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Tree characteristics
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Recent impacts to giant sequoia

Decreasing elevation

Shive et al., 2022
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Mortality rate was
double for trees with fire scars
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Fuel accumulation

Consume conductive tissue

Optimized air flow

Structural failure
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Topographic position index
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Conclusions

Can we do stand-level
treatments?

potentially be useful
(“Point Protection”)

What informs
vulnerability?
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