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Participant 1. At what interval should the
No.
Oregon Explorer be updated?
Add your sub-question(s) here
and label them A), B), C), etc.

(A) Please indicate your
level of support for the
ODF-revised
recommendation: The
Department
recommends that OSU
updates the Oregon
Explorer and other
web-based tools for
SB762 within 12
months, but no sooner
than 9 months, after
updates to the most
current wildfire risk
assessment.

If you answered a 2 or 3
above, provide your
suggestion for how you
would change the
recommendation to meet
your interest.

Total: 15
1=9
2=3
3=1
A=2
1

Please provide more information
in this question. It was not clear
in the last meeting what actual
update interval this represented
(12 months after what - does
this mean a new map every 12
months, 12 months after a 3year update interval, 12 months
after a 10-year update
interval...?). It took several
questions/comments/answers to
get a shared understanding of
what this even meant, which
took up a lot of meeting time. In
this case, just providing more
text to say something like "The

(B) 2 - Prefer modification
to clarify the language
around a specific type of
risk assessment and specific
tools

If you answered a 2 or 3
above, provide your
suggestion for how you
would change the ODFrevised recommendation
to meet your interest.
(E.g., What specific type
of risk assessment and
tools would you add?)

Total: 13
1=3
2=1
3=3
A=6

1. Full Support
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expected update frequency of
the base wildfire hazard maps is
between 3-5 years, meaning the
Oregon Wildfire Risk Explorer
would likely be updated every 46 years". And please explain the
9-month minimum so the group
doesn't spin like it did with the
12-month question!! For what
it's worth, I think there was so
much discussion of this topic last
time because people were
confused why that was even a
question that was posed to the
group. It seemed like a nobrainer so people were reading
too much into it thinking there
must be a counterargument to a
12-month update interval. Some
clearer communication up front
could have avoided this issue.
2

1. Full Support

1. Full Support

3

1. Full Support

3. Do Not Support

I support the ODF
recommendation as
stated.

4

1. Full Support

4. Abstain

We don't feel like there is
sufficient context to
answer this question.

We note that the above
language does not provide
information about overall
frequency of updates.
There will be interest in
how often updates occur.
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5

There needs to be a structured
timeline for mapping updates to
adjust the expand/reduce urban
areas and risk associated with
wildland fire. this should not be
measured in months, but rather
years. There are several decision
points taking place that require a
timeline. 3 years seems like a
reasonable cycle for updates
that impact the regulatory
process.

2. Prefer modification

if there is a way to make
sure the regulatory trigger
comes every 3 years I could
support the change, but
without this you face an
ever-changing regulatory
impact on code changes,
planning updates, plan
approvals etc....

2. Prefer Modification

6

A. Will the WUI Layer be
updated on the same interval as
the Statewide Risk Map? B.
Should these update intervals be
the only opportunity for
appeals?

3. Do not support

It is unclear what is meant
by "most current wildfire
risk assessment.” If it is
meant to say, “Quantitative
Wildfire Risk Assessment,”
then that is how it should
be worded. I also do not
like having the words “but
no sooner than 9 months.”
If OSU can update tools
sooner than 9 months, that
would be great! Something
we should discuss,
however, is whether or not
all tools should be released
as updated at the same
time or as they are
updated.

1. Full Support

7

A defined term must be set. I
believe 3 years should be the
minimum and think 5 is better.

2. Prefer modification

I am not convinced that
OSU will be able to follow
that strict of a timeline.

4. Abstain
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if this gets at the question
I posed above I could
support. (B)2 seems to be
getting at the regulatory
concern I offered above.
If that is the intent, then it
would be helpful for
successful
implementation of the
regulatory overlays that
will be triggered by the
fire risk assessments.
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8

A. What is a reasonable interval
between an update to the
Oregon Explorer and the
effective date of updated
mapping for regulatory purposes
(OSFM, DCBS, DLCD)?B. What is
a reasonable interval between
map updates?

1. Full Support

9

Are you asking us to answer this
question or just add our subquestions here? If so 1) I am
largely comfortable with the
update interval recommended
by the agency, though I do not
understand the need to say no
sooner the 9 months - it feels
like 9-12 months after the other
information is available is a
really narrow window.

