, especially if a large degree of needle cover remains in the canopy
(USFS 2019b). Considering that deceased trees can pose an increased risk of intense wildfire, fuel
reduction treatments, such as thinning and prescribed fire, not only reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfire
but can also reduce the severity of future bark beetle outbreaks (Goodwin et al. 2020).

Additionally, sudden aspen decline (SAD) (a severe, rapid dieback and mortality of aspen stands) has
also impacted aspen forests throughout the southwestern United States and, particularly, aspen groves
on the Uncompahgre Plateau and Grand Mesa (USFS 2017b). Aspen die-off can leave dead trees
standing and result in increased fuel accumulation, which can increase the potential for high-severity fire,
in what are normally forests with low potential for high-severity fire (USFS 2007a).

Specific to Mesa County, USFS surveys of the region have shown that the county's forests and
woodlands have experienced either mortality or defoliation from numerous diseases and insects (USFS
2017b, 2019b). The pinyon ips (Ips confuses) is estimated to have impacted large amounts of the region's
pinyon-juniper woodlands (USFS 2019c). This has resulted in a substantial increase in defoliation and
mortality in Mesa County (CSFS 2021), heightening the wildfire risk in this ecotone. Additionally, in Grand
Mesa National Forest (especially in forests situated on Grand Mesa), large areas have been impacted by
the spruce beetle (Dendroctonus rufipennis), Douglas-fir beetle (Dendroctonus pseudotsugae), and
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aspen defoliation (USFS 2017b, 2019c¢). Between 1996 and 2017, the spruce beetle has had the largest
impact (with an estimated 62,000 acres being affected), while the Douglas-fir beetle has also had a
significant impact (with an estimated 2,400 acres being affected) (USFS 2017b, 2019c). Aspen defoliation
(caused by a combination of defoliators and other biotic and abiotic causa agents) has been estimated to
have affected approximately 3,000 acres in the Grand Mesa National Forest (USFS 2019c). All of these
have combined to heighten wildfire risk in Mesa County.

ECOSYSTEM SERVICES

Ecosystem services are the benefits humans derive from natural resources. Mesa County offers a wide
variety of ecosystem services via healthy fire, forest ecosystems, and watersheds.

Historical low-intensity surface fires maintained open grasslands, improved landscape resilience, and
fostered forest succession and biodiversity. Fire adapted ecosystems support wildlife habitats, timber
industry, and eco-tourism while controlling forest insects and diseases such as dwarf mistletoe and
spruce budworm (BLM 2023).

Mesa County's alpine tundra, montane forest, aquatic, and sagebrush basin environments provide
ecosystem services enjoyed by residents and visitors. The county attracts 1.6 million visitors annually
(Grand Junction 2016), contributing to the local economy through activities like fishing, hunting, wildlife
viewing, and off-highway vehicle use. The county's ecosystems also supply clean water downstream and
play roles in carbon sequestration, clean air, and material production. Uncharacteristic wildfires pose
threats to these crucial services, impacting quality of life and the county's economy (MCEM 2020).

In addition to direct damage, high-severity wildfires deteriorate air quality, pollute waterways, displace
native species, and increase carbon dioxide emissions. Rising greenhouse gases, including carbon
dioxide, contribute to climate change and play a critical role in intensifying the frequency and severity of
wildfires.

FIRE RESPONSE CAPABILITIES
INCIDENT MANAGEMENT

Fire management in Colorado is a cooperative interagency partnership among federal, state, and local
entities. Wildland fire response is typically directed and managed by regional interagency fire centers in
Colorado. The Grand Junction Regional Communications Center is the public safety answering point and
is responsible for dispatching local fire resources within Mesa County, determining the appropriate
agency and whether the fire is on public or private land. The Grand Junction Interagency Dispatch Center
is responsible for dispatching resources for fires on federal land. Where there may be confusion regarding
the jurisdictional boundary, the County Sheriff's Office Fire Team or fire districts respond to assist in initial
attack.

On confirmation of the jurisdictional boundary, the county will continue to support the fire or be called off
depending on the situation. If the fire becomes too large for county resources to handle, a Type llI
incident team is called in. If complexity dictates, a Complex Incident Management Team may be needed;
however, complex incidents are rare in the county. The Fire Operating Plan lays out how air resources
are ordered, who has suppression responsibility, and the Incident Command System. The Colorado
Division of Fire Prevention and Control is responsible for determining if the fire qualifies as a state
responsibility fire.
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In case of a fire, the Grand Junction Regional Communications Center has an emergency natification
system that can telephone schools, businesses, and homes. This is a reverse 911 system that can make
up to 2,000 calls a minute and will call back up to three times to make sure the message gets through.

In the event of an emergency, always call 911. The 911 dispatcher will send the appropriate response
resource to the incident. 911 calls reporting suspicious smoke or clouds are highly valued as they can
help locate unknown fires.

LOCAL RESPONSE

Fire Protection Districts

The county has 13 FPDs, with a mixture of full-time career firefighters and VFDs that provide initial attack
response on lands within their districts (Figure B.5). As stated in the 2023 Wildland Fire Operating Plan,
the County Sheriff is responsible for wildfire protection on all non-federal lands in the county that are
outside of Fire Protection District or Fire Department boundaries (Mesa County Emergency
Management2023). Wildfire does not respect jurisdictional boundaries and often threatens a multitude of
resources and communities across the landscape. One such resource is municipal watersheds that
provide drinking water resources to multiple communities. To ensure the safety of the watershed areas
and to address perceived inequities in the current fire protection system, county fire protection districts
should explore the opportunity for increased intergovernmental cooperation. Listed below are the names
of the 13 Fire Protections Districts within the county (Mesa County 2022):

e Central Orchard Mesa (operating as the Mesa County Fire Authority)
¢ Clifton

e De Beque

e East Orchard Mesa

e Gateway Unaweep

e Glade Park Volunteer Fire Department

e Grand Junction Rural Fire Department

e Grand Valley

e Lands End (operating as the Mesa County Fire Authority)
e Lower Valley

e Palisade

e Plateau Valley

e Redlands Sub-District

Members of the local fire protection districts are required to undergo rigorous training for wildfire
response. For fires on private lands, qualifications for resources used on fires need to meet local agency
standards. Personnel assigned to fires on federal lands must have completed National Wildfire
Coordinating Group (NWCG) Wildland Fire Qualifications and be “red carded,” meaning they have also
completed a fitness test before being used on a fire. Many members of the local fire protection districts
hold these NWCG qualifications and the BLM, the USFS, and the NPS provide on-the-job-training for
local agency personnel seeking wildfire training.
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Volunteer Fire Response

The County Fire Warden emphasizes the importance of volunteers receiving the appropriate wildland fire
training and makes a push to get many volunteers red carded and cross trained in S130 Basic Wildland
Firefighting and S-190 fire behavior training classes.

The Glade Park Volunteer Fire Department falls under the jurisdiction of the sheriff as it is not a
recognized local government. Mesa County underwrites insurance for VFDs, because when a wildfire
occurs, they are working on behalf of the sheriff. Local fire departments and VFDs must be certified for
the following: 1) state certification for different categories of Emergency Management Service,

2) hazardous material management certification, 3) structural firefighting NFPA qualifications, 4) and
NWCG wildfire qualifications.
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STATE RESPONSE

Colorado Division of Fire Prevention and Control

The DFPC is the lead state agency for fire. DFPC’s Wildland Fire Management Section (WFMS) is
responsible for wildland fire management on local and state lands and aids in the coordination of wildfire
management across local, state, and federal agencies. DFPC states that its priority wildland fire mission
is “to assist and support local agencies and counties with a range of wildfire management programs
including administrative, technical, preparedness and planning, funding, response, and prescribed fire
functions” (DFPC 2022b).

On non-federal lands, wildfire management follows a hierarchy of local jurisdiction, to County Sheriff, and,
finally, to the State of Colorado. The Chief of a local FPD is responsible for fires that occur within the
boundaries of their district. If a fire exceeds the chief’s ability to manage, then it is the duty of the County
Sheriff to assume the responsibility for coordinating fire suppression efforts and requesting assistance
from the DFPC. The County Sheriff is also responsible for coordinating fire suppression efforts in
unincorporated areas of the county.

If the County Sheriff and DFPC have determined that the county capacity has been exceeded, then the
DFPC director will approve state assistance based on the assessment of capacity and availability of
funds. If state assistance is approved, then the fire becomes a state responsibility and DFPC assumes
cost and management responsibility, along with ongoing involvement from local and County partners
(DFPC 2022b).

Mesa County falls in the Headwaters Region of the Northwest District. The Craig Interagency Dispatch
Center is responsible for dispatching the initial attack resources of state responsibility areas in the DFPC
Northwest district (DFPC 2021).

In Colorado, the state can either provide assistance for fighting fires or can be responsible for fighting
fires.

State Assistance for Fires includes the following management strategies and resources
(DFPC 2022a):

e Seeks to encourage rapid initial attack actions where fire is unwanted to reduce the size,
duration, costs, and impacts of wildfires.

e Can provide personnel, enabling local agencies to respond to their next incident, and volunteer
firefighters to return to their regular jobs.

e Provides funding and resources for local and county responsibility fires. The fire does not have to
exceed the capacity of the Fire Department or the county for a county to receive funding.

o This can include funding and reimbursement for aviation and handcrew resources during the
initial attack phase of fires on non-federal lands. Ordered resources are based on the Closest
Forces concept, whether they are state or federal agency resources to reduce response
times.

e Resource support can include DFPC engines, module, and overhead resources, as well as
technical assistance from DFPC Fire Management staff.

State Responsibility for Wildfire covers the following conditions and scenarios (DFPC 2022a):

e The state is responsible if the county requests assistance from DFPC.
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e DFPC and Sheriff have conducted an assessment and have determined that the county capacity
has been exceeded.

o DFPC Director approves the state’s responsibility based on assessment of capacity and
availability of funds.

o |f approved for State Responsibility, DFPC assumes cost and management responsibility, along
with ongoing involvement from local and county partners.

FEDERAL RESPONSE

Colorado National Monument

Fire response for the National Monument is a multiagency effort with primary response being the
responsibility of the Upper Colorado River Interagency Fire Management Unit (Mesa County 2008).
Response for the park is dispatched through via the Grand Junction Interagency Dispatch Center (GACC
2023). Additional wildfire response in areas surrounding the park is provided by the Grand Junction Rural
Fire Protection District, Lower Valley Fire Protection District, and Glade Park Fire Protection District.
(Mesa County 2008).

Grand Mesa Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forest (GMUG NF)

On USFS land, the USFS has the responsibility for initial attack (initial response). In Mesa County, Fire
response in the GMUG National Forests is dispatched via the Grand Junction Interagency Dispatch
Center for the northern portion of the Forest, and the Montrose Interagency Dispatch Center for the other
portions of the forests within Mesa County (RMCG 2023).

The GMUG NF currently directs four Type 6 Fire Engines. The GMUG also has access to the Type 2
Skyway Wildland Fire Module located in Grand Junction Colorado, and the Buzzard Creek Crew (a Job
Corps Crew) located in Collbran Colorado (USFS 2021).

Manti-La Sal National Forest

The eastern terminus of the Manti-La Sal National Forest falls within southwestern Mesa County.

On USFS land, the USFS has the responsibility for initial attack (initial response). Fire response in the
Manti-La Sal National Forest is dispatched via the Moab interagency Fire Center, which is in Moab, Utah.
The Moab Interagency fire Center is not a part of the Rocky Mountain coordinating Group, but, rather,
falls under the guidance of the Great Basin Coordinating Center (GBCC 2022).

Grand Junction Field Office

The Grand Junction Field Office (GJFO), headquartered in Grand Junction, Colorado, is responsible for
management and coordination of initial response attack for the majority of BLM land in Mesa County.
BLM land managed by the Grand Junction Field Office within Mesa County falls under the jurisdiction of
the Upper Colorado River (UCR) Fire Management Unit. The Grand Junction Interagency Dispatch
Center, also known as the Grand Junction Air Center, is located at the Grand Junction Airtanker Base.
It provides incident support to various interagency partners, including the Upper Colorado River Fire
Management Unit (UCR Fire Management Unit n.d.).

As outlined in The GJFO Approved Resource Management Plan, the GJFO'’s fire response prioritizes
prevention, coordination with partners, and utilizing mitigative strategies to maximize public safety.
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The office employs multiple approaches to ensure that their wildfire response works to minimize
ecological impacts (BLM 2015).

Uncompahgre Field Office

The Uncompahgre field office is responsible for management and coordination of initial response attack
for a portion of BLM lands in southern Mesa County. BLM lands in Mesa County fall under the jurisdiction
of the Upper Colorado River and Southwest Fire Management Units. BLM lands in the Upper Colorado
Fire Management Unit (in the northern part of the county) are dispatched via the Upper Colorado River
Interagency Fire Management Unit. BLM lands under the responsibility of the Southwest District are
dispatched via the Montrose Interagency Dispatch Center.

The UFO'’s headquarters is in the city of Montrose and is home the UFOs main wildfire response station —
the Montrose Fire Center. This fire center has several fire response vehicles, which include the Chief’s
command truck, two wildfire response trucks, and two chase tracks. A smaller fire station for the UFO is
situated in San Miguel County, Colorado, and has one engine and one chase vehicle (5280fire 2022).
The UFO can also access the Type 2 Skyway Wildland Fire Module located in Grand Junction Colorado.
There is also a BLM Type-3 helicopter in Rifle, Colorado, that can assist with suppression efforts.

INTERAGENCY RESPONSE

The Upper Colorado River Interagency Fire Management Unit (UCR) consists of the BLM, USFS, and
NPS, collaborating on fire management in west central Colorado. They engage in various activities, such
as fuels treatments, fire prevention, and fire suppression). The UCR operates a dispatch center and air
tanker base at Grand Junction regional airport. Federal firefighting resources are adjusted based on the
National Fire Danger Rating System (NFDRS), which determines the severity code for the fire season.

During high wildfire potential, additional resources like hotshot crews, smokejumpers, engines, and
helicopters are put on standby. The UCR's Grand Junction dispatch center provides daily updates on
committed resources during the fire season. The UCR comprises the Colorado River Valley and Grand
Junction Field Offices of the BLM, Grand Valley Ranger District of the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and
Gunnison National Forests, White River National Forest, and Colorado National Monument. The UCR
trains land managers from these agencies as red carded firefighters and offers wildfire courses for local
fire department volunteers. Additionally, they coordinate with the County Fire Warden and Office of
Emergency Management for effective communication.

POTENTIAL OPERATIONAL DELINEATIONS (PODS)

Potential Operational Delineations (PODs) are fire management/planning units that are spatially
delineated based off of potential control features such as roads, rivers, waterbodies, major fuel changes,
etc. (Figure B.6), which can potentially be used as a fire containment feature. PODs are developed
collaboratively by a variety of fire managers, scientists, and stakeholders (USFS 2022f).
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Figure B.6. PODs within Mesa County.
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Click here to learn more about PODs: https://www.fs.usda.gov/rmrs/potential-operational-delineations-
pods

Click here to view a PODs at a Glance summary sheet:
https://www.fs.usda.gov/rmrs/sites/default/files/documents/PODs-at-a-glance RMRS Jan2022.pdf

MUTUAL AID

The wildland fire community is well known for its development of mutual aid agreements at the federal,
state, and local levels. Such mutual aid agreements allow for the closest forces to respond to an incident
as quickly as possible regardless of jurisdiction. Such agreements may also describe how reimbursement
will be conducted; state resources responding to wildfires on federal land may have their associated costs
reimbursed by the responsible federal agency, and the reverse is true for federal resources suppressing a
wildfire on state land.

Road Systems

Some communities in Mesa County are accessed only via unsurfaced roads through desert shrublands
and forested areas on the Grand Mesa, which are often narrow and windy with many dead-ends and blind
corners. These access roads are particularly hazardous during emergency evacuation, especially where
they are lined by thick, dense vegetation. Fuel treatment may be needed along some roads where
vegetation is overhanging and could prevent safe evacuation of residents or safe access by emergency
responders. In addition, access to many communities is limited to one major road in and out which may
prove hazardous during emergency evacuation.

People

The safe and efficient evacuation of people from wildfire requires several factors, including:

Emergency notification methods:

Mesa County uses an Emergency Notification System to provide essential information quickly during an
emergency. Landlines are automatically signed up for the Emergency Notification System, but cell phone
users need to sign up. To get alerts sent to your cell phone sign up on the Emergency Notification System
and Community Alerts system on the Grand Junction Regional Communication Center website:
https://member.everbridge.net/index/892807736721759/#/signup

National alert systems that can be utilized locally in the event of an emergency:
e Emergency Alert System (EAS).
o Wireless Emergency Alerts (WEAS).

e Visit the Emergency Alerts page on the Ready.gov website to learn more:
https://www.ready.gov/alerts

Visit the CO trip system provided by the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) to find travel
alerts and road conditions: https://www.cotrip.org/home#notifications.

Visit the National Weather Service Radio Station provided by National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) for a nationwide network of radio stations broadcasting continuous weather
information directly from the nearest National Weather Service office. NOAA Weather Radio broadcasts
24 hours per day, 7 days per week, with information about:
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o Official weather warnings
e Watches

e Forecasts

e Hazard information

Beyond alert systems utilized by Mesa County, word of mouth also plays a role in emergency notification,
especially in more rural areas where residents may not be subscribers to EAS partner content. When safe
to do so, residents should call or text friends, neighbors, and contacts to ensure that they are aware of
active alerts.

It is important to note that temporary residents or tourists may not be signed up for emergency alert
notifications. It is recommended the county work with short-term rental owners and hotels to ensure the
applicable emergency noatification sign up resources are provided to all who rent a property within the
county.

Preplanning by the public about how to evacuate and where to go:

Locked gates, poor or missing signage, and conflicts with emergency vehicles driving into the community
can cause public confusion during a complicated evacuation. Uncertainty about where to find temporary
refuge can cause families to become separated and delay reunions. Some individuals without
transportation or with limited mobility may be accidentally left behind. Make sure to have an evacuation
plan and go bag(s) ready. Know your evacuation routes and rallying points. Make sure you are signed up
to receive emergency notifications. Be sure to bring important belongings such as prescriptions,
documentation, or other life-dependent items. Help your local community members if it is safe to do so.

It is important to note, if a wildfire is in your area, you do NOT need to wait for government evacuation
orders to evacuate. Please see Appendix G, Homeowner Resources, for links to resources mentioned
above.

Public awareness:

Safe and effective evacuation will only occur if residents are aware of planning efforts and notification
methods. Therefore, public education and outreach on these topics should be part of all efforts conducted
by agencies such as fire departments in a wide variety of venues.

Community Emergency Response Team

Developed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Community Emergency
Response Team (CERT) training is a program that educates community members about disaster
preparedness for hazards that may impact their area and trains them in basic disaster response skills,
such as fire safety, light search and rescue, team organization, and disaster medical. Supplemental
training modules are available to better assist professional responders in a variety of emergency
situations. Advance training includes such topics as animal response, emergency communications, traffic
and crowd management, and flood response. If Mesa County is searching for additional avenues to
increase preparedness of individuals within the community, it is recommended that officials consider
implementing the CERT program.

For more information, visit FEMA’s CERT webpage: https://www.fema.gov/emergency-
managers/individuals-communities/preparedness-activities-webinars/community-emergency-response-
team
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Figure B.7. Example of a narrow road in Mesa County.

Animals and Livestock

In the event of a wildfire, it is important that residents, fire responders, and the Mesa County Office of
Emergency Management have a plan for evacuation of pets and livestock. Evacuation planning often
neglects to describe how animals will be evacuated and where they will be taken. The loading of horses,
for example, during a fire and smoke situation, and transport of stock vehicles down narrow roads under
stressful situations, can be very difficult. Some public education regarding livestock in the event of an
evacuation is included in the Mesa County Wildfire Preparedness page (MCEM 2023).

If you need assistance evacuating or sheltering livestock, please call (970) 244-1835.

The Colorado State University has additional resources for livestock and animals, you can view those
resources here:_https://extension.colostate.edu/disaster-web-sites/fire-resources/fire-livestock-resources/

However, additional public education could emphasize the need for individuals to have a plan for the
evacuation of pets and horses in addition to their family, ensuring a lack of planning doesn’t slow or
prevent evacuation.

PUBLIC EDUCATION AND OUTREACH PROGRAMS

Public education and outreach programs are a common factor in virtually every agency and organization
involved with wildfire. The Mesa County Sherriff's office “encourages citizens to know how to handle
themselves before, during, and after a wildfire situation” (MCSO 2023).
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LOCAL AND STATE PROGRAMS

Two Rivers Wildfire Coalition

The Two Rivers Wildfire Coalition is a non-profit group based out of Grand Junction, Colorado.

