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soaring fire suppression expenditures
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findings from previous studies

- fire size increases suppressmn
- expenditures’ -

: ,'(Gonzalez Caban:1983; Steele and Stier:1998;
—~Donovan et al: 2004; Gebert et-al-2007)

[erram condltlons siffele e
SUPPression expendltures

(Donovan et al 2004)

'home yallies affect suppressmn
expenditlres |

- (Gebert et al, 2007)




objectives

test DIEVIOUS flndlngs Wlth spatial epr|C|t flre =
-records

Iocate f_actors INfluencing suppression
expenditures from:;

firessize.and-Shape

properiies valuesthreatened
geograpnic.settings

forestand fu'el,conditio_n's

“constructa model-to pred|ct suppressmn
expenditires:
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the most prominent factors
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does size matter?

y = 6,10%* +1.01**.InA

Po e DW

5003 000 033 116




so size matters, how about shape?

y.=9.53* +0.66* InA-0.43 PR

T DW.

2688 000 034 114




does private properties matter?

V. = 5.46% +0,95*%/nA +0.06*%JP+0.04-InV.

F SR o DW.

3214 000 049 141




any other factors?

V=0t 05 InA +0,JP -+ O Wi+ 0S5
OPP+O,SA + O.PA+OMS = +
ORS + O ,FL + 0, ,FF + 0,8l +
0-AS + 0, ,EL +e

'D.[Ho': 53: 54:---: 514:O | 0, 0 2]:0;2_9'

conclu5|on only size and percentage of:
private land-matier:




predicting suppression expenditures

Ly = 5.48% +0.02*%InA 0,365 JP.
0.01%%:JP2 +0.001**JP? -

F SR o DW.

3454 000 058 172




residuals: spatial autocorrelation
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residuals: normality

A2=0.24, P=0.76

Probability

Residual

Fitted Value




sensitivity analysis- fire size

20
Fre size (10° a)

. y=548+0.92nA +0.36-JP 0.01.UP? +0,001.JP3 -




sensitivity analysis- private land

expected

cost share
agreements

20 - 30
Percentage of private land

. y=548+0.92nA +0.36-JP 0.01.UP? +0,001.JP3




discussion

s prioritization of private property. protection.
‘had S|gn|flcantly mcreased W|Idf|re
suppressmn costs '

natural resources:had not been given equal :

'con5|derat|on

s The rOIe and:responsibilities of allilevels of: -
‘government:and:private parties:must-pe -
thoughtfullysconsidered in-fighting: wildfires
Within populatedunterface areas.: -




epilogue

s spurious:=correlation is avoided by
carnyingrigorous:statistical tests.

. spatlal factors explalned 58% of
varlatlon n suppressmn expendltures _

S managerlal factors mlght help (o}
Improve.the - model:




