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Introduction
Senate Bills 762 and 80 (SB 762/80) established 
Oregon’s statewide wildfire hazard map as part 
of a broader legislative initiative aimed at re-
ducing wildfire risk through land-use planning, 
education, and mitigation. SB 762, passed in 
2021 following Oregon’s 2020 Labor Day fires, 
mandated the creation of a wildfire hazard map 
intended to educate residents, prioritize mitiga-
tion resources, and inform regulatory standards 
for defensible space and home hardening. SB 
80, passed in 2023, amended parts of SB 762 
to refine hazard classifications and the prop-
erty owner appeal process. Oregon’s SB 762/80 
wildfire hazard map processes quickly drew na-
tional attention following retraction after signifi-
cant public feedback. 

Public contestation of hazard maps is not unique 
to Oregon. Similar responses have emerged 
around FEMA floodplain maps (e.g., Elliott, 2018; 
Lea and Pralle, 2022), landslide and avalanche 
hazard maps (e.g., Provant and Carey, 2023), and 
wildfire mapping and modeling efforts in other 
countries (e.g., Neale, 2017; Sherry et al., 2019). 
Such mapping efforts frequently raise concerns 
about insurance, property values, and regula-
tory implications (e.g., Elliott, 2018; Provant and 
Carey, 2023). Understanding how the public, 
local officials, and policymakers responded to 
Oregon’s hazard map, enacted under SB 762 
and revised under SB 80, can help inform future 
mapping processes and policy approaches, both 
within Oregon and more broadly. 

This summary report examines the wildfire 
hazard mapping and policymaking process in 
Oregon, reflecting on key findings and con-
siderations for future efforts. 

While much of the public conversation sur-
rounding SB 762/80 focused on the implications 
of the map, this report broadens the scope of 
that conversation to examine the underlying 
processes that informed and produced the map. 
Specifically, this document describes challen-
ges that arose from creating a policy that man-
dated mapping, which was then intended to 
inform subsequent regulatory policies. The se-
quencing and timing of this legislation – where 
policymaking, map production, and regulation 
development occurred simultaneously and in 
overlapping stages – created a complicated 
and sometimes confusing landscape for policy-
makers and agency personnel, county-level per-
sonnel and experts, and members of the public. 
Oregon’s experience illustrates the complexities 
that can arise when the processes of mapping, 
policymaking, and regulation intersect; and the 
complexities that can arise when stakeholders 
feel as if their values and input do not matter to 
such processes. 

This report has two primary aims:  

1) To present stakeholders’ experiences with 
the Senate Bill 762/80 implementation pro-
cesses, and 2) To offer considerations for fu-
ture policymaking and management process-
es, both for Oregon and for other states or 
entities engaged in similar efforts.  

To accomplish these aims, this study synthe-
sized insights from 35 semi-structured inter-
views with state officials, county personnel, and 
residents, 18 hours of participant observation at 
public meetings, and a content analysis of relat-
ed appeals submitted in response to the initial 
SB 762 map (a combination of 3,000 phone calls 
and written and electronic appeals). 



Policy and Implementation Insights from Oregon’s SB 762/80 Wildfire Hazard Mapping Process

5

1 This study received approval from the University of Oregon Institutional Review Board (IRB) Study #00001037.

Approach
This study1 used a mixed-methods approach to 
identify challenges and opportunities in Ore-
gon’s SB 762 and SB 80 wildfire policy and haz-
ard map implementation. It integrated qualita-
tive data from three main sources: state-level 
policymakers and agency personnel (n=5), 
county- level employees and forestry and fire ex-
perts (n=6), and members of the public (n=24). 
These interviews complement the analysis of 
approximately 18 hours of Association of Oregon 
Counties meetings and 3,000 entries in the SB 
762 appeals dataset, including phone calls, writ-
ten appeals, and electronic appeals. This dataset 
was generously provided by the Oregon Depart-
ment of Forestry (ODF) for research purposes.

The data collected in this study were analyzed 
using a combination of content and thematic 
analysis. Appeals data provided a broad per-
spective on public responses, which were then 
contextualized through insights from public 
meetings and interviews. Throughout the follow-
ing section, we incorporate select quotes from 
participants to ensure their perspectives are 
represented in their own words. 