4. Abstain

10

Annually

1. Full Support

3. Do Not Support

I need more information on
why "no sooner than 9
months"

4. Abstain

11

1. Full Support

1. Full Support

12

1. Full Support

3. Do Not Support

1. Full Support

4. Abstain

13

14

I would defer to OSU and ODF
regarding staff capacity to
perform the work. I would rely
on their recommendation for
timing.

4. Abstain

The recommendation
seems fine to me, but I
defer to Chris and Megan
who have more experience
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I do not understand this
question.

I would have to hear the
ideas for modification
first.

4. Abstain
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with the Oregon Explorer
platform and a better idea
of how that can work best.
15

An agreed upon frequency based
on QWRA data and
consideration for impacts to
stakeholders.

2. Prefer modification

More time may be needed
for other stakeholders such
as BCD to have their
mapping information
available within the same
time frame.
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(B) above is unclear.
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Participant
No.
1

2. How should wildfire risk be calculated? Recommendation: The
Department recommends that wildfire risk be calculated as a
combined value of how often wildfires occur and intensity of such
wildfires.
I support this but request that the group be given a refresher on how
wildfire hazard (vs risk) mapping works and walked through the
tradeoffs of using only wildfire occurrence vs occurrence and
intensity.

2

How are we defining the intensity of the wildfires? This should be a
discussion either in RAC2 or within the OSU group and agreed upon.

3

Support the Department recommendation.

4

5

Department should use certified methodology consistent with Scott
et al 2013 (RMRS GTR 315). This question also relates to other topics
for RAC discussion - disturbances, fuels mitigation treatments, and
climate change for example.
agree

6

I support this methodology.

7

I support using both occurrence and intensity.
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2. How should wildfire risk be calculated? Add your sub-

question(s) here and label them A), B), C), etc.

This is not a sub-question but rather a request for clarification and
edits. This should be rephrased from "risk" to either "hazard" or
"threat". Wildfire risk incorporates values at risk and effects of fire on
those values, which is not considered here. Although the RAC
received one presentation on risk mapping I think this point (risk vs
threat) needs to be reinforced through some visuals and the group
will need a fair amount of background to make an informed decision.
I am not seeing any background materials in the materials distributed
to the group, but this would be well worth the time spent.
(a) Should risk be updated when communities mitigate? (b) If so,
should it be linked to local policies to require mitigation or reporting
of adherence to local policies?

Frequency and intensity should be the dominant factors for
determining wildfire risk. The more categories added the less focus
there will be on the ignition risk faced in a forest environment, which
is not so much a building and more related to the forest. the WUI
map itself has already taken into account the urban environment by
mapping it. From my perspective the WUI definition already includes
more land that is truly not in an urban setting and includes land
where density is minimal and does not match an urban environment.
Keep the wildfire risk layer something that is truly related to wildfire
risk.

Both frequency and intensity should be used to define the risk.
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8

Agree

9

Generally, agree...

10

Support Department recommendation

11

12
13

This is exactly how it should be done. Including other factors would
only create unintended consequences and miss the mark of the
purpose of this exercise.
I agree with this recommendation

14

I agree with the recommendation.

15

Support
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Are you asking us to answer this question or just add our subquestions here? I need more information to answer the question. No
sub-questions.
Based on standard best practices among scientific experts and fuel
managers

Risk should be calculated using nationally recognized standards and
practices which recognize the likelihood of a fire occurring and the
severity of the impacts of the fire. Risk should also recognize critical
infrastructure needed for community recovery.

Based on recommendations by ODF and OSU and founded on
scientific data. Risk should be based on probability and intensity and
should consider weather, topography and fuels. Ember travel (cast)
should also be considered in the calculation of wildfire risk.
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Participant 3. How should “vegetative fuels” be defined? Recommendation: The
No.
Department recommends defining “vegetative fuels” as “any land or
clearing that, during any time of the year, contains enough plant growth
or slash to constitute a fire hazard, regardless of how the land is zoned
or taxed.”
1
2
Support
3
4
5

6

7
8

Support Department recommendation.
We are concerned that 'land' is the basis of this definition rather than the
fuels that burn. More discussion needed.
this definition would pull in anything that could burn, which I think dilutes
the purpose of identifying wildfire risk and is why it needs to have a
reference point to both WUI and wildfire risk mapping instead of a standa-lone definition.

