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resulting model was then applied to assess fire behavior across
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drought can create conditions for high-intensity fires even
in Massachusetts (Reilly et al., 2022).

_ Figure 4. Intersection over Union (IoU) and total burned area as a function of fuel moisture condition.
Fuel Model Percentage-Point Change

IoU values (points) and total burned area (dashed line) are shown for simulations run under very dry,
dry, moderate, moist, and very moist fuel conditions. As fuel moisture increases, total burned area
decreases sharply, while IoU remains comparatively consistent, suggesting that fuel moisture strongly
M et hOd o I Ogy controls fire size but has a weaker influence on spatial overlap with the observed perimeter.
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Figure 5. Fuel-Model-Dependent Bias in Simulated Burned Area. Horizontal bars show the fuel bias index
for each fuel model, defined as the difference between the percentage of area overestimated and

underestimated by the simulation. Positive values indicate systematic over-prediction of burned area,

while negative values indicate under-prediction. Results highlight strong fuel-specific behavior, with

certain shrub and timber litter models exhibiting pronounced bias compared to others clustered near zero.




	Slide 1