Timeline of SB 762

SB 762/80

From September 7 to mid-October 2020, a 
group of five “megafires” ignited across west-
ern Oregon during an intense east wind event 
(ODF, 2022). These fires, among the largest in 
Oregon’s recorded history, burned nearly 1.2 
million acres, destroyed over 4,000 homes and 
other structures, resulted in eleven fatalities, and 
caused more than $1 billion in property damage 
(ODF, 2022). Following this, Oregon passed SB 
762 in 2021, dedicating $220 million to a range of 
wildfire risk reduction measures. Some of these 
measures included a systematic program to 
monitor air quality and provide grants for clean 
air shelters, a landscape-scale wildfire risk re-
duction program, and a grant program for fire 
risk reduction on private forestlands and Tribal 
lands (SB 762, 2021). One component of this 
legislation was the creation of a statewide wild-
fire hazard map, first released in June 2022. The 
intent of the SB 762/80 map was to: 

“(a) Educate Oregon residents and property 
owners about the residents’ and property 
owners’ wildfire exposure by providing transpar-
ent and science-based information; 

(b) Assist in prioritizing fire adaptation and miti-
gation resources for the most vulnerable loca-
tions; and 

(c) Identify where defensible space standards 
and home hardening codes will apply,” (SB 80, 
2023).

A timeline of events is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1	 Timeline of key events during the SB 762/80 implementation

e SB 762 

e 5B80 
. Sept. _7,_ 2020 

The 2020 Labor Day fires caused $1 bi ll ion in damages, 
destroyed 4,000 homes, and comprised much of the 1.2 

mi ll ion acres burned in the 2020 wildfire season. 

Aug. 2021-Feb. 2022 

Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) held 66.5 hours of 
biweekly Ru les Advisory Committee (RAC) meetings to 

define the parameters for the wi ldland-urban interface 
and map 

.. ~PE!! .. ~.! .. ~.~~~-
Public comment period 

opened for SB 762 rules. 

Jan.30,2019 

Oregon Council on Wildfire Response established under Gov . 
Kate Brown's Exec. Order 19-01 to provide statewide 
recommendations for wildfire response and recovery. This 
counci l delivered a report in November 2019 that laid the 
groundwork for SB 762. 

June 30, 2021 
SB 762 passed. The bill provided $220 mi ll ion for 
addressing Oregon's wi ldfire crisis by focusing on 
community protection, fuels reduction, electrical grid 
updates, workforce development, and a new wi ldfire 
map. 

Feb.10,2022 

Board of Forestry approved ru les, as established in 
the RAC, for public comment. 

June 3, 2022 
Oregon State University (OSU) received hazard 

. June_ 8,. 2022 data for statewide map from Pyrologix. 

Board of Forestry adopted SB 762 J 30 2022 
rules. U_ne_ '. 

ODF notified property owners located on high- and 
extreme-risk tax lots about the map and forthcoming 

regulat ions through letters. These letters lackea 
specific detai ls about regu lations . 

...... Aug. 4,_ 2022 
ODF rescinded SB 762 map due to public response and 
rendered appea ls process moot (a lthough commentar}' 

from appeals was used to inform future renditions of 
the map and policy) 

Sept.-Oct .. 2023 
Officia ls from ODF, Oregon State Fi re Marshal, Dept. of 

Consumer and Business Affairs, members of the 
Governor's Wildfire Programs Advisory Committee, and 
OSU experts jointly presented the SB 80 wildfire hazard 

map at nine pub lic meetings across the state. 

ODF held six open houses, or "resource fairs," around the 
state to answer public questions before the map's release 

and inform the public of SB 80 changes 

........ Aug._2024 
ODF held three virtua l public hearings 

about updated SB 80 rules and map. 

Jan. 2025 

Fina l SB 80 map and contested case appea ls process 
released. 

June 2025 

SB 83 passed; SB 80 map and impending regulations 
retracted. 

OSU completed and launched map on the Oregon 
Wildfire Explorer. 

July 2022 
ODF opened a 60-day appeals process to gather feedback on 
potential map revisions, receiving approximately 3,000 ca lls 
and 2,200 risk classification appea ls from property owners 
during th is period. 

Aug.2023 
SB 80 legislation passed to revise parts of SB 762 map. This 
new legislation introduced a simplified map with three 
hazard zones (low, moderate, and high) instead of the 
original five risk categories. SB 80 also outlined a new rollout 
process emphasizing community engagement. 