This should be defined in terms of the vegetation being suitable and able
to carry a flame and act as fuel. Not all vegetation should be defined as a
vegetative fuel and thus the definition should not include all vegetation.
The recommendation as it sits, would include all vegetation. Perhaps, we
first need to identify intent of this term and then define it to meet the
intended use.
I think this is too broad.
Disagree - narrow considerably. A well-manicured lawn, managed tree
farm, or active farm operation would constitute "vegetative fuels" under
this section - the WUI should not be so broad. Is there any property in
Oregon that would not contain "vegetative fuels" under this definition? If
so, please describe.
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Add your sub-question(s) here and label them A), B), C), etc.

Needs to be narrowly defined so you don't end up with a definition that
sucks in everything that can burn and loses focus on where resources
should be focused. In this question and questions 4-8 you are asking
questions related to fire science, firefighting strategy, technical mapping
capabilities that very few people around the RAC have expertise on. I
believe ODF and OSU need to weigh in on a recommendation and explain
the rationale for the selection. I don't believe the range of these
questions can be answered by the majority of the RAC, including myself,
because we collectively don't have the same scale of knowledge as OSU
and ODF.

It should not include agricultural or horticultural crops. Landscaping
should be called out separate from wildland vegetation.
A. As part of the definition, should a threshold be established to
distinguish between vegetative fuels that may be less susceptible to
wildfire and those that are more susceptible? B. As part of the
definition, should there be a distinction between vegetative fuels which
are actively managed as part of a forest operation, farm operation, or as
residential or commercial landscaping and maintained v. those that are
not?
Page 9 of 20

9

See comment to the vegetative fuels’ definition question - this is overly
broad and is going to pull a lot of ag lands into the WUI - and make
mapping very challenging because managed agricultural lands change
frequently in many parts of the state.

Are you asking us to answer this question or just add our sub-questions
here? I do not like the proposed definition. My additional questions are
around the treatment of agricultural lands, how those lands will be
treated given the diversity in crops in Oregon, that some are perennial
and some change multiple times a season, and that very little of the ag
community has been engaged in this rulemaking or given the
opportunity to provide feedback.

10

Support Department recommendation

Use common definition from states adopting the International WUI Code

This feels initially very broad. I'm struggling with how to address lands
that may have annual variability in their fire hazard. I'm reserving my
strong feelings on this definition until I can hear more of the
conversation.
I am not sure that including "any land or clearing" is appropriate as a
definition of fuels. I believe this proposed definition is similar to the
definition of "forestland". Since we are only talking about vegetative
fuels and not "land" would it make sense to modify to something like, "
Vegetative fuels are those plants that during any time of year contain
enough plant growth, slash or debris to constitute a fire hazard"

I would defer to recommendations from OSU and ODF on this, but the
definition should be consistent with national standards.

11
12

13

14

15

See previous response for similar question.
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For this purpose, fuels definitions are available in the International
Wildland Urban Interface Code (IWUIC). We recommend defining fuels
based on the IWUIC with consideration to the existing ODF terms defined
in statutes and rules.
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Participant 4. How should “wildland fuels” be defined?” Recommendation: The
No.
Department recommends defining “wildland fuels” as “grasslands,
brushlands, woodlands, timberlands, or wilderness.”
1
2
Support
3
4

5

6

7
8
9

Support Department recommendation.
We feel that a more clear definition of "wildland" is needed here and
recommend using the IWIUC definition which is "An area in which
development is essentially nonexistent except for roads, railroads,
powerlines, and similar facilities". The "fuels' portion of this definition
should be pulled from the final language used to define "vegetative
fuels".
still think you need a landscape reference to WUI or wildland fire risk.
Without it you will be mapping, parks, neighborhoods, green space, etc.
within the urban setting and dilute the focus of where treatments are
needed based on WUI and wildland fire risk.
Perhaps we need to define wildland first. Wildland is an area that is
managed or unmanaged as an ecosystem? This should be distinctly
different than cropland and cultivated lands (which may instead fit into
vegetative fuels). Natural or native fuels may also be considered wildland
fuels.
The NWCG defines wildland as - An area in which development is
essentially non-existent, except for roads, railroads, powerlines, and
similar transportation facilities. Structures, if any, are widely scattered.
I think this is too broad. That definition includes the entire state minus
water.
Disagree - narrow considerably. There is no limiting factor to this
language. For example, if a 10-acre parcel contains a small patch of
blackberries, does the parcel contain "wildland fuels"?
I would like to discuss how pasture and rangeland is treated, and whether
managed land will be treated the same as unmanaged land.
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Add your sub-question(s) here and label them A), B), C), etc.

see response to Q3.