The Coalition maintains several partnerships with local, state, and federal entities such as Mesa County
Fire Chiefs Association, Colorado State Forest Service, and the BLM’'s Upper Colorado River Fire
Management. The Coalition provides several resources to local residents including wildfire preparedness,
property management for wildfire, and a series of ongoing workshops that are a part of a learning
network. Information on natural resources, and community impacts due to wildfire are also available along
with information on the latest planning documents. The coalition is an advocate for public engagement
and community cooperation. There are several ways to get involved with the organization including the
neighborhood ambassadors’ program and the learning network.

Neighborhood Ambassadors: The goal of the neighborhood ambassador program is to identify an
advocate, and single point of contact, through which risk reduction in WUI neighborhoods can be
supported. We provide assessments, mentorship, organizing support, access to experts, and funding
opportunities to neighborhoods with an approved Neighborhood Ambassador.

Neighborhood Ambassador Program Volunteer Activity Description and Commitment Form:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1FCS7-KipfgmwOCS9u4NHcl1SZ9SwTXCT/edit

Mesa County Fire Protection Districts

Most of Mesa County’s Fire Protection Districts maintain websites that contain outreach pages designed
to increase community wildfire awareness and preparedness. These pages provide residents with a
wealth of knowledge on living with wildland fire risks and appropriate actions for mitigating dangers. Links
point users towards information on active burn bans, emergency preparedness, evacuation procedures,
maintaining home-ignition-zones, responsibly recreating in fire-prone forests, and accessing state and
federal planning guidelines. The Fire Protection District website pages can be accessed here:

e Lower Valley FPD: https://www.lowervalleyfire.com/

De Beque FPD: https://www.debequefire.org/

e Grand Valley FPD: https://www.gvfpd.org/

e Plateau Valley FPD: https://5280fire.com/home/colorado-fire-apparatus-stations/mesa-
county/plateau-valley-fire-protection-district/

e Lands End FPD: https://landsendfpd.colorado.gov/

e Glade Park FPD: https://www.qglade-park.com/glade-park-fire-department.html

o Gateway Unaweep FPD: https://qufd.org/

e Palisade FPD: https://palisade.colorado.gov/palisade-fire-and-emergency-medical-services

e Clifton FPD: https://cliftonfire.colorado.gov/

e Central Orchard Mesa FPD: https://www.centralorchardmesafd.org/

e Grand Junction Rural FPD: https://qjrfpd.org/

Page | B-21


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1FCS7-Kipfqmw0CS9u4NHcI1SZ9SwTXCT/edit
https://www.lowervalleyfire.com/
https://www.debequefire.org/
https://www.gvfpd.org/
https://5280fire.com/home/colorado-fire-apparatus-stations/mesa-county/plateau-valley-fire-protection-district/
https://5280fire.com/home/colorado-fire-apparatus-stations/mesa-county/plateau-valley-fire-protection-district/
https://landsendfpd.colorado.gov/
https://www.glade-park.com/glade-park-fire-department.html
https://gufd.org/
https://palisade.colorado.gov/palisade-fire-and-emergency-medical-services
https://cliftonfire.colorado.gov/
https://www.centralorchardmesafd.org/
https://gjrfpd.org/

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

Colorado Division of Fire Prevention and Control (DFPC)

The DFPC offers various resources for topics such as building safety, fire prevention, community risk
reduction, firework safety, vehicle safety, and the fire safety evaluation system (FSES) (DFPC 2022c).

In addition, the DFPC has their own Wildland Fire Management Communications and Outreach
Specialist, you can view their contact information here: https://dfpc.colorado.gov/home/public-information.

In addition, the DFPC hosts building safety month, Fire Prevention Week, Community Risk Reduction
Week, and more. You can find more information on the DFPC Campaigns and Public Education webpage
located here: https://dfpc.colorado.gov/FLScampaigns?web=1&wdLOR=c61B38F2B-6998-4994-BC02-
E114F1CDASES3

NATIONAL PROGRAMS
Ready, Set, Go!

The Ready, Set, Go! Program, which is managed by the International Association of Fire Chiefs, was
launched in 2011 at the WUI conference. The program seeks to develop and improve the dialogue
between fire departments and residents, providing teaching for residents who live in high-risk wildfire
areas—and the WUI—on how to best prepare themselves and their properties against fire threats. Mesa
County utilizes the Ready, Set, Go! Program for its public outreach with a focus on making communities
“fire adapted”.

The tenets of Ready, Set, Go! as included on the website (http://www.wildlandfirersg.org) are:

Ready — Take personal responsibility and prepare long before the threat of a wildland fire so your
home is ready in case of a fire. Create defensible space by clearing brush away from your home.

Use fire-resistant landscaping and harden your home with fire-safe construction measures. Assemble
emergency supplies and belongings in a safe place. Plan escape routes and ensure all those residing
within the home know the plan of action.

Set — Pack your emergency items. Stay aware of the latest news and information on the fire from
local media, your local fire department, and public safety.

Go - Follow your personal wildland fire action plan. Doing so will not only support your safety but will
allow firefighters to best maneuver resources to combat the fire.

National Fire Protection Association

The NFPA is a global non-profit organization devoted to eliminating death, injury, property, and economic
loss due to fire, electrical, and related hazards. Its 300 codes and standards are designed to minimize the
risk and effects of fire by establishing criteria for building, processing, design, service, and installation
around the world.

The NFPA develops easy-to-use educational programs, tools, and resources for all ages and audiences,
including Fire Prevention Week, an annual campaign that addresses a specific fire safety theme.

The NFPA'’s Firewise Communities program (www.firewise.org) encourages local solutions for wildfire
safety by involving homeowners, community leaders, planners, developers, firefighters, and others in the
effort to protect people and property from wildfire risks.
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The NFPA is a premier resource for fire data analysis, research, and analysis. The Fire Analysis and
Research division conducts investigations of fire incidents and produces a wide range of annual reports
and special studies on all aspects of the nation’s fire problem.

National Interagency Fire Center

The National Interagency Fire Center (NIFC) provides a wide array of fire resources and services.

The National Interagency Coordination Center offers communication assistance to over

32,000 firefighters and 50 major events at one given time (NIFC 2022). The Predictive Services Group
creates wildfire forecasts and predictions from fuel and weather data. The NIFC has a Remote Automated
Weather Base with over 2,000 weather stations which help inform the Predictive Services Group.

The National Wildfire Coordinating Group, which is nested under the NIFC, provides operational
coordination to federal, state, local, tribal, and territorial partners (NWCG 2022). The NIFC also has a
training branch where training curriculums are developed to be used across the nation. For those too
young to participate in the standard training, NIFC offers FireWorks, an educational program designed for
kids K-12. The program teaches children topics such as wildland fire science, ecosystem fluctuations,
human interaction on the environment, and other environmental science topics. The NIFC also provides
public education resources:

e Wildfire Readiness — Home

e \Wildfire Readiness — Business

e Wildfire Readiness — Farm and Ranch

e Weekend Wildfire Preparedness

e What to Do if a Wildfire is Approaching

e Wildfire Risk — Community

e Prepare and Protect Your Home

e Prepare Your Community

e One Less Spark, One Less Wildfire

e Only You Can Prevent Wildfires

U.S. Fire Administration’s WUI Toolkit

The U.S. Fire Administration (USFA) is an entity of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) that aids in the preparation for and response to fire. Their WUI
toolkit consists of a list of websites and other information regarding risk assessments, public outreach,
and community training. Find the toolkit here: https://www.usfa.fema.gov/wui/.

Wildfire Research Center (WiRe€)

Wildfire Research Center (WiRE€) is a non-profit organization that works with local wildfire services to
achieve community-tailored pathways which reduce risk to wildfire while simultaneously promoting
pathways to fire adaptation. WiRé&’s mission states that fire adaptation is “about living with fire”, while
“creating safe and resilient communities that reduce wildfire risk on their properties before a fire, and
supporting effective response when fires threaten a community.” WiRé states that wildfire is an integral
component of many ecosystems, and that fire must be allowed, when safe, as to ensure the health of
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forests. Core to WiRé’s approach are four main concepts. One, residents are critical actors in the
wildland-urban interface wildfire problem. Two, action is central to adaptation. Three, people and their
decisions are complex. Finally, four, decisions are not made in a vacuum.

To achieve its goals and serve communities, WiRé will typically conduct a “rapid wildfire risk assessment,”
which assesses what contributes to wildfire risk, such as, building materials, vegetation near homes,
background fuels, local topography, and access to emergency fire services. Additionally, they also
conduct “social surveys”, which assess residents’ perceptions about wildfire, wildfire risk, risk mitigation
behavior, and assess their willingness towards taking action to reduce wildfire risk.

For more information, please visit https://wildfireresearchcenter.org/.
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COMMUNITY RISK-HAZARD DESCRIPTIONS

The following is a description of risks and hazards for communities throughout Mesa County.

The assessment is twofold: 1) GIS-derived risk and hazard analysis completed in 2023, and 2) on-the-
ground NFPA 1144 assessments that were completed in 2012. The Core Team conducted a
comprehensive review of the data derived from the 2012 on-the-ground NFPA 1144 assessments in
2023, and the information was determined to be accurate. Any outdated or no longer valid information
has been updated (Table C.1). Some communities did not have assessments completed in 2012, so
these communities should be prioritized for assessments in the future. Community names and regions
may differ between the 2023 and 2012 assessment processes as change in the County and available
data has occurred in the 11 years between planning efforts.

Included in the 2023 CWPP update are community maps (Figure C.3, for example) showing the updated
2023 GIS derived Risk-Hazard Assessment, which takes into consideration the revised WUI delineation
(Figure C.2), revised fuels, updated fire behavior modeling approaches, and recent fire occurrence. Next
is a summary table of on-the-ground NFPA 1144 risk assessments completed in 2012 (Table C.1).
Following the summary table are detailed descriptions of each community assessed in 2012 with
accompanying pictures.

The intent of this section is to provide more detailed information at a fire district level in order to aid
prioritization of recommendations. Specific recommendations from the 2012 Mesa County CWPP update
process are included for each community at the end of the document (Table C.2). These community
write-ups do not provide as much detail as a community-level CWPP and should not replace community-
level planning.

1-MILE WUI BUFFERS*

According to the HFRA, the WUI can be defined by a CWPP. In this CWPP, the WUI is defined as an
area extending 1 mile from the boundary of an at-risk community (Figure C.2).