March-April 2024 

The SB 80 RAC, composed of both new and original SB 762 
RAC members, approved changes to the SB 80 map to 
include the reduction of hazara classifications for irrigated 
agricultural lands. 

July 18, 2024 

ODF and OSU publ ished the SB 80 draft map on the 
Oregon Wildfire Risk Explorer. 

Sept._4,_2024 .. 

Board of Forestry voted on and approved SB 80 
rule update and addition of irrigated agriculture. 

March 2025 
SB 83 introduced to repea l SB 80 map. 
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2  This process was different than the SB 762 appeals process, which required filing a written or electronic submission with ODF. Due 
to the nature of the transition between SB 762 and SB 80, this summary report refers to the original map as the SB 762 map and the 
revised map as the SB 80 map. See Figure 1 for additional details about the SB 762/80 implementation process.

Legislative foundations of the map

The SB 762/80 wildfire hazard map was shaped 
by policy, rulemaking, and legislative precedent. 
The map’s scope and methodology were de-
fined by SB 762 (2021) and later revised under 
SB 80 (2023). 

The SB 762 legislation restricted hazard clas-
sifications to four key inputs, climate, weather, 
topography, and vegetation, and assigned the 
tax lot as the primary unit of regulation (SB 762, 
2021). These legislative decisions were realized 
through 66.5 hours of deliberations in the SB 762 
Rules Advisory Committee (RAC), a 26-member 
body of state agency officials, academics, and 
public interest representatives. Over the course 
of 13 public meetings, the RAC developed rules 
regarding the scope and scale of wildland-urban 
interface (WUI) classifications and hazard 
designations. Following the map’s retraction, SB 
80 introduced futher modifications, particularly 
regarding the classification of irrigated agricul-
tural lands to lower hazard designations, based 
on three additional RAC meetings totaling about 
six hours of discussion. 

Oregon’s approach to wildfire mapping has 
evolved over time; the SB 762 hazard map built 
on lessons from the 1997 Forestland-Urban 
Interface Fire Protection Act (SB 360). While 
SB 360 represented the state’s first attempt at 
wildfire legislation, it relied on a voluntary com-
pliance model, in which county fire personnel 
updated hazard maps every five years and ad-
justed classifications for properties that imple-
mented wildfire mitigation actions (Interview 
with Author, 2024). However, only three counties 
adopted SB 360, leading to limited statewide 
impact (Rawlings, 2017). SB 762/80 adopted a 
more centralized, state-led approach, requir-
ing property owners in high hazard WUI areas 
to implement home hardening and defensible 
space measures. 

As the SB 762 map and associated regulations 
rolled out in June 2022 public responses were 
diverse but mostly critical of the state’s efforts 
(VanderHart, 2021; Zarkhin, 2021; Urness, 2022; 
Dodge, 2023). ODF and Oregon State Fire 
Marshal (OSFM) organized public meetings in 
La Grande, The Dalles, Grants Pass, and Red-
mond, as well as virtual meetings for Jackson 
and Josephine counties (ODF, 2023). ODF later 
converted its Grants Pass meeting to an online 
format due to threats of violence. In total, about 
1,700 people attended these sessions (ODF, 
2023). Oregon State University (OSU), which 
led the mapping effort, also received about 350 
emails about the map (ODF, 2023). Collectively, 
these responses led to the SB 762 map’s retrac-
tion on August 4, 2022. Although the appeals 
process was rendered moot with the map’s can-
cellation, the collected feedback informed chan-
ges to a new map under SB 80.

In August 2023, Oregon passed SB 80 to revise 
certain aspects of the SB 762 wildfire hazard 
map. SB 80 also implemented a formal contest-
ed case hearing process, to be administered 
through the Office of Administrative Hearings 
(ODF, 2024)2.
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Status of SB 80

In January 2025, ODF released the final SB 80 
wildfire hazard map on the Oregon Wildfire Risk 
Explorer. However, key regulatory components, 
including home hardening and defensible space 
standards from the Department of Consumer 
and Business Services (DCBS) and OSFM, were 
not finalized at that point. On February 17, 2025, 
Governor Kotek directed ODF to pause appeals 
referrals to the Office of Administrative Hearings 
until the legislative session ended in June to al-
low more time for public feedback on the map 
(Governor Tina Kotek Press Office, 2025). In 
March 2025, Democrats and Republicans intro-
duced SB 83, which called for the repeal the 
SB 80 map and the local adoption of statewide 
defensible space and home hardening codes 
(Pittman, 2025). In April 2025, the Oregon State 
Senate passed Senate Bill 83. In June 2025, 
Governor Kotek signed SB 83 which meant the 
SB 80 hazard map and its associated statewide 
regulatory requirements would no longer be im-
plemented. This action shifted responsibility for 
adopting and enforcing wildfire mitigation codes 
to local jurisdictions.

