Issues Specific to current LANDFIRE Fuels Production 

Focus

Are there still unresolved issues that were identified in 2006?  
What new issues are there from 2007?
Synopsis

Overall, there were fewer technical issues with LANDFIRE fuel data than in 2006. That said, under mapping of rock, barren, water; over mapping of riparian; canopy fuel characteristics; and specific FBFM assignments remain issues that often require action by analysts prior to using LANDFIRE data products on wildland fire incidents. Many of the questions/issues raised were related to FPA and WFDSS. 
1. Fire season 2007 Summary:  500 users, 164 fires across the west. All but 1 used LF data. 628 individual FSPro runs, 70 Individual RAVAR assessments. All dependent on seamless LF fuel data.

2. Barren, Rock, Water – M 
a. Less of an issue than in 2006.

b. Is this a matter of how these are defined by LF.

c. But, riparian remains an issue, too much. Need to investigate contributions by EDNA and Valley bottom zone modeling to over mapping riparian areas.
3. Data access and acquisition – has improved but still some issues – H
a. Not necessarily a LANDFIRE-specific issue. This involves other programs (specifically, FPA and WFDSS).
b. Do changes stay local of get uploaded?

4. Crown bulk density and crown base height – M
a. Generally, timber models were under-predicting fire behavior. 

b. Prototype methodology in place for improving LANDFIRE CC estimates.
c. The issues are getting to be well-known and the adjustments are consistent.
d. Common changes – reduce canopy cover 65-75%, reduced crown base height 50%, double crown bulk density, added rock based on slope and fuel models, added river systems, updated for recent disturbance, primarily fire events.

e. CBH more of an issue than CBD.
5. Lack of field plot data is an issue – L
a. Will remain an issue 

b. Products will improve with more, high quality plots

6. Calibration workshops – H 
a. More participation is needed. Is the scheduling of workshops difficult?
b. Workshops – are they on the website?  Updating the webpage is sometimes only a day or two before workshop.

c. Need to improve outreach.

d. Proposed calibration in R1 and Great Basin regions.

7. Need to look at canopy fuels for P/J. Shrub vs. Forest life form for FBFM – H 
a. There is little diversity in fuel models for color country.

b. Should we treat P/J as a tree?
8. Are we getting the right type of person at workshops – M 
a. Need to get word out better. 
b. Need to improve communication. Use same venue as AAR to get message out.  
c. Can we get draft maps out ahead of time for folks to look at before the workshop.

d. LF Bulletins, better web-services …etc. 
9. Big Horn Sheep Study (Refer to presentation by Chans Obrien)
a. Used LF veg. data – were very pleased with results.

FPA specific Issues

1. LF fuels layers tended to have larger Burn Probability values. FPA Fuel treatment runs were basically similar in results. Burn Probability Ignition Probability result differences were negligible. 
2. Peer review has just started. Science team is reviewing FPA science.  Sensitivity review has not started yet.
3. 35% of the FPUs have local fuel data, how many have seamless for all ownerships? (10%)
4. Comparisons of LF fuel -w- local data, need further investigation about the FPA sensitivity analyses.

5. FPA would like the Rapid Refresh from LF. 
6. Need to establish classification cross-walks to fill in holes where LF data are not continuous (areas not mapped yet).

7. How important is it to have a consistent data set to FPA?  Important from a budget standpoint.

8. FPA Initial Response Results – LF vs local – very similar in end results for MT and color country.

9. In Southern Sierra – discovered some issues and will go back and dig deeper into data.  FPA Results were suspect (Ballard).
10. FPA – Central Florida – issues with LF existing vegetation – longleaf pine sandhills and bay swamps appear to be working well.  Prairies not well characterized – identified as coastal plain pine ecosystem.  Sand pine scrub not well characterized – identified as oak shrub or peninsula island shrub.  Sand pine scrub areas – should be FM 4 shows up in LF as FM2 or FM 7.  Flatwoods – may have more FM 9 than should have.  Tree height – coming up with trees 125 ft tall.

11. Some of the FPA models are not as sensitive as originally thought.

12. Before data are used in FPA, each FPU should look at the data to review verify.

Issues Specific to LANDFIRE Operations and Maintenance

1. Broad scale edits to fuels data to local knowledge base – suggested/requested by R1. 
2. O&M Refresh will include national and local data – H 
a. Rapid refresh (  Refresh ( Updating

b. Tied to O&M rather than current LF charter/production

3. BIA - When we make changes on the reservations, it will affect the outer areas that are represented by national data.  What is the best way to deal with this – L 
4. CRP lands – are we missing them – H
a. Cheat grass and seeded land are critical data that are missing.

b. Calibration in great basin?

c. Issue in the mid-west? 
d. Need to follow up on CRP with Jim Smith, TNC.
5. Are there misclassification issues in recently burned areas? LF over- classifying GR1, GR2 and GR5 – M
a. Calibration issue for current production
b. Refresh/O&M
6. How do we show or update the layers after fuel treatments in LF?

a. Refresh/O&M

7. Will there be a recalibration of fuels data, especially in the west?
a. Calibration for R1/Great Basin?
b. NIFTT ‘model ready’ layers?
c. Is there a need for additional expert review calibration for the entire west? Probably not as part of ‘current’ LF production.

8. Rapid Refresh – how will the rapid refresh handle large areas?  Should they use burn severity data? 
9. Future issues in the east…rivers, swamp vs. sand, agriculture, treatment history, plot information, determining which fuel model to use – leaf off or leaf on.  

10.  Data issues – data quality, data relevance, data extent, data acquisition and transfer.

11.  Map zone boundary issues –satellite seam issues, expert opinion. 

a. O&M – Map aggregates, map unit aggregates.

b. If there are seams, don’t fix them cosmetically. Leaving them in serves as a ‘red flag’ to users.

12.  No data needs to be defined as “no data” – by user. -9999
a. Create a Data alert for folks who download/access data that has ‘an edge’

b. Most novice users do not understand implications

