










 



Central Escarpment 
 

• Goal primarily is to rank 
potential units to be burned- 
NEPA 

• Predominantly conducts 
landscape sized burn units- 
affects numbers of acres and 
occurrences more greatly 

• Management objectives are 
geared more towards creating 
woodland conditions- especially 
on USFS property 

• Tend to have greater resources 
available to conduct burns 

• A small number of large burns 
are conducted each burning  
season 

South Mountains 
 

• Goal to prioritize the many 
existing burn units with in the 
landscape as well as help 
determine new areas to burn 

• Conducts burns of various size 
small to moderate in size 

• Management objectives include 
creating Early Successional, 
Savannah, and Woodland 
Conditions 

• Have fewer resources available 
to conduct burns 

• Several burns conducted varying 
in size throughout the burning 
season 



A Comparison of Both Models 

 
 
 

 
 
 



Central Escarpment 
 

• Compares similarly sized 
“landscape” areas typically 1000 
acres or larger- is acres driven 

• Considers only wildlife 
openings- Early Successional 
Areas are less documented 

• Doesn’t consider unit size or 
acres of the burn unit 

• Specifically weights towards 
units with occurrence of 
Hudsonia montania 

• Presence of rare fire adapted 
species and SNHA’s applies the 
most weight to the final score 

• SNHA’s receive points based on 
ranking of condition or quality. 

South Mountains 
 

• Compares a wide variety of 
actual burn units ranging in size 
from 25 acres to 1000 acres 

• Considers all acres of Early 
Successional habitat including 
wildlife openings 

• Is weighted slightly towards 
larger units and takes into 
account the ratio of ecological 
factors compared to unit size. 

• Doesn’t weight toward specific 
plant species 

• Percentage of pine, oak, and 
early successional systems 
applies the most weight to the 
final score 

• Points for SNHA’s are given to 
ranking based solely on type 



Components of the Model 

 
 
 



Eco-Zones 



ES Acres 



Pine Acres 



Oak Acres 



NHEO Data- Plants 



NHEO Data- SNHA’s 



Burn Units 
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White Irisette 

Dean Simon 



Components of the Model 

 
 
 

Bear Oak Tall Boneset 



Components of the Model 

 
 
 



Comparison of How Fire Adapted 
Systems Affect Score 

Unit Unit Acres Pine Acres ES Acres Oak Acres Description Score 

A 100 30 20 40 Small Unit/ High % 14.27 

B 1000 300 200 400 Large Unit/ High % 20.27 

C 100 10 5 15 Small Unit/ Low % 5.00 

D 1000 100 50 150 Large Unit/ Low % 11.06 

E 600 300 100 100 High Pine Acres 20.00 

F 600 100 300 100 High ES Acres 17.33 

G 600 100 100 300 High Oak Acres 14.67 

 
 
 



NCWRC and Joint Burn Units Results  

Unit 
Unit 

Acres 
Pine 

Acres 
ES 

acres 
Oak 

Acres GRS SRS 
Pine 

SNHA 
Oak 

SNHA Score 
Icy Knob/Chestnut 

Knob 527 58 275 58 2 4 0 2 29.38 

Woods Gap 1003 134 118 214 2 4 0 1 26.49 
Huckleberry 

Mountain 878 336 77 175 1 3 0 0 25.03 

Oakey Knob 646.6 181 0 228 2 3 0 0 24.85 

Roper Creek 223.3 55 101 16 1 3 0 1 23.21 
South Huckleberry 

Mountain 269.1 179 23 26 0 3 0 0 22.89 

High Peak 438.4 50 148 135 1 3 0 1 21.62 
Devils Fork 
Mountain 176 13 124 9 2 3 0 0 21.52 

Lone Mountain 126.4 0 125 0 0 4 0 0 20.68 
Golden Valley Clear-

cut 107.8 0 108 0 0 3 0 0 19.72 

South Golden Valley 
Clear-cut 55.7 0 56 0 0 3 0 0 19.46 



SMSP Burn Units Results  

Unit 
Unit 

Acres 
Pine 

Acres 
ES** 
acres 

Oak 
Acres GRS SRS 

Pine 
SNHA 

Oak 
SNHA Score 

SM State Park Burn 
Unit 17 278.9 56 0 174 1 0 0 2 17.67 

SM State Park Burn 
Unit 18 523 57 0 354 1 0 0 2 17.49 

SM State Park Burn 
Unit 16 69.8 32 0 29 0 0 0 1 15.77 

SM State Park Burn 
Unit 13 26 8 0 15 0 0 0 2 14.17 

SM State Park Burn 
Unit 14 40.4 12 0 24 0 0 0 2 14.16 

SM State Park Burn 
Unit 15 30.2 6 0 18 0 0 0 2 11.74 

** Early Successional Habitat has not been modeled across SMSP lands. 



Burn Prioritization Classification 

Classification Score 

Poor 0-5 

Low 6-10 

Fair 11-15 

Good 16-20 

High 21-25 

Excellent 26 or greater 

Not Suited For Burning 

Limited Benefits from Burning 

Good Candidates for 
Burning 

For Use as a Guideline for New and Potential Unit Development  



Benefits of a Prioritization Model 



Implementation of the Model 
 

 
 



Thanks To: 
The South Mountains Landscape Team: 
Dean Simon- NCWRC 
Marshall Ellis- NCSP 
Allen Rogers- NCSP 
Ryan Jacobs-NCWRC 
 

Other Contributors: 
Dave Milkereit- TNC GIS Volunteer 
Gary Kauffman- USFS 
Josh Kelly- Wildlaw 
Steve Simon- USFS Retired 
Margit Bucher- TNC 



Questions? 
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