Public feedback after Oregon’s wildfire map-
ping processes persists, particularly around the 
map’s perceived connection to home insurance 
(Urness, 2025; Castillo, 2025; Curry Coastal Pi-
lot, 2025). Despite Senate Bill 82’s prohibition 
on using the map for insurance underwriting 
and rate-setting, many members of the public 
remain wary of potential indirect consequences 
in future mapping efforts. The following sections 
reflect:

1. How stakeholders – including members of the 
public, county officials and experts, and state 
and agency officials and personnel – experi-
enced the implementation of SB 762 and 80.

2. Key considerations for policymakers and land 
managers in Oregon and across the Western 
U.S.

Key Learnings

Co-creating a hazard map along-
side regulatory policy can compli-
cate where and how responsibility 
is assigned.

Findings suggest that the scale of the SB 762/80 
wildfire hazard map, developed using land-
scape-level data, as legislatively mandated, did 
not align clearly with the proposed parcel-level 
regulatory implications intended by policy-
makers. The SB 762/80 map was informed by 
coarse-resolution data but had policy and regu-
latory implications at finer scales (i.e., the scale 
of the property owner). While some members 
of the public expected parcel-level risk assess-
ments, or changes to the map based on par-
cel-level actions, the map was never intended 
to function at that level of precision. Since the 
scale of intended regulation (parcel-level) was 
not intended to match the landscape scale of 
the map (landscape-level), some participants 
perceived a challenge for both public under-
standing and policy implementation. The follow-
ing quotes capture this sentiment:

“We kept saying to people, this is not a property 
lot specific map, this is a landscape map. ... That 
is the core problem. We made a landscape scale 
map that has implications and requirements that 
apply at individual tax lots,” (Interview with Au-
thor, 2024).

“I spent thousands of dollars hardening my 
property. Metal roof, clearing trees, cleaning up 
debris. All that doesn’t matter [on the SB 762/80 
map],” (Focus group with Author, 2024).

As a result of this perceived mismatch, some 
public feedback reflected con cerns that as-
signing regulatory responsibility at the indi-
vidual or parcel-level – without addressing 
or incorporating surrounding scales, such as 
neighborhood, community, or broader jurisdic-
tional contexts – may unintentionally place dis-
proportionate responsibility on individual prop-
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3  Firewise is a voluntary, opt-in initiative organized by the National Fire Protection Association that advocates for mitigation at the 
neighborhood scale. To receive Firewise status, neighborhoods must prove annual mitigation activities, such as gutter cleaning and 
defensible space.

erty owners. For instance, some participants 
noted challenges when individual parcels are 
situated adjacent to differently managed lands 
(county, state, or federal). Other participants 
mentioned the scale of their neighborhoods by 
drawing on their inclusion in initiatives such as 
Firewise3 (see quote below):

“There’s no recognition of the work that’s been 
done for this to become a Firewise community. 
A ton of hard work and expense,” (Focus group 
with Author, 2024).

In this quote, the participant viewed the scale of 
wildfire risk and mitigation at a level of respons-
ibility beyond the parcel level. Although the map 
was not meant to reflect an individual’s risk, 

regulation at the parcel level meant that many 
property owners saw the map as reflecting it. 
This finding does not advocate for one scale but 
rather underscores a sequencing and process 
consideration. When landscape-level hazard as-
sessments are closely linked to regulations ap-
plied at the individual property scale, respons-
ibility can disproportionately shift to individual 
homeowners. This challenge is not unique to 
Oregon; other states and counties similarly 
apply wildfire regulations at the parcel level (i.e., 
California Public Resources Code 4291). The 
Considerations for Policy and Management sec-
tion explores alternative ways to approach and 
mitigate these sequencing and responsibility 
reflections.
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Participants emphasized the value 
of clearly defined and accessible 
opportunities to contest designa-
tions.

