
Additional file S2. Standardized values of wildfire response metrics across treatment scenarios of simulation 
studies testing landscape-scale fuel treatment effectiveness in the USA and Canada.  

Each point in these figures is the average value for a specific treatment scenario tested for a given 
landscape/study and wildfire type (overall, damaging, beneficial), color-coded by response metric. Boxplots 
show the distribution of the point(s) within a scenario. Panels are shaded according to the method for 
standardizing response metric values (standardized by an omitted untreated control scenario unless otherwise 
indicated). Results are organized by five dimensions of fuel treatment design: extent, placement, size, 
prescription, and timing. Covarying conditions beyond the labeled dimension (y-axis) are presented in 
parentheses, where applicable. Studies with a single treatment scenario, or treatment scenarios differing only 
by non-treatment variables, are excluded from these figures. 
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Overall Wildfire Damaging Wildfire Beneficial Wildfire

Blue Mountains, OR
(Ager et al. 2016)

Coconino NF, AZ
(Finney 2007)

Coconino NF, AZ
(Fitch et al. 2018)

Deschutes NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2007a)

Deschutes NF, OR
(Kreitler et al. 2020)

Edson*, AB
(Cary et al. 2009)

Glacier NP*, MT
(Cary et al. 2009)

Klamath NF, CA
(Osborne 2011)

Klamath NF, CA
(Schmidt et al. 2008)

Lake Tahoe Basin, CA
(Stevens et al. 2016)

Pike−San Isabel NF, CO
(Jones et al. 2017)

Pike−San Isabel NF, CO
(Rideout et al. 2014)

Plumas NF, CA
(Moghaddas et al. 2010)

Prince Albert NP, SK
(Parisien et al. 2007)

Sequoia/Kings Canyon NP, CA
(Wei 2012)

Sequoia/Kings Canyon NP, CA
(Wei et al. 2008)

Sierra NF, CA
(Scott et al. 2016)

Sierra NF, CA
(Thompson et al. 2017)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2010b)

Unspecified location*
(Finney 2007)

Unspecified location*
(Loehle 2004)

0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0

62%
4%

30%
25%
20%
10%

Higher
Lower

43%
35%
26%
17%
9%

13% ($60M cost parameter)
10% ($50M cost parameter)
8% ($40M cost parameter)
6% ($30M cost parameter)
4% ($20M cost parameter)
2% ($10M cost parameter)

30%
20%
10%

30%
20%
10%

30%
20%
10%

27%
20%
10%

30%
13%

65%
52%
39%
26%
19%
13%
7%
3%

12%
<12% (treated area unspecified)

19%
9%

0.5% (measured in/near treatments only)
0.4% (measured in/near treatments only)
0.3% (measured in/near treatments only)
0.2% (measured in/near treatments only)
0.1% (measured in/near treatments only)

40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%

24%
21%
18%
15%
12%
9%
6%
3%
2%
1%

41% (maximum area)
37% (baseline + protected + inoperable)
9% (baseline eligible lands)
3% (public WUI)

3%
2%
1.5%
1%

66%
40%
30%
20%
10%

30%
20%
10%

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%

Relative Fire Response

P
ercent of landscape treated

● ● ● ● ● ●Burn probability Burned area Fire hazard/risk Fire spread rate Flame length Resource loss

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0) Reduction from control (=1.0); minimum value set to zero

Figure S2−a. Treatment Extent (Single−year)

*Artificial landscape
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Overall Wildfire Damaging Wildfire Beneficial Wildfire

Angeles NF, CA
(Jones et al. 2008)

Angeles NF, CA
(Schaaf et al. 2008)

Bitterroot NF, MT
(Chung et al. 2013)

Bitterroot NF, MT
(Jones et al. 1999)

Coconino/Kaibab NF, AZ
(McCauley et al. 2019)

Deschutes NF*, OR
(Campbell and Ager 2013)