The following maps represent the WUI boundaries for each community, which were delineated by the
Core Team. The 1-mile buffer represents an area where WUI fuel treatments should be considered in
order to provide additional protection to the community from potential wildfire spread. In some cases, the
WUI may extend beyond the 1-mile area to meet a strategic suppression point or topographic feature to
enhance protection, as dictated by land management agencies.

*The maps use different scales to provide detail, but all buffer distances are the same (1 mile).
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Figure C.5. Campbell Point Risk-Hazard Assessment. This community was delineated in 2023 and does not include 2012
NFPA risk assessment data.
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Figure C.6. Dolores River Corridor Risk-Hazard Assessment.

Page | C-7



2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWCA

Escalante

- o MESA COUNTY COMMUNITY
WILDFIRE PROTECTION PLAN

! Escalante
" | Risk-Hazard Assessment

.| —— Major Roadway
——— Stream/River

41 3 community Boundary
F_ ", Community 1-Mile Buffer

Risk-Hazard Assessment

N Low
Moderate

b High
| I Extreme
n

Mesa County, Colorado
NAD 1983 UTM Zone 12N
108.4258°W 38.6262°N

Base Map: Esri ArcGIS Online, accessed June 2023

N

A

1:67,000

o 05

Miles
’ ) <ilometers.
= o 06 12

o
p & | Updated: 61412023 A
% B Project Ne. 72913

1 ‘ File: riskAssessmentMB ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Figure C.8. Fruita Risk-Hazard Assessment.
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Figure C.9. Gateway Risk-Hazard Assessment. This community was delineated in 2023 and does not include 2012 NFPA
risk assessment data.
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Figure C.10. Glade Park Risk-Hazard Assessment.
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Figure C.11. Grand Junction Risk-Hazard Assessment.
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Figure C.12. Horse Canyon Risk-Hazard Assessment. This community was delineated in 2023 and does not include 2012
NFPA risk assessment data.
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Figure C.13. Loma, Mack, and Appleton Risk-Hazard Assessment.
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Figure C.14. Mesa, Molina, and Collbran Risk-Hazard Assessment.
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Figure C.15. Palisade Risk-Hazard Assessment.
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Figure C.16. Pinyon Mesa Risk-Hazard Assessment. This community was delineated in 2023 and does not include 2012
NFPA risk assessment data.
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Figure C.17. Three Eagles Way Risk-Hazard Assessment. This community was delineated in 2023 and does not include
2012 NFPA risk assessment data.
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Figure C.18. Unaweep Canyon Risk-Hazard Assessment. This community was delineated in 2023 and does not include
2012 NFPA risk assessment data.

Page | C-19



2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan SWCA

Whitewater

¢| MESA COUNTY COMMUNITY
WILDFIRE PROTECTION PLAN

Whitewater
Risk-Hazard Assessment

® City/Town
—— Highway
——— Major Roadway
—— Stream/River
| Waterbody
=) Community Boundary
=, Community 1-Mile Buffer
] Other Community
Risk-Hazard Assessment
4 I Low
Moderate
High
I Extreme

Mesa County, Colorado
NAD 1983 UTM Zone 12N
108.3538°W 38.9499°N

Base Map: Esri ArcGIS Online, accessed June 2023

}N\
1:233,000
0 1.5 3

L sesss—

) Kilometers
[} 2 4

Updated. 6/14/2023
Project No. 72913

File: nskAssessmenthB ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Figure C.19. Whitewater Risk-Hazard Assessment.
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2012 MESA COUNTY CWPP SUMMARIZED COMMUNITY RISK ASSESSMENTS

Table C.1. Summarized Community Risk Assessments for 2012 Delineated Communities. All information is sourced from the 2012 Mesa
County CWPP.

NFPA 1144 Score GIS Composite
and Adjective Rating Hazard/Risk Rating

Findings in Community
CWPP

Community Fire District

Positive Features Negative Features

Plateau Valley Fire District

Vega Vista Road Plateau Valley 139 High and Extreme Close to lake for potential Some summer homes with Poor access for emergency
(Extreme) water supply and safe zone limited maintenance, thick vehicles, no surface water or
in event of evacuation, HOA continuous fuels, homes ona hydrants, minimal vegetation
for coordinating efforts. slope, minimal to no management by absent
defensible space, homeowners. Recommend
combustible construction, developing a wildfire
poor accessibility along awareness committee,
driveways, minimal implement defensible space,
turnaround space. participate in Firewise
practices.
Horizon Estates Plateau Valley 131 Extreme Some metal roofs, some Steep topography, community Remote area, restricted
(Extreme) defensible space at top of slope, timber fuels access, no water supply, lack
development, good access  and aspen decline occurring, of maintenance, continuous
to main road. many second homes with brush fuels, 25% of homes
limited maintenance, access  have completed defensible
roads steep and narrow, space. Recommend

minimal defensible space, no homeowners initiate Firewise
water supply but some ponds practices and formation of a

in vicinity. wildfire awareness
committee.
Aspen Park Plateau Valley 124 High and Extreme Newer construction homes,  Poor ingress/egress, dead Poor or restricted access,
(Extreme) metal roofs, potential water  end road, limited separation =~ many second homes with
supply from the lake, between structures, in timber  limited maintenance, no water
fuels with declining aspen supply. Homes moderate and
stands. high risk. Recommend

creating a wildfire awareness
committee, better address
markers, participation in
Firewise.
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GIS Composite
Hazard/Risk Rating

Positive Features

Negative Features

Findings in Community
CWPP

Plateau Valley Fire District (continued)

Buzzard Creek Plateau Valley 118 Extreme Potential water supply from  Homes in drainage amongst  Restricted ingress, many
Drainage (Extreme) lake and creek, good heavy riparian fuels, poor homes moderate risk but
accessibility to main road. accessibility due to locked some high risk due to heavy
gates and long steep fuels. Recommend defensible
driveways, little defensible space and thinning of brush,
space, minimal set back from develop shelter in place and
slope. safety zones.
Vega Drainage Plateau Valley 116 Extreme Potential water supply from  Homes in drainage amongst  No comments
(Grand Mesa (Extreme) Iakg, good accessibility to heavy r_ip_ayrian fuels, poor
Scenic Byway west main road. accessibility due to locked
of Mesa) gates and long steep
driveways, little defensible
space, minimal set back from
slope.
Powderhorn Ski Plateau Valley 111 High and Extreme New construction homes, Surrounding fuels are timber  Thick brush and timber fuels,
Area (High) hydrant system, extensive and aspen is declining, some potential lightning ignitions,
road network, many homes homes have minimal large areas of aspen decline,
have manicured lots. defensible space, remote lack of defensible space.
area at distance from fire Recommend thinning of thick
station. timber and brush; residents
and businesses to implement
defensible space.
Old Grande Mesa  Plateau Valley 109 High and Extreme Minimal homes and Non surfaced steep grade Establish shelter in place
Road (High) structures, Kiwanis camp road, heavy fuels and locations and evacuation
(Camp Hope) has continuous canopies, plan.
evacuation plan and water  topography could influence
supply fire behavior.
Mesa Plateau Valley 103 Moderate and High  Good access to mainroad, = Homes situated above Rated as moderate. Thick
(High) close to fire station. drainage with thick fuels, fuels. Recommend thinning,
history of fire occurrence, residents to implement
poor defensible space, poor  defensible space.
separation of structures.
Coon Creek Plateau Valley 96 High and Extreme Some pastures and Accessibility relatively poor, Poor access, limited water
(High) grasslands could act as dead end road, defensible supply. Residents should

safety zones, large lots with
good separation.

space is minimal, water
availability is limited. Long
driveways.

expand defensible space and
develop resident evacuation
plan. Explore possibility for
dry hydrants. Rated High-
Moderate risk.

Page | C-22



Community

Fire District

2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWC A

NFPA 1144 Score GIS Composite
and Adjective Rating Hazard/Risk Rating

Positive Features

Negative Features

Findings in Community
CWPP

Plateau Valley Fire District (continued)

Kimball Creek Plateau Valley 95 High Larger lots, more open Some long, gated driveways, High fire risk, remote location,

(High) farmland, BLM treat high fire occurrence, limited no water supply, dense
adjacent lands with water supply, adjoins heavy  vegetation in creek area,
prescribed fire. wildland fuels. gated driveways.

Recommend residents verify

addresses, landowners

implement Firewise practices,

development of a shelter in

place and safety zone plan.
Molina Plateau Valley 84 Moderate and High ~ Some grazing creating more Steeper wooded topography, Lack of water supply,

(High) open areas, close to fire poor access to driveways, potential evacuation issues,
station, good access to main limited water supply, dense fuels, rated high-
road. defensible space is limited. moderate. Recommend

creating fuel breaks along
Highway 330, residents to
implement defensible space,
establish shelter in place.
Collbran/Plateau Plateau Valley 54 Moderate and High  Defensible space good in Thick riparian fuels along Dense vegetation along
City (Moderate) town, hydrant system, close Plateau Creek and Highway  Highway 330 and thick
to fire station. 330, some combustible riparian fuels along Plateau
construction. Creek. Remove or reduce
vegetation and ladder fuels
along Highway 330. Develop
evacuation plan.
Glade Park Volunteer Fire Department
Miracle Rock Road Glade Park 114 High and Extreme Some BLM land History of high fire No specific comments

(Extreme) interspersed with ongoing occurrence, thick continuous
fuel treatment, flat to rolling  fuels, limited water supply,
topography, combustible construction.