Many participants expressed desire for a pro-
cess, established at the start of policymaking, 
to contest hazard designations. Although SB 80 
introduced an independent contested-case ap-
peals process (which was paused after the map’s 
release in January 2025), stakeholders raised 
concerns about procedural complexity, access-
ibility, and the extent of the criteria permitted 
for appeal. Under the SB 80 appeals framework, 
changes to parcel-level hazard classifications 
could solely occur if appellants successfully 
challenged the underlying scientific modeling 
or demonstrated errors in policy rollout by ODF 
(Interview with Author, 2024). Wildfire mitiga-
tion actions – such as defensible space, home 
hardening, or community-level mitigation ef-
forts – were not considered in the SB 80 appeals 
process because the intent of the hazard map 
did not include or measure mitigation.

Some participants expressed concerns that 
meaningful parcel-level mitigation measures 
undertaken by property owners would not in-
fluence hazard designations under the SB 80 
appeals structure. Some participants advocated 
for appeals processes to be structured different-
ly from the outset of policymaking to explicitly 
include avenues for documenting parcel-level 
mitigation. The following quote provides an ex-
ample:

“I can show you road systems of one house after 
another where there is not a piece of brush and 
their gutters are clean. But they will be penalized 
unless there’s an appeals system [that accounts 
for mitigation]. It’s important that it’s in place 
so not everyone is treated the same as those 
who say, ‘I don’t really care,’” (Grants Pass AOC 
meeting, 2023).

According to this participant, future policy-
making and engagement strategies that clearly 

define and broaden criteria for appeals to ex-
plicitly include parcel-level mitigation could 
improve perceived fairness. Introducing parcel 
level mitigation data into an appeals process 
could also introduce complexity, especially for 
property owners without the resources or ex-
pertise to document their mitigation efforts.

Timing and extent of engagement 
with local experts influenced trust 
between state agencies and locali-
ties during policy and mapmaking 
processes.

Some participants emphasized the importance 
of involving local experts – defined by partici-
pants as tribal members, county officials, local 
fire districts, emergency mangers, and repre-
sentatives familiar with community-specific 
wildfire conditions – early in the hazard map 
and policy development processes. While the 
SB 762 process involved engaging “fire model-
ing experts and regional fuel specialists [who] 
updated and adjusted LANDFIRE fuel models 
to account for recent disturbance and reflect 
burnable landscapes across Oregon,” (Dunn & 
McKevoy, 2024), some participants perceived 
this process was not widely advertised and ad-
vocated for fuels specialists more familiar with 
local conditions (Interview with Author, 2024). 
According to these participants, local know-
ledge holders can possess knowledge of fine 
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4  The SB 80 revision process reclassified irrigated agricultural lands as lower hazard, a decision influenced by input from Oregon Farm 
Bureau in the SB 80 RAC. While some participants advocated for a case-by-case approach to irrigated agricultural lands, others as-
serted that irrigated lands should automatically receive a low-hazard designation due to the perceived buffering effects against wildfire.

scale conditions such as irrigation,4 vegetation 
management, and recent fuels treatments that 
national or state-level datasets may not reflect. 
Participants justified their involvement by high-
lighting that conditions relevant to wildfire haz-
ard can vary across time and geographic scales:

“Irrigation is a tricky one because you may have 
irrigation for part of the year, but it could be shut 
off in August during a drought year,” (Interview 
with Author, 2024).

“What’s irrigated is changing every year and 
should be revisited often,” (Klamath AOC meet-
ing, 2023).

Data granularity considerations and related 
standardization challenges aside, participants 
identified a broader takeaway related to how 
hazard mapping methodologies were linked to 
policy development and community engage-
ment processes. Some participants emphasized 
missed opportunities to involve local experts 
in the early stages of policymaking, around the 
time of legislation writing and data curation. 
Others pointed out opportunities for dialogue 
about alternative data platforms or methods 
that may have captured regional differences. 
By involving local experts in early stages of 
policy- and mapmaking, follow-up iterations, 
and through more structured engagement, state 
agencies may have increased the potential for 
more conversation, partnership, and alignment.

Second, the sequencing and timing of policy 
development and map release constrained local 
engagement. Participants explained that simul-
taneous map creation, policy development, and 
deadlines for wildfire mitigation standards lim-
ited the ability for state agencies to engage com-
munities meaningfully in the SB 762 process. To 
develop statewide wildfire mitigation standards 
before the next fire season, policymakers faced:
“...this push and pull of setting a realistic time 

and doing the best we can in a short time and 
then constantly course correcting,” (Interview 
with Author, 2024).