Gifford Pinchot NF, WA
(Calkin et al. 2005)

Grand Canyon NP/Kaibab NF, AZ
(Loehman et al. 2018)

Grand Canyon NP/Kaibab NF, AZ
(O'Donnell et al. 2018)

Klamath−Siskiyou region, CA
(Maxwell et al. 2020)

Lake Tahoe Basin, CA
(Loudermilk et al. 2014)

Lassen/Plumas NF, CA
(Ganz et al. 2007)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Baldy), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Prospect), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Malheur/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Cassell 2018)

Premier/Diorite forest, BC
(Ohlson et al. 2006)

Santa Fe NF, NM
(Loehman et al. 2018)

Sierra Nevada Range, CA
(Syphard et al. 2011b)

Stanislaus NF, CA
(Finney et al. 2007)

Umatilla NF, WA
(Finney et al. 2007)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2005)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2007b)

Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Hemstrom et al. 2007)

West Yellowstone*, MT
(Braziunas et al. 2021)

0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

49% per decade
32% per decade
16% per decade

5% per year
3% per year

20% per decade
13% per decade
7% per decade

9% per decade
5% per decade

10% per year
5% per year
1% per year

4% per year
2% per year
1% per year
0.5% per year
0.25% per year

10% per decade
5% per decade

9% per year
4% per year
1% per year

5% per year
1% per year

2.7% per year (expanded privitization and fire suppression)
1.0% per year (current management on public & private lands)
0.7% per year (no treatments or fire suppression on public lands)

7% per year
1% per year

Higher (A + B)
Intermediate (B. SPLATs on public lands)
Lower (A. harvest/thinning on private lands)

30% per decade
20% per decade
10% per decade

50% per decade
40% per decade
30% per decade
20% per decade
10% per decade

16% per decade
12% per decade
10% per decade

0.9% per year
0.3% per year

9% per year
4% per year
1% per year

16% per decade
8% per decade
4% per decade

50% per decade
40% per decade
30% per decade
20% per decade
10% per decade

30% per decade
20% per decade
10% per decade

26% per decade
6% per decade (public lands only)

3% per year
1% per year (private lands only)

1.9% per year
0.8% per year

50% per decade
30% per decade
10% per decade

Relative Fire Response

P
ercent of landscape treated per unit tim

e

● ● ● ● ● ● ●Burned area Fire emissions Fire frequency Fire severity Fire size Fire spread rate Resource loss

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0)

Figure S2−b. Treatment Extent (Multi−year)

*Artificial landscape
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Gifford Pinchot NF, WA
(Hummel and Calkin 2005)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Baldy), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Prospect), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Plumas NF, CA
(Dow et al. 2016)

Stanislaus NF, CA
(Finney et al. 2007)

Tahoe/Eldorado NF, CA
(Chiono et al. 2017)

Umatilla NF, WA
(Finney et al. 2007)

0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0

0 ha late seral forest retained
6677 ha late seral forest retained
6778 ha late seral forest retained
6879 ha late seral forest retained
6985 ha late seral forest retained

15−25% off limits
35−45% off limits
65% off limits

15−25% off limits
35−45% off limits
65% off limits

Baseline + protected areas
Baseline eligible lands

15−25% off limits
35−45% off limits
65% off limits

Baseline + protected + private lands
Baseline + protected areas
Baseline eligible lands

15−25% off limits
35−45% off limits
65% off limits

Relative Fire Response

Land eligible or off lim
its for treatm

ent

● ● ● ● ●Burn probability Burned area Fire hazard/risk Fire spread rate Flame length

Standardized by control (=1.0) Reduction from control (=1.0); minimum value set to zero

Figure S2−c. Treatment Placement (Constraint)
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Overall Wildfire Damaging Wildfire Beneficial Wildfire

Bitterroot NF, MT
(Chung et al. 2013)

Bitterroot NF, MT
(Stockmann et al. 2010)