Miller Ranch/Elk Glade Park 111 High and Extreme Good separation between Steep grades, inaccessible No community level plan.
Reserve (High) structures, large lot sizes, roads, thick continuous fuels,
HOA for organized some combustible buildings,
evacuation minimal defensible space,
empty lots not maintained.
Little Park Road Glade Park 93 High/Extreme Slightly lighter fuels than Limited water supply, poor Mixture of moderate and high
(High) neighboring communities, defensible space, at distance risk. Implement defensible

metal roofs and non-
combustible siding common.

from fire station.

space, remove combustible

materials, improve driveway
access, remove combustible
roof materials.
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GIS Composite
Hazard/Risk Rating

Positive Features

Negative Features

Findings in Community
CWPP

Glade Park Volunteer Fire Department (continued)

Ladder Canyon Glade Park 108 High and Extreme Good separation between Inaccessible driveways, No community level plan.
(High) structures, metal roofsand  locked gates, minimal
non-combustible siding defensible space, limited
common. water supply.
DS Road (from Glade Park 63 Range of Moderate- Light grassland and Limited water supply and Mixture of moderate and high
Central Glade Park (Moderate) Extreme agricultural fuels, large lots  western portion is at risk. Implement defensible
west to Utah (highest risk on with good separation considerable distance from space, remove combustible
border) southern side of road P€tween structures, good fire station. materials, improve driveway
in PJ fuels) accessibility. access, remove combustible
roof materials.
Central Glade Park Glade Park 57 Moderate/High Lighter grassland fuels, Some homes had minimal No community level plan.
(1 mile radius of (Moderate) (highest risk north of grazing and some irrigation, defensible space; fuels could
Glade Park Store) Glade Park store) minimal slope, good experience fast moving
accessibility. wildfire due to open
exposure.
Lower Valley Fire District
Fruita Lower Valley 56 Moderate Light fuels, some agricultural Some combustible No community level plan.
(Moderate) lands providing buffer to construction, limited
wildland, hydrant system, separation between
good accessibility. structures.
Fruita Wash Lower Valley 101 High and Extreme Hydrant system, close to fire Heavy fuel volumes in No community level plan.
(High) station, good road network  drainage close to homes,
close hy. inaccessibility for emergency
vehicles, lack of defensible
space, some thick riparian
fuels.
Mack Lower Valley 65 Moderate Agricultural and industrial Vacant lots with minimal No community level plan.
(Moderate) intermix buffers wildland maintenance, potential fire
fuels, hydrant system, easily spread from surrounding
accessible. brush/grassland.
Loma Lower Valley 46 Moderate with Large agricultural lots, good Concerns related to fire No community level plan.
(Moderate) patches of high and  defensible space, easy occurrence, ditch burning.
extreme. accessibility.
Pollock Canyon Lower Valley 75 High with patches of Many homes built into mesa Remote community, locked No community level plan.
Estates (High) Extreme with low combustibility, HOA gate, poor accessibility within

for coordination

subdivision, medium fuels, no
water supply.
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Findings in Community
CWPP

Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District, Grand Junction Fire Department, Redlands Sub Fire Protection District

River Corridor Grand Junction

107
(High)

High and Extreme

Reliable water supply, close
to fire departments, good
accessibility.

High fire frequency, high-use
area, high departure from
historic hydrology and
vegetation, some thick
riparian fuels, little defensible
space.

No community level plan.

Redlands Grand Junction

105
(High)

Moderate-Extreme

Good accessibility, close to
fire department.

Lack of defensible space,
combustible construction,
WUI community, limited water
supply, combustible roofing.

No community level plan.

Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District, Grand Junction Fire Department, Redlands Sub Fire Protection District continued

Orchard Mesa Grand Junction 77 Moderate-Extreme  Good accessibility, water Poor defensible space, some No community level plan.
(High) from hydrants, less than 5 thick riparian fuels.
miles from station.
Preserve Grand Junction 75 Moderate-Extreme System of hydrants and Poor accessibility to No community level plan.
(High) close to fire department, driveways, thick continuous
newer construction homes  fuels, history of fire
occurrence
Ridges/Redlands Grand Junction 51 Moderate Light fuels, irrigated WUI community, topography ~ No community level plan.
Mesa Golf Course (Moderate) maintained yards, hydrant could generate more intense
systems. fire behavior,
Clifton Fire Department
Fruitvale Wash Clifton 78 Moderate with Urban setting, hydrant water Thick riparian fuels, minimum No community level plan.
areas (High) patches of high and  supply, close to FD. separation between

extreme.

structures, lack of defensible
space between homes
backing on to wash.

Central Orchard Mesa Fire District (Mesa County Fire Authority)

Central Orchard

Mesa Authority

Mesa County Fire 93

(High)

Moderate with
patches of high and

extreme along river.

Good access for emergency
vehicles, irrigated, close to
FD.

History of fire occurrence,
thick fuels in wash areas,
combustible siding and
roofing, lack of defensible
space, agricultural values at
risk.

No community level plan.
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GIS Composite
Hazard/Risk Rating

Findings in Community

Positive Features Negative Features CWPP

East Orchard Mesa Fire District

East Orchard Mesa East Orchard 85 Moderate with Good access for emergency Agricultural burning, lack of No community level plan.
Mesa (High) patches of high and  vehicles, irrigated, close to  defensible space, upslope of
extreme along river.  FD. brush fuels, agricultural
values at risk.
Palisade Fire District
Palisade Palisade 79 Moderate with Agricultural irrigated lands,  Thick riparian fuels along No community level plan.
(High) patches of high and  good access, hydrant river and wash areas, minimal
extreme. system being replaced, defensible space,
close to FD. combustible construction.
Palisade Fire District continued
Horse Mountain Unincorporated 120 High and Extreme Some homes have good Poor accessibility, intermixed No community level plan.
(Extreme) defensible space, good with wildland fuels and heavy
separation between infestation of cheat grass,
structures, some homes water unavailable,
have new construction with  topographic influences, many
low combustibility. homes fall outside Palisade
Fire District, history of fires.
Rapid Creek Palisade 90 High and Extreme Recently annexed into Poor access, intermixed with  No community level plan.
(High) Palisade Fire Protection wildland fuels, topographic

District, some homes have  influences, minimal
new construction with low defensible space, many
combustibility, hydrant wooden decks.

system.

Gateway Unaweep Fire Protection District

Unaweep Canyon  Gateway 96 High and Extreme New home construction has Water unavailable, distance No community level plan.
(High) low combustibility, some from FD, homes adjacent to
grazed pasture land breaks thick wildland and riparian
up fuels and may provide fuels, little defensible space.
safety zones, good access
from main road.
Gateway Gateway 69 Moderate and High  Close to FD, hydrant water ~ Combustible building No community level plan.
(Moderate) supply, good access, some  materials, minimum
new construction. separation of structures, lack

of defensible space.
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Hazard/Risk Rating

Positive Features

Negative Features
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Findings in Community
CWPP

Lands End Fire Protection District

Whitewater Mesa County Fire 64 Moderate with Urban setting, light fuels, Hydrant system suffering low No community level plan.
Authority (Moderate) patches of extreme  good access, close to FD. pressure, combustible
along railroad construction, minimal
separation between
structures.
Kannah Creek Mesa County Fire 82 High with patches of Large open pastures, good  Water unavailable, No community level plan.
Authority (High) Extreme separation between combustible building

structures, homes close to
main road.

materials, intermixed in thick
wildland fuels, primary
watershed for GJ.

Lands End Fire Protection District (Mesa County Fire Authority)

Purdy Mesa Mesa County Fire 84 High and Extreme Large lots, good separation  Exposed area to high winds, = No community level plan.
Authority (High) between structures, homes  thick greasewood and cheat
close to main road. grass, water unavailable,
combustible building
materials.
Lower Reeder Mesa County Fire 61 Moderate Minimal fuels, grazed, close Combustible construction, No community level plan.
Mesa Authority (Moderate) to FD, good separation water unavailable.
between structures.
Upper Reeder Mesa County Fire 96 High and Extreme Good accessibility, good Intermixed with thick No community level plan.
Mesa Authority (High) separation between continuous wildland fuels,
structures. prone to high winds, water
unavailable, distance from
FD.
De Beque Fire District
De Beque De Beque 67 Good accessibility, hydrant ~ Older combustible No community level plan.
(Moderate) systems, light fuels in town  construction, minimal
defensible space, heavier
fuels in drainage.
South of De Beque De Beque a7 Intermixed agriculturaland ~ Some combustible No community level plan.
(Moderate) pasture land, irrigated fuels  construction, adjacent to

good separation between
structures, good
accessibility,

wildland fuels.
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MESA COUNTY 2012 DETAILED COMMUNITY RISK
ASSESSMENTS

De Beque

The town of De Beque was rated as moderate using this risk assessment protocol. The town is set
among light sparse grassland fuels with some shrubby riparian fuels in drainages. Most homes are readily
accessible for emergency vehicles from the main road and are situated close to the fire station, located in
the center of town. There is water available from hydrants around the town. Many of the homes are older
with combustible construction with wooden siding and decks and many have minimal defensible space;
however, fuels are light, and roads break up the fuel continuity. There is some oil and gas development
west of the town, but most pads are easily accessible for emergency vehicles and have good defensible
space.

There are a number of housing development areas in the district including 35-acre parcels for sale in the
620-acre Mustang Ranch area, which is 12 miles west of De Beque and is surrounded by BLM lands.
This subdivision was subdivided in 2009 and there are many travel trailers located on it. This area has
very continuous pinyon-juniper and sagebrush fuels. There is very high wildfire occurrence here with
several large fires over 100 acres in the last 20 years within a few miles. This subdivision is rated as
extreme due to a lack of access, no water sources, unmarked lots, and very poor egress. There are no
full-time residences, so lot maintenance is limited.

Housing development should be periodically reviewed as they may increase the risk rating to the district
in future years.

NFPA Rating (2012): 67/112 (Moderate)

Figure C.20. Town of De Beque.
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Fruita

The city of Fruita was rated as moderate using this risk assessment protocol. The interface areas of the
town are the areas of most concern. Accessibility is generally good throughout with good ingress/egress
and turnaround space. Fuels are light in the interface areas, with some agriculture and grassland areas
intermixed with homes. Most interface homes have between 30 and 70 feet of defensible space and light
fuels in the yard. Many homes had combustible construction with wooden siding and decks. Water is
readily available from hydrants and most homes in the Fruita area are situated within 5 miles of the fire
department.

NFPA Rating: 56/112 (Moderate)

& v

Figure C.21. Fruita.

Fruita Wash

Main concerns for the Fruita Fire Department are the wash areas that run through the town on City of
Fruita property. Many homes directly adjoin these areas and HOAs have been working with the City of
Fruita to remove some of the thick brush and riparian fuels, but large areas still remain untreated and
pose a fire hazard. The wash areas were rated as high using this risk assessment protocol because of
the fuel volumes, inaccessibility for emergency vehicles, lack of defensible space between them and the
nearest structures, and combustible materials that would act as bridge fuels between the wash and
residential structures, including wooden fencing and decks. There is some water availability from nearby
hydrants.

NFPA Rating: 101/112 (High)
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Figure C.22. Fruita Wash.

Gateway

The town of Gateway was rated as moderate—high using this risk assessment protocol. The community is
made up of homes on smaller lots with the greatest risk being associated with home construction and
combustible building materials. There is minimal separation between structures posing a risk for fire
spread in the event of a wildfire entering the town. Many homes have limited defensible space, and some
homes have poor yard maintenance. Some of the new commercial buildings in the town are made from
stucco and xeriscape, and therefore present low risk for wildfire. The community is surrounded by mesas
and patchy pinyon-juniper fuels on the outskirts and grassland and riparian fuels along the river and wash
areas. There is water supply via a hydrant system in town and the community is served by the Gateway
Fire Department, also located in town.