Consequently, the SB 762 process allocated just 
under one year for map creation, which limited 
opportunities to engage local experts. The SB 
80 process included more opportunities for 
feedback; the AOC meetings, held in summer 
2023, provided forums for county officials and 
personnel to review the draft SB 80 maps. Par-
ticipants were then encouraged to provide fol-
low-up feedback through a designated email 
address. While SB 80 dedicated more time to 
public outreach, participants still felt outreach 
was delayed by competing agency priorities 
(Interview with Author, 2024). One participant 
articulated the impact of these constraints:
“It’s the political process that’s been waiting 
in comms world. I always thought the summer 
(2023) would be more of a public outreach cam-
paign. After [the AOC meetings with counties], I 
thought we would have a whole public outreach 
campaign. We’re getting one month. We lost 
September ... February, March, April,” (Interview 
with Author, 2024).

Public engagement after the AOC meetings 
included one optional opportunity for coun-
ty commissioners to follow-up with ODF and 
mapmakers about their concerns after the SB 
80 wildfire hazard map draft was released in 
July 2024 (AOC, 2024); it also included a ser-
ies of information fairs with the public, at which 
point agency personnel briefed members of the 
public on finalized changes to the map, as de-
termined in the SB 80 RAC. Even if more time 
would not have fundamentally changed the haz-
ard map’s underlying science, more deliberate 
sequencing, earlier and clearer communication, 
and structured local engagement might have 
improved how stakeholders engaged with and 
responded to the map. Participants further ex-
pressed that community-facing local experts 
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and personnel can help build trust, as they are 
often perceived as more familiar with local con-
ditions and concerns:

“The locals trust their local people more so than 
the state,” (Interview with Author, 2024).

“[Appellant] thinks that each community should 
play a part in the decisions of the map,” (ODF 
appeals, 2022).

Based on this participant feedback, state agen-
cies might consider approaches that prioritize 
local involvement – such as structured engage-
ment with local experts at the start of policy 
and mapmaking – to facilitate buy-in. The Con-
siderations for Policy and Management section 
discusses potential avenues to incorporate such 
feedback, drawing on Oregon’s past experien-
ces with Senate Bill 360.

 

Home insurance affordability and 
availability remain major concerns, 
despite legislative efforts to sepa-
rate the map from underwriting de-
cisions.

Most participants consistently raised concerns 
about home insurance affordability and avail-

ability, despite legislative efforts (SB 82) explicit-
ly separating the hazard map from insurance 
underwriting decisions. Many members of the 
public and county-level personnel expressed 
skepticism and confusion regarding whether or 
how hazard designations might indirectly influ-
ence insurance premiums. One participant de-
scribed, “You have a lot of people saying these 
maps are raising rates,” (Tillamook AOC Meet-
ing, 2023). Additionally, some participants high-
lighted the disproportionate impacts of rising 
insurance premiums and nonrenewals on rural 
and lower income households:

“I have neighbors in this community that can-
not get insurance. ... We’re all getting hurt and 
damaged. Those of us that can get insurance, 
our premiums are skyrocketing now. For rural 
communities, we’re getting severely damaged,” 
(Focus group with Author, 2024).

Such comments resonate with broader nation-
al trends of insurers withdrawing from high-
risk areas. One commissioner advocated for 
addressing insurance challenges proactively in 
state hazard mapping efforts:

“Insurance in other states say, ‘we don’t care 
what your map says, we’re pulling out.’ We need 
to have more of a conversation,” (Dallas AOC 
meeting, 2023).

Participants’ concerns illustrate the importance 
of providing sufficient lead time, clear communi-
cation, and explicit coordination between map-
ping and regulatory efforts and state-level trans-
parency about the status of home insurance 
availability and affordability in Oregon. These 
findings reflect similar results as previous hazard 
mapping studies (see Provant and Carey, 2023; 
Elliott, 2021, etc.) that argue for weighing such 
efforts alongside insurance-related concerns.
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Considerations for 
policy and management
This section presents several considerations 
for addressing feedback from members of the 
public and stakeholder groups. These consider-
ations may also be applicable for other states 
undergoing policymaking pathways for similar 
wildfire-related challenges.