Coconino NF, AZ
(Finney 2007)

Deschutes NF, OR
(Kreitler et al. 2020)

Flathead NF, MT
(Prato and Paveglio 2018)

Klamath NF, CA
(Osborne 2011)

Klamath NF, CA
(Schmidt et al. 2008)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Baldy), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Prospect), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Pickle Lake area, ON
(Rytwinski and Crowe 2010)

Plumas NF, CA
(Dow et al. 2016)

Quetico Provincial Park, ON
(Suffling et al. 2008)

Stanislaus NF, CA
(Finney et al. 2007)

Tahoe NF, CA
(Vaillant 2008)

Umatilla NF, WA
(Finney et al. 2007)

Unspecified location*
(Finney 2007)

Unspecified location*
(Loehle 2004)

Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Kim et al. 2009)

West Yellowstone*, MT
(Braziunas et al. 2021)

0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0

Optimized (Optfuels)
Random

Expert determined/optimized (MTT/TOM, largest treated area)
Expert determined (larger treated area)
Optimized (MTT/TOM, smaller treated area)

Optimized (MTT/TOM)
Random

Optimized (LTD without aggregation, without cost parameter)
Optimized (LTD without aggregation, with cost parameter)
Optimized (LTD with aggregation, without cost parameter)
Optimized (LTD with aggregation, with cost parameter)

Expert determined
Random

Optimized (MTT/TOM, larger treated area, less mastication)
Expert determined (smaller treated area, more mastication)

SPLATs
Expert determined
Random

Optimized (MTT/TOM)
Random

Optimized (MTT/TOM)
Random

Optimized (OptQuest)
Prioritized (fire threat)
Random

Optimized (MTT/TOM)
Expert determined

Expert determined [E] (12.9% treated area; ca. 2.6 km from park)
Expert determined [D] (4.4% treated area; ca. 3.8 km from park)
Expert determined [C] (5.2% treated area; ca. 4.3 km from park)
Expert determined [B] (9.3% treated area; ca. 4.5 km from park)
Expert determined [A] (3.9% treated area; ca. 3.5 km from park)

Optimized (MTT/TOM)
Random

Expert determined [S4] (largest treated area)
Expert determined [S3] (largest treated area)
Expert determined [S2] (larger treated area)
Expert determined [S1] (larger treated area)
Optimized (MTT/TOM, smaller treated area)
SPLATs (smaller treated area)

Optimized (MTT/TOM)
Random

Optimized (MTT/TOM)
Random

Linear grid
Random

Regular
Dispersed
Clumped
Random

Clumped
Random

Relative Fire Response

S
patial arrangem

ent of treatm
ents

● ● ● ● ● ●Burn probability Burned area Fire size Fire spread rate Flame length Resource loss

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0) Reduction from control (=1.0); minimum value set to zero

Figure S2−d. Treatment Placement (Arrangement)

*Artificial landscape
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Overall Wildfire Damaging Wildfire Beneficial Wildfire

Angeles NF, CA
(Jones et al. 2008)

Arapaho−Roosevelt NF, CO
(Ex et al. 2019)

Bitterroot NF, MT
(Chew et al. 2003)

Blue Mountains, OR
(Ager et al. 2016)

Camp Williams, UT
(Frost 2015)

Chequamegon−Nicolet NF, WI
(Sturtevant et al. 2009)

Coconino NF, AZ
(Bagdon et al. 2016)

Deschutes NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2020)

Flathead NF, MT
(Prato and Paveglio 2018)

Gifford Pinchot NF, WA
(Hummel and Calkin 2005)

Klamath−Siskiyou region, CA
(Maxwell et al. 2020)

Klamath NF, CA
(Osborne 2011)

Lake Tahoe Basin, CA
(Stevens et al. 2016)

Malheur/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Cassell 2018)

Pike−San Isabel NF, CO
(Jones et al. 2017)