NFPA Rating: 69/112 (Moderate—High)
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Figure C.24. The community of Gateway showing light grass fuels in the
foreground and riparian cottonwood fuels close to homes.

Ladder Canyon

The Ladder Canyon area is a part of the Glade Park community and includes the 21.5 Road and Little
Park Ranches, Rough Canyon Road, and Rim View Drive, and is rated as high risk using this assessment
protocol. The community is made up of larger homes with private driveways, situated in thick pinyon-
juniper woodland. The access roads were non-surfaced and rough in places and many homes had locked
gates creating an accessibility issue for firefighters. There was little to no defensible space around homes
and limited irrigation of surrounding vegetation. Most homes were constructed with metal or asphalt
shingle roofing and non-combustible siding, though some had combustible decks. Water availability is
limited to private wells or would need to be hauled to the site. There are no hydrants in the area. There is
no homeowner’s association (HOA) for this community.

NFPA Rating: 108/112 (High)
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Little Park Road

This community made up of homes located along Little Park Road is rated as high risk using this
assessment protocol; however, it is a little more open than the Ladder Canyon community and is
dominated more by grassland than pinyon-juniper fuels. There was little to no defensible space around
homes and limited irrigation of surrounding vegetation. Most homes were constructed with metal or
asphalt, shingle roofing and non-combustible siding, though some had combustible decks. Water
availability is limited to private wells or would need to be hauled to the site. The community is less than
5 miles from the nearest fire station and had good accessibility for emergency response. The road is
surfaced, and homes are more accessible from the main road.

NFPA Rating: 93/112 (High)
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Figure C.26. Little Park Road area.

Central Glade Park

The Central Glade Park community is made up of homes in the open grassland and sagebrush areas of
Glade Park close to the Community Center and Glade Park Store (BS Road and B ¥ Roads).

The community is rated as moderate risk using this assessment protocol. The dominant fuel types are
light grassland and agricultural fuels that are more open but can be prone to fast-moving wildfire
particularly when cured or during drought. There is more grazing in the area, which tends to reduce fuel
loading. Most homes were constructed with metal or asphalt shingle roofing and non-combustible siding,
though some had combustible decks. Most homes had 70 100 feet of defensible space and were built on
minimal slope. There are some hydrants in the area, improving water availability. The homes are located
off of a main surfaced road with good accessibility to the nearest fire station.

NFPA Rating: 57/112 (Moderate)
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Figure C.27. Central Glade Park.

Elk Reserve and Miller Ranch

Elk Reserve is the newer subdivision to Miller Ranch. The assessment area includes the south end of
16.5 Road, Mabie Flats Road, and H 3/10 Road. The area is rated as high using this risk assessment
protocol. The Elk Reserve area is particularly high risk due to windy, narrow, and rough roads, with some
steep grades and poor ingress and egress. Accessibility for fire trucks is extremely limited. There are
currently many vacant lots indicating that there is potential for expansion of the area, though most lot
sizes are more than 35 acres in size, leaving good separation between adjacent structures.

The topography is steep with small canyons. The fuels are made up of thick pinyon-juniper woodland with
continuous canopies. Most new homes in the Elk Reserve community score well in terms of
combustibility, being built with non-combustible siding or stucco and metal or asphalt shingle roofing.
The Miller Ranch area is made up of older homes with some combustible building materials. Miller Ranch
homes have better accessibility to the main road and better ingress and egress. Defensible space is
minimal in both areas and most homes have limited setback from the slope. The Miller Ranch community
has an HOA.

NFPA Rating: 111/112 (High)
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Figure C.28. Miller Ranch/Elk Reserve area.

DS Road

The DS Road area includes all pinyon-juniper portions of Glade Park not rated as separate subdivisions.
These areas were rated as moderate risk using this fire risk assessment protocol. The risk assessment
was averaged along the DS Road from Glade Park to the Utah border. Fuels in the area range from light
grassland and agricultural fuels to thicker pinyon-juniper. Lots tend to be larger with greater separation
between structures. Accessibility is good with access from the main road. Some driveways, however, may
be long and non-surfaced impacting ingress and egress for firefighters. Many homes have greater than
70 feet but less than 100 feet of defensible space. Water is limited in some areas and the most westerly
portion of the area is greater than 5 miles from the nearest fire station.

NFPA Rating: 63/112 (Moderate)
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Figure C.29. DS Road facing west toward the Utah border.

Miracle Rock Area

The Miracle Rock area includes 9.8 Road, 8.4 Road, 7.5 Road, and 5.7 Road and is rated as extreme
using this risk assessment protocol. The community is characterized by large lots, big homes, and long
driveways. Homes are situated in medium pinyon-juniper woodland fuels and more light open sagebrush.
The area is dotted with private and BLM-managed lands in which the BLM has carried out some fuel
treatments; the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife has also carried out sage-grouse (Centrocercus
urophasianus) habitat improvements in the area that may mitigate fire spread. There is less than 30 feet
of defensible space around most structures and few homes have irrigated yards. Most homes have
combustible siding and decks and aboveground utilities, but there is good separation between structures
due to lot size. Topography in the area is flat to rolling. There is a history of high fire occurrences in the
area with more fire starts than other areas in the district. There is no available water in the form of
hydrants so water would need to be transported into the area or drawn from stock ponds if available.

NFPA Rating: 114/112 (Extreme)
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Figure C.30. Miracle Rock Road area.

Orchard Mesa

These are homes that are situated along the riverbank in the Orchard Mesa portion of the city. This area
is a part of the Grand Junction community and is rated as high risk using this risk assessment protocol.
The risk is associated mainly with a lack of defensible space around homes and combustible
construction, including wooden siding and decks. The homes are situated with little setback from the
slope and there are some heavy fuels below the homes creating the potential for fire to move from the
river drainage upslope to the homes. Fuels are generally medium, made up of riparian cottonwood and
tamarisk galleries with thick brush understories. Accessibility is good for most homes with surfaced roads,
and sufficient turnaround space for emergency vehicles. Water is available from hydrants throughout the
community and most homes are within 5 miles of the nearest fire station.

NFPA Rating: 77/112 (High)
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Figure C.31. Orchard Mesa.

River Corridor

The remaining areas of the river corridor through Grand Junction were assessed collectively. The river
corridor was rated as high risk using this risk assessment protocol. The river corridor has river bottom
fires every few years and is an area of concern for the fire department. Some areas have poor
ingress/egress due to narrow roads or inaccessible driveways. Fuels were primarily medium, made up of
riparian cottonwood galleries with thick understory of tamarisk. The Tamarisk Coalition and the City of
Grand Junction have been conducting some hazardous fuels treatments to remove invasive tamarisk
from the area, but some areas still remain in need of treatment. The density of the tamarisk makes it a
potential fire hazard and a potential ladder fuel that would ignite native cottonwood. Many homes have
little to no defensible space and combustible construction, including wooden siding and decks. During the
summer the river corridor is heavily used by rafters and other recreationists visiting open space areas
such as Watson Island. High visitor numbers provide potential ignition sources, particularly from
campfires and cigarettes. The river is also frequented by transients who light campfires year-round,
posing an additional fire hazard. Water is available from hydrants in some areas; where hydrants are
absent, water could be drafted from the river.

NFPA Rating: 107/112 (High)
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Figure C.32. Watson Island Open Space. Figure C.33. River corridor.

Redlands

The Redlands area was rated as high risk using this risk assessment protocol. Much of this risk is
associated with a lack of defensible space around structures, combustible building construction medium
fuels and limited water availability. The community is characterized by larger lots with larger homes and
generally good separation between structures. The community is situated in the WUI with wildland fuels
continuous with agricultural or residential fuels. Irrigated areas have less associated hazard; however,
some areas have thick clumpy fuels with continuous canopies. Accessibility is typically good with
moderately wide paved roads with sufficient turn-around space for emergency vehicles. Defensible space
is a primary concern since many homes have less than 30 feet of defensible space around structures and
many older homes have combustible construction, especially decks. Much of the area has only limited
hydrants and many hydrants experience low pressure, diminishing their utility in the event of a wildfire;
water would need to be transported to the area. There is significant public concern amongst Redlands
residents regarding limited water supply and proximity of homes to wildland fuels and public open space,
including homes adjacent to the Walter Walker State Wildlife Area (SWA) and the Leatha Jean Stassen
SWA. The Redlands Village subdivision has united residents to pursue development of a more reliable
water supply from the Ute Water Authority for firefighting, including developing a petition and holding
neighborhood fire prevention meetings.

NFPA Rating: 105/112 (Extreme) GIS Assessment Rating: Moderate—extreme
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Figure C.34. Redlands home along edge of the mesa.

The Preserve

The community at the Preserve was rated as high risk using this risk assessment protocol. The Preserve
is a small community of larger homes in a private subdivision. The homes tend to be of newer
construction with less combustible building materials and on average 30 to 70 feet of defensible space.
Most homes have irrigated yards that provide defensible space however they are surrounded by thick
riparian fuels of cottonwood, tamarisk, and Russian olive with continuous canopies that pose a
considerable fire hazard. Accessibility is also a concern because some driveways are narrow and
surrounded by heavy fuels. Some homes also have insufficient turn-around space for emergency
vehicles. There is a history of fire occurrence in the area and fire spread between structures could be
rapid due to limited separation between structures. The community has a system of hydrants throughout
and good water availability, they are also located within 5 miles of the nearest fire station.

NFPA Rating: 75/112 (High)
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Figure C.36. Fuels at the Preserve.
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Fruitvale Wash area

The Fruitvale community is made up of mostly urban developed land with few wildland fire hazards and is
therefore low risk. However, some of the wash areas that cut through residential streets are a concern to
fire departments and are rated here separately as high risk. An example of this is on 31 Road, between

E %2 and Peterson. These areas have good access for emergency vehicles but are dominated by thick
heavy riparian fuels that are not maintained and are therefore choking the wash areas. In conjunction the
riparian fuels are immediately adjacent to homes with less than 70 feet of defensible space. There is
minimal separation between structures which could contribute to rapid fire spread. Most homes are
constructed with combustible siding and decks and back yards are bordered by wooden fencing that is in
direct contact with the wash area. The community is served by hydrants and is located within a mile of the
nearest fire station.

