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Warming + earlier snowmelt = more fire

A Western US Forest Wildfires and Spring—-Summer Temperature
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CC Fuel dryness explains % area burned
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Exponential increase in forest area burned

(a) (b)
Annual western US forest burned Annual forest burned area (May-Oct)
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0
— 15000  r(x,y) = 0.59 —~ 15000  r(x,y) =0.80
£ r(x, log(y)) = 0.62 £ r(x, log(y)) = 0.90 |
3 10000 S 10000 o
@© P | ©
© ’ o
Q | & )
o o | -
5 5000 & 5
o 52 LJ{ o
2 0 w 2

1990 2000 2010 2020 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
Year Vapor-pressure deficit (VPD) (hPa)

Juang et al. 2022



Decreasing C carrying capacity = more fuel
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There will be plenty of fuel to support fire
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ow do we stabilize carbon?




Treatment costs + emissions reductions
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Net C benefit
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Restoring fire in frequent-fire forest = C stability
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Changes in flammability with 2°C warming
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C warming
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Changes in productivity with 2°C warm
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Type Conversion vs Restoring Fire

* C carrying capacity is decreasing
 Surplus of dead biomass
* Managing fuels to manage change

» Severe fire can be a catalyst for type
conversion
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