Prince Albert NP, SK
(Parisien et al. 2007)

Santa Fe NF, NM
(Krofcheck et al. 2019a)

Sierra NF, CA
(Krofcheck et al. 2018)

Sierra NF, CA
(Scott et al. 2016)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2010b)

0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0

Fire threat
WUI, fire threat

Southerly aspect (targeting early−seral species first)
Northerly aspect (targeting later−seral species first)

Ridges, outcrops (smaller treated area)
Fire threat (larger treated area)

Fire hazard
Insect/disease risk
Harvest volume
Forest departure
Wildfire transmission to WUI

Fire threat, existing breaks (larger treated area; bulldozer/grazing/thinning)
Existing breaks (smaller treated area; bullodozer/grazing)

Roadsides (Forest Service lands)
Fire threat, break−linking (firebreaks connecting existing roads)

Fire threat, habitat, other services (no NPV constraint; calibrated weights)
Fire threat, habitat, other services (no NPV constraint; equal weights)
Fire threat, habitat (no NPV constraint; fire threat weighted x2)
Fire threat, habitat ($10M NPV constraint; fire threat weighted x4)

Fire threat
Stand basal area
WUI

Fire threat
WUI, fire threat

Reduce fire threat (larger treated area)
Reduce fire threat, maintain NPV (larger treated area)
Reduce fire threat, increase NPV $0.5M (larger treated area)
Reduce fire threat, increase NPV $1.0M (intermediate treated area)
Reduce fire threat, increase NPV $1.5M (smaller treated area)

Roads, ridges, pine/oak habitat, plantations (smaller treated area)
Roads, ridges (larger treated area)

Ridges, southerly aspect (largest treated area; mechanical + Rx burning)
Southerly aspect (larger treated area; Rx burning)
Ridges (smaller treated area; mechanical treatments)

Fire threat
WUI, fire threat
Departed conditions

Unspecified (expert determined)
Fire threat

Fire threat, soil loss potential
Accessibility

Boundaries, fire threat (measuring outcomes in/near treatments only)
Break−linking, fire threat (measuring outcomes in/near treatments only)
Fire threat (measuring outcomes in/near treatments only)

Fire threat (larger treated area; less thinning/more Rx burning)
Unspecified (smaller treated area; more thinning/less Rx burning)

Fire threat, departed conditions (smaller thinning area)
Departed conditions (larger thinning area)

WUI farther from homes (larger treated area)
WUI closer to homes (smaller treated area)

Fire threat
WUI, fire threat

Relative Fire Response

A
ttributes prioritized for treatm

ent

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●Burn probability Burned area Fire emissions Fire frequency Fire hazard/risk Fire severity Flame length Resource loss

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0) Reduction from control (=1.0); minimum value set to zero

Figure S2−e. Treatment Placement (Prioritization)
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Overall Wildfire Damaging Wildfire Beneficial Wildfire

Chequamegon−Nicolet NF, WI
(Ryu et al. 2007)

Klamath NF, CA
(Schmidt et al. 2008)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Baldy), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Lolo/Kootenai NF (Prospect), MT
(Finney et al. 2007)

Merritt Island NWR*, FL
(Duncan et al. 2015)

Southwest Oregon*, OR
(Lauer et al. 2020)

Stanislaus NF, CA
(Finney et al. 2007)

Tallgrass prairie*, OK
(Kerby et al. 2007)

Umatilla NF, WA
(Finney et al. 2007)

Unspecified location*
(Finney 2007)

0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0

2.94 ha [mean patch size] (even−aged)
2.71 ha [mean patch size] (uneven aged with 2 fuel classes)
1.89 ha [mean patch size] (uneven aged with 4 fuel classes)
1.82 ha [mean patch size] (uneven aged with 3 fuel classes)
1.72 ha [mean patch size] (uneven aged with 5 fuel classes)