NFPA Rating: 78/112 (High)

Figure C.37. Fruitvale area wash showing thick fuels backed up to homes.

The Ridges/Redlands Mesa Golf Course Community

The Ridges/Redlands Mesa Golf Course Community was rated as moderate risk using this risk
assessment protocol. Most homes in the Ridges area are located in light fuels with maintained yards.
The homes in the Redlands Mesa Golf Course area are surrounded by irrigated and manicured yards
with 30 to 70 feet of defensible space and light fuels that pose minimal hazard. The area is easily
accessible with adequate access for emergency vehicles as well as plentiful water supply. Some homes
do have combustible siding and decks but roof construction rates well in terms of combustibility.

The topography in the area is a concern since steep terrain increases fire behavior and fire spread rates;
in addition, wind-driven versus fuel-driven fire could be a concern because the community is located in
the WUI where fire could move from heavier fuels towards the community. The urban and manicured
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nature of the area coupled with good accessibility and plentiful water supply would mitigate most hazards
in this community.

NFPA Rating: 51/112 (Moderate)

Figure C.38. Ridges/Redlands Mesa Golf Course community.

Loma

The town of Loma is rated as moderate using this risk assessment protocol. Homes tend to be on larger
lots with more irrigated agriculture in the interface areas. A main concern of the fire department is
agricultural and ditch burning and the potential for escape. Wildland fuels are sparse and light; however,
the area has experienced wildland fires. Most homes have 70 to 100 feet of defensible space and
irrigated lots. Agricultural fields act as a buffer to wildland fuels during the majority of the year; however,
during periods of curing, crops could be a fire hazard. Most homes are easily accessible from the main
road and are accessible for emergency vehicles. Water is available from hydrants in the town.

NFPA Rating: 46/112 (Moderate)
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Figure C.39. Loma.

Mack

The community of Mack is rated as moderate using this risk assessment protocol. The interface
community is made up of agricultural and industrial land intermixed with homes. Wildland fuels are light,
made up primarily of a grassland shrub community. There are a number of vacant lots where fuel loading
has the potential to increase with a lack of maintenance, and some thick brush fuels have developed
posing a hazard to neighboring properties. Many homes have a lack of defensible space and have
combustible construction, including wooden siding and decks. Water is available from hydrants and the
community is easily accessible for emergency vehicles.

NFPA Rating: 65/112 (Moderate)
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Figure C.40. Mack derelict lot.

In June each year the Fruita/Loma/Mack areas are host to the Country Jam, which is a four-day country
music event in the area that attracts thousands of visitors to the area. The fire department works with the
organizers to ensure that fire prevention procedures are followed prior to and during the event, but
because of the increased population during the event there is always increased hazard and fire risk
associated that should be planned for.

Pollock Canyon Estates

Pollock Canyon Estates are located in the Lower Valley Fire District. The community is a gated
subdivision and many of the homes are built into the side of the mesa. Those homes that are standalone
tend to be constructed in adobe style with non-combustible materials. The community was rated as high
using this risk assessment protocol. Most of the risk is associated with poor accessibility due to the
remoteness of the community and road conditions throughout the subdivision, which are narrow and
unsurfaced. There is no available water in the form of hydrants, water would need to be transported to the
community in the event of a fire, and the nearest fire station is over 5 miles away, so response times
could be slow. Fuels in the area are medium, predominantly pinyon-juniper and shrub fuels but with
continuous canopies. Standalone homes often had only minimal defensible space. Homes built in the
rock face would generally be non-combustible unless the fire burned up to the structure or entered as
embers through vents or windows.

NFPA Rating: 76/112 (High)
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Figure C.41. Pollock Canyon Estates.

Vega Vista Road

The Vega Vista subdivision is located on a bench on the north side of Vega Lake. The community is
surrounded by Vega State Park. The community was rated as extreme using this risk assessment
protocol. This subdivision has approximately 70 structures, with many full-time residents but some
summer homes with reduced year-round maintenance. An HOA oversees maintenance of roads.
Accessibility is a major concern in the area, particularly related to roads within the subdivision that are
narrow, steep, and non-surfaced. There are numerous small drainages that run upslope, creating a
chimney effect in the event of a wildland fire. Access to homes and suitable turnaround areas for fire
trucks is limited. Fuels are moderate to heavy with some thick pinyon-juniper and oak brush with
continuous canopies. There is very minimal defensible space around homes and many homes have
limited setback from the slope, which in some places is greater than 41% in gradient. Many homes have
combustible construction with wooden siding and decks that overhang the slope and have vegetation
growing above and below them. Direct water availability is limited but water could be drawn from the lake
if necessary. The closest fire station is over 5 miles from the area. In the event of a fire, the district has an
evacuation plan for residents to evacuate down to the lake shore. The area is known to have issues with
landslides along the main road which could hinder evacuation away from the community. Amongst other
recommendations, the Plateau Valley CWPP makes recommendations for a Vega Vista Wildfire
Awareness Committee to coordinate fuel reduction efforts and defensible space activities with community
members.

NFPA Rating: 139/112 (Extreme)
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Figure C.42. Vega Vista subdivision.

Vega Drainage

The Vega Drainage area is located west of Vega Vista and Vega Lake; many of the homes are bordered
by Vega State Park. The Plateau Valley CWPP makes numerous recommendations for wildfire mitigation
for Vega State Park. The homes in this area were rated as extreme using this risk assessment protocol.
Homes are dotted along the drainage in some thick fuels, including cottonwood and aspen. Accessibility
is a concern due to limited ingress/egress along driveways, due to locked gates or narrow access; access
to the main highway is good. There is very little defensible space around homes and most homes are
located on or with very little setback to the steep slope. Some homes have combustible construction,
including siding and decks. Direct water availability is limited but water could be drawn from the lake if
necessary. The closest fire station is over 5 miles from the area.

NFPA Rating: 116/112 (Extreme)
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Figure C.43. Vega State Park Visitor Center (photo: Kyle Compton).

Aspen Park

The Aspen Park is a small community situated on the south side of Vega Lake. The community is rated
as extreme using this risk assessment protocol. Homes are built in higher elevation timber, primarily in a
dense aspen forest that is undergoing decline. Understory fuels are thick and act as potential ladder fuels.
Access roads are non-surfaced with moderate slopes, impacting ingress/egress. There is only one way in
and out of the subdivision via Park View Lane, therefore leading to a poor accessibility score. Most
homes appear to be second homes with minimal vegetation management. Separation between structures
is limited and there is very little defensible space around homes, though home construction tends to be
newer with fewer combustible materials and mostly metal roof construction. Direct water availability is
limited but water could be drawn from the lake if necessary. The closest fire station is over 5 miles from
the area.

NFPA Rating: 124/112 (Extreme)
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Figure C.44. Aspen Park.

Buzzard Creek Drainage

The Buzzard Creek Drainage is located northeast of Collbran. The community is rated as extreme using
this risk assessment protocol. Buzzard Creek has similar characteristics to the Vega Drainage, with some
homes situated in the bottom of the drainage with poor ingress and egress due to narrow and sometimes
gated driveways. The upper portion of the drainage supports mostly agriculture and is more open. Some
homes are situated in thick fuels, including cottonwood and aspen with a thick brush understory and
ladder fuels. There is very little defensible space around homes and most homes are located on or with
very little setback to the steep slope. Some homes have combustible construction, including siding and
decks. Direct water availability is limited but water could be drawn from Vega Lake and transported if
necessary. The closest fire station is Collbran, and some homes fall over 5 miles from this station.

The Plateau Valley CWPP makes numerous recommendations for the reduction of brush fuels in this
community.

NFPA Rating: 118/112 (Extreme)

Kimball Creek

Kimball Creek is located north of the town of Collbran and is bordered by BLM lands to the east and west.
The community was rated as high using this risk assessment protocol. The area is characterized as
having larger lots with more open ranch and farm properties. There is some thicker pinyon-juniper and
brush type fuels on the mesa interspersed among the grassland. Kimball Creek flows west of Kimball
Creek Road and has some areas of thick riparian vegetation that pose a hazard to homes close in the
drainage. Some homes have longer gated driveways with limited turnaround area for fire trucks and there
is less than 70 feet of defensible space around most homes. Some homes had no address markers.

The area experiences higher occurrences of wildfire than other areas and adjoins BLM land and heavier
wildland fuels. The BLM performs annual prescribed burns each year to reduce hazardous fuels. Many
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homes have combustible construction, with wooden siding and decks. Water availability is limited with no
hydrants in the area. The majority of the community is located greater than 5 miles from the nearest fire
station.

NFPA Rating: 95/112 (High)

g -~
Figure C.45. Kimball Creek (Photo: Unitedcountry.com)

Figure C.46. Collbran area.
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Collbran/Plateau City

The Collbran/Plateau City areaError! Reference source not found. is rated as moderate using this risk
assessment protocol. Collbran is the largest community in the valley with approximately 400 residents.
This area is served by the Collbran Fire Department. The southern side of Colorado State Highway 330
that runs through Collbran is the area of greatest risk due to thick brush fuels. This area has been
highlighted in the Plateau Valley CWPP as an area requiring hazardous fuels reduction. Homes located in
the town of Collbran are generally rated low risk due to greater defensible space and road networks that
break up wildland fuels. Areas of thick fuel along Plateau Creek pose fire hazard and risk to the north of
the town. The communities have water availability from hydrants and the potential to draw water from
Plateau Creek; they have good access to firefighting resources from Collbran. Most homes have
approximately 30 space but some homes have combustible construction with wooden siding and decks.
The Plateau Valley CWPP includes recommendations for fuels treatment along Colorado State Highway
330 to break up fuel continuity through the town of Collbran.

NFPA Rating: 54/112 (Moderate)

Molina

Molina is an unincorporated community west of Collbran and Plateau City. The community is rated as
high using this risk assessment protocol. This assessment concentrated on homes on the south side of
the valley, along Colorado State Highway 330. Topography of this area is steeper and wooded. Access is
good along the main road but some side roads and driveways are narrow and unsurfaced creating
ingress/egress problems for emergency vehicles in the event of fire and/or evacuation. Fuels are
moderate, made up of pinyon-juniper and grasslands, with some grazing, which lowers the fuel loading.
Defensible space is limited around most homes, and some homes are located close to the slope and thick
wildland brush fuels. Many homes are constructed with combustible materials, including wooden siding
and decks. Water availability is noted as a concern in the Plateau Valley CWPP and recommendations
are included to consider dry hydrant installation.

NFPA Rating: 84/112 (High)

Coon Creek

Coon Creek is a small subdivision located on the east side of Colorado State Highway 65 and bordered
by BLM land to the east. The community is rated as high using this risk assessment protocol. Homes are
situated on large parcels (~40 acres), with good separation between structures. The fuels in the
subdivision are moderate to high, made up of thick oak brush and scattered pinyon-juniper. Some
pastures and grasslands break up the continuity and could act as safety zones. Accessibility is relatively
poor as roads are non-surfaced and poorly maintained in areas and there is only one way in and out.
Homes are situated down long driveways hindering access by emergency vehicles. Defensible space is
minimal around some homes. Water availability is limited, with no hydrants or municipal sources;
however, fishing ponds may provide some limited supply in the event of fire. The Plateau Valley CWPP
makes recommendations for improving defensible space and developing an evacuation plan.

NFPA Rating: 96/112 (High)
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Figure C.47. Coon Creek.

Mesa

Mesa is an unincorporated community at the crossroads of Colorado State Highway 65 and KE Roads.
The community is rated as high using this risk assessment protocol. To the east of the community is
irrigated pastureland, and to the west is Mesa Creek drainage and rolling hills and pasture. The drainage
has thick fuel buildup of riparian fuels and cottonwood gallery. Many of the homes are situated above the
drainage. The community experienced a wildfire in 2009 that spread from the creek upslope consuming
two homes on the east side of the drainage. Accessibility is good in town, but homes that are situated
down long steep driveways close to the creek have limited ingress/egress and poor access for
emergency vehicles. Many homes have poor defensible space and combustible construction, including
wooden siding and decks. New hydrants have been installed in the community. The Plateau Valley
CWPP makes recommendations for homeowners to implement defensible space around homes,

particularly those close to Mesa Creek.

NFPA Rating: 103/112 (High)
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Figure C.48. Mesa.

Figure C.49. Home destroyed in 2009 Mesa Creek Fire.
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Old Grand Mesa Road

This road intersects Colorado State Highway 65 about 5.8 miles to the south of the town of Mesa and
winds upslope to connect with Highway 65 two miles east of Powderhorn Ski Resort. The area is rated as
high using this risk assessment protocol. There are a small number of structures along the road as well as
the Kiwanis Summer Camp at the top of the slope on the southern end. The road is non-surfaced, narrow,
steep, and winding and, due to limited turnaround space, would be difficult for emergency vehicles to
access. Evacuation is also a concern and a number of plans should be developed to account for different
fire locations. Fuels are medium to heavy, made up primarily of oak brush at lower elevations and mixed
conifer and aspen at higher elevations. The area is steep and dissected with numerous small drainages
that can channel fire spread. Most structures have been maintained for reduced combustibility with metal
roofs and the Kiwanis Camp have carried out defensible space around most buildings. The camp has a
natural spring as a water supply, as well as a swimming pool to draw water from in the event of a fire.

The Plateau Valley CWPP makes recommendations for development of a shelter-in-place plan and
evacuation planning for residents.

NFPA Rating: 109/112 (High)

Figure C.50. Grand Mesa (Photo: Jim Loomis)

Horizon Estates

This estate is located to the east of Powderhorn Ski Resort in a high elevation mixed conifer forest
setting. The community is rated as extreme using this risk assessment protocol. The community is
situated at the top of a steep slope covered in continuous oak brush and pinyon-juniper woodland. Most
homes are located within aspen stands that are currently undergoing decline. There is very little
separation between homes and minimal defensible space around the majority of the homes. Some
homeowners have carried out defensible space around their properties that may slow the spread of fire.
Many homes are second homes with limited year-round maintenance. Many homes have poor
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construction with combustible decks and siding. Some homes have metal roofs. Access roads are
extremely narrow with very little turn-around space for emergency vehicles. There is no water availability
within the community but there are a few small ponds that water could be drawn from. The Plateau Valley
CWPP makes recommendations for homeowners to implement Firewise practices in the community.

NFPA Rating: 131/112 (Extreme)

Figure C.51. Horizon Estates.

Powderhorn Ski Area

The Powderhorn Ski Resort is located in the southern portion of the PVFPD at an elevational range of
8,000 to 9,000 feet. The ski area is located outside the PVFPD boundary and is known as the Grand
Mesa Metropolitan District #1 (GMMD). An Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) has been established
between the PVFPD and the GMMD. This IGA outlines emergency response services for the GMMD
area, including wildfire response support. The resort and ski runs are located on USFS lands on the north
face of the Grand Mesa. The Wildwood and Powder Ridge Estates are located adjacent to the ski area
and the ski resort comprises a number of condos. The area is rated as high using this risk assessment
protocol. The Powder Ridge and Wildwood Estates are made up of new construction with use of primarily
non-combustible materials. Many homes, however, have minimal defensible space, but there is an
extensive road network breaking up fuels and improving accessibility within the area. The community is
remote and scores poorly on accessibility due to evacuation and emergency response delays.
Surrounding fuels comprise mixed conifer and aspen, which are undergoing sudden aspen decline,
creating increased fuel loading. Hydrants are available throughout the area but surface water supplies are
limited. A surface pool for snow-making activities could be drawn from if necessary. The condo building
does have internal sprinklers, but other buildings in the ski resort do not. The Plateau Valley CWPP
recommends defensible space activities around the resort structures.

NFPA Rating: 111/112 (High)
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Figure C.52. Powderhorn Ski Area.

Horse Mountain

The Horse Mountain community was rated separately from the Palisade community because it is an area
of concern to the Palisade Fire Department due to past wildfire. The community is rated as extreme risk.
Accessibility is poor throughout the community due to unsurfaced roads and driveways and poor
ingress/egress. Many street signs are present but not reflective. Fuels are medium brush fuels but there is
heavy infestation of cheatgrass that increases fire risk. Homes are immediately adjacent to wildland fuels
in an area with a history of wildfire. Topography is rolling and some homes are situated upslope of fuels.
Most homes have combustible siding and decks though some homes have metal roofs. Water is
unavailable in the area and would need to be hauled in, many homes fall outside the Palisade fire district,
severely slowing response times to a fire. Some homes have implemented good defensible space and
treated fuels in the vicinity of the home but most residents would benefit from implementing increased
defensible space around structures.

NFPA Rating: 120/112 (Extreme)
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Figure C.53. Cheatgrass in the Horse Mountain area.

Rapid Creek Drainage

The Rapid Creek area was rated as high risk using this risk assessment protocol. Homes are situated in
thick pinyon-juniper and have only minimal defensible space. The area is difficult to access due to steep
and narrow, unsurfaced roads and some limited turnaround space for emergency vehicles. The steeper
topography surrounding the creek can channel winds and is conducive to more extreme fire behavior.
Homes in the area have recently been annexed into the Palisade Fire District and are within a mile of a
station. Homes also have some water available from a hydrant system but water pressure is low. Home
construction is good with more adobe construction, there are however wooden decks on most homes and
pinyon-juniper close to structures.

NFPA Rating: 90/112 (High)

Page | C-57



2023 Mesa County Community Wildfire Protection Plan ‘ SWCA

Palisade

The community of Palisade was rated as high risk using this risk assessment protocol. The greatest
hazards are at the edge of the community in the WUI areas, particularly along the river corridor and
around wash areas. A large portion of the community is agricultural and hazards will be seasonable due
to variable irrigation use throughout the year. Accessibility is good throughout much of the town but fuel
concentrations in riparian areas are high and some pastureland is adjacent to flashy wildland fuel. There
is minimal defensible space around most homes and homes are constructed from combustible siding,
roofs, and decks. There is a hydrant water system throughout town; however, the hydrants have low
water pressure and are currently being considered for replacement. Some of the larger wineries have
sprinklers in their tasting rooms and warehouses but many do not. The area is subject to increased
vehicle traffic and influx of visitors during certain times of the year (peach festival, wine tours, etc.), which
could contribute to fire risk and concerns for evacuation in the event of a wildfire. The district currently has
a lot of old apparatuses in need of update. Additionally, the District Chief has been pursuing funding for a
new fire station for the district for many years. The 1950s-era, 6,100-square-foot station next to Town Hall
at 175 E. Third Street lacks sufficient space for equipment and crews.

NFPA Rating: 79/112 (High)
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Figure C.55. Palisade river corridor showing homes upslope of thick fuels.

The Pinyon Mesa area is situated above and south of Glade Park. Vegetation on Pinyon Mesa is a mix of
oak brush, pinyon-juniper woodlands, ponderosa pine, and aspen. There are scattered summer homes,
hunting cabins, and ranch buildings on the private land portions on Pinyon Mesa that are at moderate risk
to wildfire, due to lack of defensible space clearing and poor access.

Unaweep Canyon

The community dotted along Unaweep Canyon was rated as high using this risk assessment protocol.
Homes are situated on large lots among thick pinyon-juniper punctuated by some grazed pastureland.
Some homes are also located close the river, adjacent to thick riparian fuels made up of Gambel oak,
tamarisk, and cottonwood. Many newly constructed homes have non-combustible siding and roofs but
older homes tend to have combustible siding and decks. There was very little defensible space around
homes, though some properties have large pastures that could act as safety zones or slow the spread of
wildfire to structures. There is no water available along the canyon so all water would need to be hauled
from Gateway or drafted from the river. Many homes lie over 5 miles from the nearest fire department.
The area is served by the Gateway Fire Department, which is a VFD.

NFPA Rating: 96/112 (High)
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Figure C.56. Home in Unaweep Canyon showing proximity to pinyon-
juniper fuels.

Whitewater

The town of Whitewater was rated as moderate using this risk assessment protocol. The majority of
homes are in an urban setting with no wildland issues. The greatest risk areas are homes on the edge of
town that are adjacent to wildland fuels; however, these fuels are primarily light grasses and sparse
vegetation with a lower fire hazard. Water supply is a concern for the fire department because water
pressure in the hydrant system is so low that they are considered out of service. Many homes have
combustible construction and minimal defensible space, but access is generally good and the fire
department is located in town for rapid response.

NFPA Rating: 64/112 (Moderate) GIS Assessment Rating: Moderate
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Figure C.57. Urban area of Whitewater.

Kannah Creek

The community along Kannah Creek was rated as high using this risk assessment protocol. There are
only a few homes along Kannah Creek with larger lots and some grazing that breaks up fuel continuity,
but homes are dotted among wildland areas where fuels have built up over decades of fire suppression.
The creek is also a primary watershed for Grand Junction and therefore a priority area for protection from
catastrophic wildfire. The area has a history of fire starts (