A. Does fuel loading matter for mapping WUI?

Native and invasive plants which are prone to uncontrolled spreading of
wildfire.
A. As part of the definition, should a threshold be established to
distinguish between vegetative fuels that may be less susceptible to
wildfire and those that are more susceptible?
I have similar concerns as above with regard to the treatment of
rangelands and particularly grazed rangelands.
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10

Support Department recommendation

Use a common definition from states adopting the International WUI
Code

11
12
13

I guess this works... does it address the Southeastern 1/3 of our state?
I am ok with this

14

I prefer dropping wilderness from the definition. It doesn't add anything
that I can see- if we think of wilderness in terms of federal designations,
there isn't any fuel type that I come up with that presents a fire hazard
and isn't already covered by the first four descriptors. Wilderness in and
of itself is not a fuel type, although woodlands in a wilderness may be.
See previous response for similar question.

15
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I would defer to recommendations from OSU and ODF on this, but the
definition should be consistent with national standards.

For this purpose, fuels definitions are available in the International
Wildland Urban Interface Code (IWUIC). We recommend defining fuels
based on the IWUIC with consideration to the existing ODF terms defined
in statutes and rules.
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Participant No.

1

5. Should the risk class thresholds be
set as a value, or a percentage? Add
your sub-question(s) here and label
them A), B), C), etc.
Again, not a sub question but a request
that the RAC be given background
information necessary to make an
informed decision. I am actually not
sure that the RAC can make an
informed decision on this until the new
data is released, but it could be an
opportunity for education about the
process and decisions behind the
scenes.

2

(a) should fuel loading only consider
vegetation or wildland fuels or also
consider homes as fuel within the
community?

3
4

5

6. At what level should fuel loading be
measured? Add your sub-question(s)
here and label them A), B), C), etc.

7. Should interim disturbances (large
wildfires) be considered? Add your subquestion(s) here and label them A), B), C),
etc.
Again, not a sub question but a request that
the RAC be given background information
necessary to make an informed decision. This
seems to be less of a stakeholder decision and
more of a question of whether we have good
information to inform this type of
consideration. It will be easy for a stakeholder
group to say "yes, of course!" to this question,
and much harder to make meaningful updates
to the map in practice, and possibly tradeoffs
that the group would want to know about.

A) at what scale (temporal and spatial) should
these disturbances be considered
B) should fuels mitigation treatments be
considered as well?
see response to Q3.

see response to Q3.

6
7
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see response to Q3. I would think this is
already being taking into account with
mapping updates and does not need a
recommendation. the simple answer is of
course provided the change in the landscape
due to fire changed the risk assessment.
Interim disturbances such as large wildfires
and treatments should be considered.
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8

A much more thorough explanation of
the import of this question is needed
before the RAC can give you a
thoughtful response.

A much more thorough explanation of the
subject matter is needed before the RAC
can give you a thoughtful response.

9

Need more information.

Need more information.

Need more information.

10

Value

Don't know, defer to experts

Don't know, defer to experts

11
12
13

I would defer to ODF and OSU here

I would defer to ODF and OSU

I would defer to ODF and OSU and best
practices in this area. While it seems that the
risk would be reduced after a wildland fire,
lighter fuels will regenerate quickly.
Considering the number of fires that occur
each year, it also seems difficult to update the
risk map after every wildfire season.

B) What is meant by value versus
percentage? More information would
be helpful in order to answer this
question.

For this purpose, fuels loading definitions
(heavy, medium, light) are available in the
International Wildland Urban Interface
Code (IWUIC) and include measuring
criteria. We recommend defining fuels
based on the IWUIC. We also recommend
considering the fuel loading during fire
season. Some structures, based on
construction type and/or proximity to
vegetative fuels, may contribute to the
overall fuel loading.