360 m [width] (larger treated area)
267 m [width] (intermediate treated area)
133 m [width] (smaller treated area)

1600 m [length]
800 m [length]
400 m [length]
200 m [length]

1600 m [length]
800 m [length]
400 m [length]

400 ha
100 ha
25 ha
6.25 ha

16 ownership patches (2 agents; optimized placement/timing)  
1 ownership patch (1 agent; optimized placement/timing)  

1600 m [length]
800 m [length]
200 m [length]

144 ha
36 ha
9 ha
2.25 ha

1600 m [length]
800 m [length]

2500 m [length]
800 m [length]
1900 m [length]
1200 m [length]

Relative Fire Response

S
ize dim

ension of treatm
ent units

● ●Burned area Fire spread rate

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0)

Figure S2−f. Treatment Unit Size

*Artificial landscape
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Bitterroot NF, MT
(Merzenich et al. 2003)

Chequamegon−Nicolet NF, WI
(Sturtevant et al. 2009)

Klamath−Siskiyou region, CA
(Maxwell et al. 2020)

Lake Tahoe Basin, CA
(Loudermilk et al. 2014)

Lake Tahoe Basin, CA
(Stevens et al. 2016)

Malheur/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Cassell 2018)

Osceola NF, FL
(Krofcheck et al. 2019b)

Southwest Oregon*, OR
(Lauer et al. 2017)

Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Kim et al. 2009)

0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0 0 0.5 1.0

Commercial harvest (smaller treated area; mechanical)
Fuel reduction (larger treated area; burning)

Ignition control (banning local debris−burning practices)
Fuel reduction (Forest Service lands)
Fuel reduction (firebreaks connecting existing roads)
Commercial harvest, restoration (restoration of fire−adapted vegetation)

Fuel reduction, restoration (climate change adaptation; strategic placement)  
Restoration (large tree protection; more Rx fire)

Fuel reduction, restoration (transition to restoration prescriptions)
Fuel reduction (steady fuel treatment prescriptions)

Restoration
Fuel reduction

Commercial harvest (larger treated area)
Fuel reduction, commercial harvest (intermediate treated area)
Fuel reduction (smaller treated area)

Fuel reduction, commercial harvest (larger treated area)
Fuel reduction (smaller treated area)

Fuel reduction, commercial harvest (ADP optimization)
Commercial harvest (Reed or Faustmann rotation)

Fuel reduction
Commercial harvest

Relative Fire Response

M
ain purpose of treatm

ent

● ● ● ● ●Burned area Fire frequency Fire severity Fire size Flame length

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0)

Figure S2−g. Treatment Prescription (Main Purpose)

*Artificial landscape
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Overall Wildfire Damaging Wildfire Beneficial Wildfire

Cascade Range, WA
(Wilson and Baker 1998)

Klamath NF, CA
(Osborne 2011)

Klamath NF, CA
(Schmidt et al. 2008)

Mark Twain NF, MO
(Shang et al. 2004)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2007b)

0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2 2.5 0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2 2.5 0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2 2.5

Mechanical, burning
Mechanical

Mechanical (without mastication), burning  
Burning
Mechanical (with mastication), burning  

Mechanical, burning
Burning
Mechanical

Mechanical, burning
Burning

Mechanical, burning (larger treated area)
Mechanical (smaller treated area)

Relative Fire Response

M
ain type of treatm

ent

● ● ● ● ●Burn probability Burned area Fire hazard/risk Flame length Resource loss

Figure S2−h. Treatment Prescription (Main Type)
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Cascade Range, WA
(Wilson and Baker 1998)

Sierra Nevada Range, CA
(Syphard et al. 2011b)

Tahoe NF, CA
(Collins et al. 2011)

Tallgrass prairie*, OK
(Kerby et al. 2007)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2005)

0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3

Higher (thinning everywhere)

Moderate (Rx fire in reserves)