The scale at which policymakers 
choose to regulate wildfire hazard 
influences how responsibility is dis-
tributed across communities and 
jurisdictions.

At the start of policymaking, policymakers and 
managers could consider a process that aligns 
with landscape-level dynamics. Adopting regu-
lation at a landscape- or neighborhood- scale 
might promote collaboration across property 
boundaries and jurisdictions while aligning miti-
gation efforts with the collective nature of wild-
fire risk. Such a framework might focus around a 
zone, community, or utilize an approach such as 
the Potential Operational Delineations (PODs) 
model (Thompson et al., 2022). The PODs mod-
el uses landscape-level management zones to 
help land managers coordinate fuels treatments 
and mitigation efforts across jurisdictions. In 
mixed-ownership or WUI areas, PODs could 
be adapted as a collaborative planning tool to 
coordinate mitigation strategies among private 
property owners, local governments, fire dis-
tricts, and state or federal agencies.

While PODs have mainly been used across 
public forests, they present a potential way to 
shift regulatory and educational focus from par-
cel-level classifications to landscape-level fire 
dynamics. This framework could contextualize 
parcel-level regulation within a broader frame-
work that accounts for regional fuel loads and 
treatments. While this framework would not 
eliminate the need for parcel level actions alto-
gether, it could contextualize these actions with-
in a landscape perspective, potentially reducing 
confusion and promoting cooperative wildfire 
risk management across multiple ownerships, 
communities, and jurisdictions. California’s SB 
1101 provides one example of a policy that estab-
lishes a statewide network of PODs for wildfire 
response and prescribed fire (CA SB 1101, 2023).

This approach does not come without diffi-
culties; integrating the PODs framework into 
legislation would require coordinated planning 
across agencies, local governments, and land-
owners, and funding and resources to utilize 
PODs beyond federal and public lands. While 
no state has yet adopted such an approach, 
other institutions are beginning to think outside 
the individual parcel. The Insurance Institute for 
Business and Home Safety (IBHS) launched its 
Wildfire Prepared Community initiative in April 
2025 to account for the importance of a neigh-
borhood when mitigating wildfire (IBHS, 2025). 
This effort tracks the spread of ember across a 
community to locate strategic fuel breaks, and 
to identify homes that should mitigate in accord-
ance with different IBHS standards. Such a mod-
el illustrates an early step toward addressing the 
broader implications of scale and responsibility 
inherent in wildfire policy and mapping. 
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Thoughtful sequencing and en-
gaging boundary actors are im-
portant for building trust.

Policymakers and managers could consider 
a process prior to map development that pro-
vides a space for people to input their thoughts 
about priority values and assets for protection 
and regulation. The PODS process, for example, 
brings together managers, local experts, and 
personnel at multiple scales to work collabora-
tively and identify areas of highest value and 
risk. From the outset, such a process establish-
es shared interest and collaboration. Wildfire af-
fects everyone, yet its impacts are unevenly dis-
tributed; hazard mapping efforts must therefore 
emerge from a community of voices.

Regarding sequencing, establishing a structured 
county verification process at the initial point 
of policymaking could offer a more consistent 
mechanism for incorporating local insights. The 
SB 80 process facilitated county involvement 
through nine in-person meetings in summer 
2023. However, data collection from county of-
ficials and personnel primarily occurred through 
informal channels, such as email submissions to 
OSU after initial drafts of the SB 80 maps were 
produced.

Possible approaches include:

1. Regular county review periods: Regularly 
scheduled review periods (e.g., every five years) 
would allow counties to submit feedback on 
hazard classifictions and identify discrepancies 
based on observed landscape characteristics. 
This process would be similar to map update 
processes for SB 360 (Interview with Author, 
2024).

2. Standardized submission process: Provid-
ing counties with a structured template or dedi-
cated data portal could facilitate the submission 
of local fuel observations and other relevant in-
formation.

3. Collaboration with ODF field staff: Desig-
nated ODF field agents could work directly with 
county officials to collect and integrate local 

feedback. Some stakeholders also suggested 
involving local fire chiefs and emergency man-
agers in the map development process (Gilliam 
AOC meeting, 2023).

Potential shortcomings remain here. Integrating 
county-level adjustments into a statewide hazard 
framework may present standardization challen-
ges. While local fuel layers and data points may 
provide important qualitative insights, counties 
and local agencies do not always maintain spa-
tial records of fuel treatments, irrigation, or other 
mitigation actions that could be incorporated 
into a map in a standardized way.