Yes, however consideration must be given to
regrowth of fuels (e.g., 5, 10, 15 years and
beyond after a large fire).

14
15
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Participant No.

8. How should “geographic area” be
defined? Add your sub-question(s) here
and label them A), B), C), etc.

9. How should “structures” be defined?
Add your sub-question(s) here and label
them A), B), C), etc.

10. How should “other human development”
be defined? Add your sub-question(s) here
and label them A), B), C), etc.

1
2

(a) Should we consider electricity transmission
towers, water infrastructure, remotely located
fire stations?

3
4
5

see response to Q3.

6

A. Should the WUI Polygons have a
minimum size to be included in the
statewide layer? B. Should the WUI
Polygons be contiguous such that they do
not have spokes?
ODF Fire district boundaries would be a
good place to start.

7

structures: where people live and work
(offices, public buildings, etc..)

have no idea what the question/policy request
is being made. Is this an issue related to
transient camps, campgrounds, etc... or am I
missing something?

Multiple homes in close proximity to one
another and other urban/suburban building
such as schools, hospitals and nursing
homes and residential care facilities.

Urban items of development.

I would like to discuss the various types and
classes of structures this definition could
pull in, and whether occupancy matters
(i.e., housing that is one used a few weeks a
year).

I have a lot of questions about the proposed
definition. What is a fundamental facility, was
is transportation infrastructure (roads? only
highways and main roads? County roads? Dirt
bike trails?) .

8
9

I need more information.
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10

Use common definition from states
adopting the International WUI Code

Use common definition from states
adopting the International WUI Code

Use common definition from states adopting
the International WUI Code

I would consider the "geographic area" to
be those areas where structures and
wildland and vegetative fuels meet. I
would expect the geographic area to be
identified by the wildfire risk map.

"That which is built or constructed." A
structure may contain one or more
buildings separated by fire rated
construction elements in accordance with
state building code. This definition comes
from the Oregon Structural Specialty Code
which is based off the International Building
Code. This first six words of the definition
are consistent with the International WUI
Code definition.

I would consider this to be other development
that does not meet the definition of
"structure".

We recommend following ODF and OSU
recommendations.

A building sited on a tax lot that is used as a
home, residence, sleeping place or is
otherwise normally occupied by one or
more people.

Critical infrastructure and fundamental
facilities including, but not limited to,
communication, energy and transportation that
supports a populated area. For the purposes of
wildfire risk, ancillary human development such
as benches, fences, trails, etc. should not be
considered "other human development."

11
12
13

14
15
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Participant
No.

1

11. Additionally, should the
Department consider future growth,
including planned undeveloped urban
growth boundaries, as within the WUI
boundary? Add your sub-question(s)
here and label them A), B), C), etc.

12. What should the Department utilize as
the basis for WUI mapping? Add your subquestion(s) here and label them A), B), C),
etc.

13. How should the Department define “Meets”
and “Intermingles?” Add your sub-question(s)
here and label them A), B), C), etc.

Unless you have an approved plan going
forward you could not possibly make an
assumption of what the development
will look like. The scenario around a
UGB expansion area could be included,
but only for approved UGBs and plans
that have been approved as well.
Outside of that there is no dependable
assumption of what the development
will look like and therefor is why the fire
risk should be confined to intensity and
frequency.

Human development is key, establishing the
urban environment is equally important and
considering density that matches an urban
environment. 1 home/10 acres is not in an
urban environment under any definition of
WUI I can understand. Something closer to 34 units/homes per acre seems to be a better
delineation between the built environment
and a band of development that would be
within a more natural/forest environment.

needs to be some sense of a physical change in
the landscape. Use of metrics to help define
these could help. Meets to me suggests there's a
hard line/transition point between a
neighborhood and a much less dense landscape
that could include hobby farms of 2-5 acres, an
agricultural setting, etc. intermingles suggests the
transition is truly a transition over some definable
space or line that separates a neighborhood from
a less dense built environment or change in land
use.

2
3
4
5

6
7

no.

8

A. If the Department considers future
growth, should the consideration be
based upon development that has been
approved but not yet constructed, or
development that may occur subject to
application by the property owner and
approval by the local government?

A. Should the WUI Layer be updated or stay
stagnant?
The current rules under SB 360 broadened to
include areas outside the forest protection
boundaries.