Higher (thinning adjacent to reserves) + lower (non−adjacent)

Lower (thinning adjacent to reserves) + higher (non−adjacent)

Lower (thinning adjacent to reserves)

Higher [76.2 cm diameter limit]

Lower [30.5 cm diameter limit]

Higher [76.2 cm diameter limit]

Intermediate [50.8 cm diameter limit]

Lower [30.5 cm diameter limit]

Highest [458 kg/ha patch fuel load]

Higher [1793 kg/ha patch fuel load]

Medium high [3138 kg/ha patch fuel load]

Medium low [4483 kg/ha patch fuel load]

Lower [5838 kg/ha patch fuel load]

Lowest [7173 kg/ha patch fuel load]

Higher [thin to 35% of max. stand density index] (larger treated area)

Lower [thin to 45% of max. stand density index] (smaller treated area)

Relative Fire Response

R
elative intensity of treatm

ent

● ● ● ●Burn probability Burned area Fire frequency Fire hazard/risk

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0)

Figure S2−i. Treatment Prescription (Intensity)

*Artificial landscape
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Overall Wildfire Damaging Wildfire Beneficial Wildfire

Angeles NF, CA
(Schaaf et al. 2008)

Bitterroot NF, MT
(Chew et al. 2003)

Bitterroot NF, MT
(Jones et al. 1999)

Deschutes NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2020)

Deschutes NF, OR
(Barros et al. 2017)

Deschutes NF, OR
(Spies et al. 2017)

Lake Tahoe Basin, CA
(Loudermilk et al. 2014)

Merritt Island NWR*, FL
(Duncan et al. 2015)

Premier/Diorite forest, BC
(Ohlson et al. 2006)

Sierra Nevada Range, CA
(Liang et al. 2018)

Southwest Oregon*, OR
(Lauer et al. 2017)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2005)

Umatilla/Wallowa−Whitman NF, OR
(Ager et al. 2007b)

West−central Alberta, AB
(Acuna et al. 2010)

0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0 0.5 1.0 1.5

Burn [+] ... burn [+]
Burn [+] ... none

High ... low fire threat prioritization
High/low ... high/low fire threat prioritization

Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [+]
Mech/burn [+] ... mech/burn [++]

Mech/burn [+++] ... mech/burn [++]
Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [++]
Mech/burn [+] ... mech/burn [+]

Mech/burn [+++] ... mech/burn [+]
Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [+]
Mech/burn [+] ... mech/burn [+]

Mech/burn [+++] ... mech/burn [++]
Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [++]
Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [+]

Mech [++] ... mech [++] (prioritized by fire threat)
Mech [++] ... mech [+] (prioritized by fire threat)
Mech [++] ... mech/burn [++] (prioritized by fire threat & mid−seral status)  
Mech [++] ... mech/burn [+] (prioritized by fire threat & mid−seral status)  

Burn [+] ... burn [+] (multiple−age fuel mosiac)
None ... burn [++] (single−age fuel mosiac)

Mech [++] ... burn [+++]
Mech [++] ... mech [++]

Mech/burn [+++] ... burn [+]
Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [++]

Optimized (APD, harvest rotation + fuel treatments)
Reed (35−year harvest rotation + fuel treatments)

Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [+++]
Mech/burn [++] ... mech/burn [++]

Mech/burn [++] ... burn [++]
Mech/burn [++] ... none

Optimized [2] (SMIP, higher level of fire protection)
Optimized [1] (SMIP, lower level of fire protection)
Variable [2] (prioritized by shifting fire threat)
Variable [1] (prioritized by initial fire threat)

Relative Fire Response

T
im

ing strategy or treatm
ent sequence (early [am

ount] ... later [am
ount])

● ● ● ●Burn probability Burned area Fire emissions Resource loss

Standardized by control (=1.0) No control; standardized by maximum value (=1.0)

Figure S2−j. Treatment Timing

*Artificial landscape
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