Policy and Implementation Insights from Oregon’s SB 762/80 Wildfire Hazard Mapping Process

15

A county- or community-based ap-
proach may more effectively match 
the intent of appealing landscape-
level hazard.

Hazard indicators used in statewide hazard 
mapping processes, such as burn probability or 
flame length, are derived from landscape-scale 
modeling efforts, often based on coarse input 
data. While burn probability and flame length 
can vary at fine spatial scales, their modeled 
values in statewide maps represent aggregated 
or generalized conditions across broader geo-
graphic units (i.e., the 30 by 30 meter pixel). As 
a result, individual property owners may find it 
challenging or unrealistic to contest these classi-
fications effectively on a parcel-by-parcel basis, 
since the statewide modeling outputs used for 
regulatory purposes may not directly align with 
highly localized or site-specific conditions ob-
served on individual properties.

One alternative might involve an appeals and 
verification framework modeled after Oregon’s 
previous SB 360 process, which engaged coun-
ty-level personnel to provide on-the-ground 
verification of mitigation efforts. While the SB 
762/80 map was not designed to include mitiga-
tion efforts, a county-level approach to ground 
truthing landscape-level factors such as irrig-
ation or fuels reduction could offer collective 
avenues for communities to refine hazard clas-
sifications based on localized conditions. Ad-
vantages of a county- or town-based appeals 
process include:

•	 Leveraging existing local expertise and 
familiarity with community-specific condi-
tions

•	 Reducing burdens and accessibility issues 
associated with individual property owners 
contesting landscape-scale criteria

•	 Building buy-in and partnerships with local 
experts 

Additional mechanisms, such as 
1) a mitigation map layer and 2) 
additional funding for mitigation, 
could acknowledge and document 
owners’ property-level mitigation 
efforts to support regulatory com-
pliance, insurance concerns, and 
offset compliance costs.

Future legislative or regulatory frameworks 
might recognize and document individual prop-
erty owners’ mitigation actions, such as compli-
ance with defensible space and home harden-
ing standards. If hazard mapping and regulation 
continue to include a parcel-level component, 
participants suggested adding a complement-
ary map layer or certification system that ac-
knowledges documented mitigation activities at 
the parcel scale. Such a certification could serve 
alongside landscape-level hazard classifications 
and provide evidence of individual efforts to re-
duce wildfire risk.
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Implementing such a layer would require es-
tablishing clear standards and mechanisms for 
oversight. Potential approaches include:

•	 A standardized submission process (i.e., 
a photo-based mobile app) that property 
owners could use to demonstrate compli-
ance or mitigation actions

•	 Regular verification protocols for temporally 
variable defensible space efforts

•	 In-person alternatives, such as county or lo-
cal official site visits conducted under Ore-
gon’s previous SB 360 model, to verify miti-
gation measures directly. This may address 
equity concerns for residents unable to en-
gage with digital technologies (Interview 
with Author, 2024)

Participants also recommended dedicated fund-
ing streams from the outset of policymaking to 
help offset the compliance costs associated with 
implementing required mitigation measures. Es-
tablishing stable, pre-identified funding pools 
at the state level to support property owners 
remains an important step in removing eco-

nomic barriers to compliance and supporting 
wildfire-risk reduction. The lack of funding for 
such efforts since 2021 resulted in widespread 
challenges to achieving community protection 
throughout Oregon.

Many participants further noted potential bene-
fits of linking documented mitigation activities 
to insurance considerations. While Oregon’s SB 
82 explicitly prohibited insurers from using the 
SB 762/80 map for underwriting decisions, par-
ticipants highlighted the potential value of miti-
gation certifications or documented risk-reduc-
tion activities as evidence that property owners 
could provide to insurers. Sequencing hazard 
mapping and regulatory processes alongside 
insurance considerations might contribute to 
members of the public feeling more seen and 
heard. Additionally, new public, zip-code level 
data from the U.S. Department of the Treas-
ury provides the opportunity to analyze where 
and how the insurance crisis is disproportion-
ately impacts Oregonians, and where premium 
burdens are the highest (U.S. Treasury, 2025). 
Such data, while subject to limitations, could in-
fluence policy interventions in geographies ex-
periencing high levels of insurance instability.
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