Same answer as question above.

Isn't this question being answered in the
other questions? If not, a more thorough
explanation at the purpose of this question is
needed.
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9

Need more information.

I have additional questions before I can
respond.

I have additional questions before I can respond.

10

Yes

The International WUI Code definition and
associated criteria commonly used in other
states and applications recognized by
professionals and government agencies

Use commonly accepted standards. I believe it is
one house per 40 acres for "intermingles" and a
density of structures within 1.5 miles of
contiguous vegetative fuels for "meets"

I think it would be beneficial to include
lands that are zoned for development at
a concentration that would be meet the
definition. For example, if there is a
concentration threshold of one home
per 10 acres it would make sense to
include properties in the WUI boundary
if they are zoned at this level and meet
the other criteria. This would provide
information to purchasers and
developers of the potential impacts of
development on these properties.

I would defer to OSU and ODF experts here
for a recommendation

I would defer to OSU and ODF as well as national
best practices.

Yes. Future growth and development
within the WUI must be considered.

The basis should include the QWRA with
ember cast modeling considered.

Meets (interface): represents dense urban
development adjacent to wildland. The definable
boundary between houses and wildland provides
a line of defense, and focuses mitigation efforts
along this boundary.Intermingle (intermix):
represents sparse development interspersed
within a landscape that maintains much of the
wildland characteristics. Intermix areas often
require fire agencies to devote resources to
protect individual houses. Mitigation includes
actions such as prevention efforts, fire resistant
building materials, and defensible space
clearance around structures.

11
12
13

14
15

Results for September 16 Post-Meeting RAC Input Opportunity – v. 9-29-21

Page 18 of 20

Participant
No.

14. Measure 56 requires certain property
owner noticing requirements. How should
the Department notice high and extreme
classifications? Add your sub-question(s)
here and label them A), B), C), etc.

15. Please provide your sub-questions for
each additional question you added in (A),
above and label them A), B), C), etc.
Example: 15 A), B), C) etc.

1

2
3
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(C) SEQUENCING OF QUESTIONS: Does the
sequencing of the questions need to be reordered? I.e., Does one question need to be
addressed before another question can be
answered? Please identify your preferred
sequencing of questions here using the 1
through X numbering system. Restated, ODF
has provided 1 through 14. If you added 15,
15, 17, etc., please list those, as well.
Example: 1, 2, 3, 15, 4, 5, 17 and so on.
It seems like considering the definition
questions all together and earlier in the
process makes more sense than sprinkling
them throughout. The WUI definition will
need to be logical and consistent not only in
the definition of each word but also in how it
all combines together, so breaking it up over a
long period of time doesn't make sense to me.
Plus, I think there can be some confusion in
the group about the hazard/risk map vs the
WUI map, which are very different things.
I think questions 2, 5, 6, 7 should be later in
the process. Question 6 really needs a map to
inform any discussion of this, which will not be
available until after the RAC finishes, so I
might propose dropping that question. I am
not sure stakeholder input is actually needed
there anyway. These questions will require
some background information for the RAC to
make an informed decision as well, and
repetition and reinforcement of concepts (one
presentation on risk mapping is not enough to
get people up to speed on what they need to
know).
Okay as is.
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4
5
6

Question 13 should be considered in
conjunction with other term definitions
mail, community meetings, social media, city
council and county commission meetings,
NGOs, HOA, neighborhood associations,,,,,

7

By registered mail to the property owner.

8

I don't believe this question is necessary. I
think the M56 notification requirements are
set forth in statute. The Department should
follow them.
I have additional questions before I can
respond.

9
10

11
12
13

Preferred Sequencing…
3, 4, 4A, 6, 9, 10, 13, 8, 12, 12A, 11, 5, 2, 7, 1,
1A, 14, 1B

Can we incorporate this in annual property
tax documents or some sort of existing
notice to improve efficiency and ensure all
property owners are contacted?
I don’t think so
I would like to see options that other state
agencies use for noticing.

None

14
15

ODF should provide a certified letter
annually similar to the current process.
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Sequencing is fine.
it makes sense to me to reorder some of the
last questions. I see 1-10 staying in the same
order, then 13, 12, 11. 14.
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