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Executive Summary

Governor John Hickenlooper created the Task Force on Wildfire Insurance and Forest Health

through Executive Order B 2013-002. The group was asked to identify and reach agreement on 

ways to encourage activities, practices and policies that would reduce the risk of loss in 

wildland-urban interface (WUI) areas and provide greater customer choice and knowledge of 

insurance options.

Increasingly destructive wildfires over the past ten years have caused devastating losses to 

Colorado and its residents.  The two most destructive wildfires in state history have occurred in 

the last two summers. Combined, the Waldo Canyon Fire and the Black Forest Fire resulted in 

insurance claims in excess of $750 million, and claimed 

the lives of 4 people. The U.S. Forest Service and the 

Department of the Interior spent a combined $206 million 

on fire suppression in 1991, an amount which surged to 

$1.7 billion in 2011.  The increasing development of 

homes in the WUI ensures that the pattern of damaging 

wildfire will continue.  A Colorado State University study 

projects that the state’s growth of development in the WUI 

will increase from 715,500 acres in 2000 to 2,161,400 

acres by 2030, a 300 percent increase.  

Many factors underlie the challenge Colorado faces in 

making people and property located in the WUI safer in the 

event of a wildfire.  Decades of aggressive suppression 

efforts have transformed the forests, leaving them 

susceptible to high intensity, destructive fire events.  While 

it is well-established that reducing fuels and wildland 

vegetation near homes in the WUI is critical to minimizing 

risks, these efforts are costly and available resources are 

often diverted to suppression efforts.  Another complexity 

is that individual homeowner actions can only protect 

individual homes; neighborhood and community safety 

requires collective action.  Research also shows that 

adapting structures through measures such as building codes, fire-wise building materials and 

zoning can appreciably reduce risks. However, any proposed solution must also consider 

existing homes, which may not be captured by new regulatory measures . Factors like these 

have historically operated as barriers to progress.  The Task Force accepted that to break 

through these barriers, the leaders and citizens of Colorado must make difficult choices 

requiring complex political trade-offs and behavioral changes. 

Barriers to 
Progress 

- Lack of funding and 
resources

- Personal responsibility
- Lack of clarity in 

messaging
- Political perils
- Enforcement difficulties
- Difficulty in regulating 

existing homes
- Legal constraints
- Unintended 

consequences
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Working from the Guiding Principles contained the Executive 

Order, the Task Force identified a series of recommendations 

designed to create a coordinated system that will require 

homeowners to share in the burden of the risk and to promote 

changed behaviors through a combination of legal 

requirements, increased awareness, and incentives.  This 

system involves the development of uniform standards at the 

statewide level and defers to local governments for 

implementation of mitigation and prevention efforts.

The first step is to develop a mapping tool that can identify and 

quantify wildfire risks to specific properties in the WUI.  The 

Task Force recommends continued development of the existing 

Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessment Portal (CO-WRAP) to 

accomplish this task.  CO-WRAP already operates as a risk 

assessment tool to deliver risk information and create 

awareness about wildfire issues across the state, but to date, 

the tool is limited in its applicability.  Updating the model will 

require active involvement of all relevant stakeholders, 

including local governments, insurance providers, real estate 

agents, appraisers and lenders.  Significant data-collection will 

be part of the effort, particularly to enable the tool to measure 

changes in mitigation outcomes on a specific property.  The 

updated CO-WRAP model will quantify risks to specific 

properties in the WUI by assigning a score.  These CO-WRAP 

scores can then be used broadly for disclosure to all relevant 

stakeholders, such as prospective homeowners, realtors, home 

builders, lenders, insurance providers and local governments.  

Another use for CO-WRAP scores will be in triggering a Wildfire 

Mitigation Audit for high-risk homes (e.g., homes scoring over a 

certain CO-WRAP score).  The Audits will include on-site visits 

and will provide more detailed information about risks and 

mitigation needs for an individual property. These Audits will 

serve several goals:  (1) they will provide disclosure to relevant 

stakeholders; (2) they will provide information to homeowners 

about what steps to take to reduce the CO-WRAP score; and 

(3) they will provide incentives for homeowners to act to reduce 

wildfire risks to their properties.  The Task Force also 

recognized the need to coordinate with existing stakeholders to 

develop and disseminate uniform best management practices 

(BMPs) in order to ensure that homeowners do not receive 

conflicting or contradictory messages about how best to 

mitigate homes in the WUI.  

Guiding Principles 
from the Executive 
Order
- Identify and support state 

and local activities and 
partnerships that would 
promote forest health and 
reduce the loss from 
wildland fires and protect 
communities, first 
responders and 
investment from wildfire.

- Protect citizens who live 
in the WUI

- Protect Colorado’s 
landscape, which is a 
critical element of the 
state’s economic health

- Increase awareness of the 
fire risks in the WUI

- Identify insurance options 
that incentivize actions, 
practices and policies that 
can lead to reduced losses 
and better understanding 
of coverage by policy 
holders

- Identify legislation and 
regulatory options that 
promote wise planning 
and stewardship and 
reduce loss of life and 
property

- Promote state and local 
coordination that will 
foster forest health and 
reduce wildland fire 
threats.

- Explore public-private 
partnership opportunities
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In conjunction with the quantification of risk and the development of an Audit system, the Task 
Force also recommends several state-wide initiatives, including a state-wide model ordinance 
for private properties in the WUI, a prohibition against inconsistent community building or land-
use requirements, and a pilot program for prescribed burns, such as the one now being 
developed by the Air Pollution Control Division where a “general permit” can be issued to users 
of prescribed fire, in connection with enhanced public outreach.  However, the Task Force 
recognizes that one-size-fits-all solutions are not appropriate in a state like Colorado with 
diverse ecosystems and communities.  Local solutions are more likely to enhance community 
buy-in, creating the necessary conditions for meaningful change.  Therefore, the Task Force 
recommends that implementation of state-wide standards occur at the local level. 
 
The Task Force was asked to explore the role of the insurance industry and it found that the 
recently-enacted Homeowner's Insurance Reform Act addresses many of the property 
insurance issues raised by homeowners following the Fourmile Canyon, High Park and Waldo 
Canyon Wildfires.  Moving forward, the Task Force recommends extensive outreach and 
education about the recent law coupled with disclosure of CO-WRAP scores and Wildfire 
Mitigation Audits to insurance companies.  Insurers can then incorporate the risk information 
into their individual underwriting policies.  This method will ensure that uniform information is 
provided to all insurers without violating antitrust laws.  It will also permit insurance companies 
to maintain their own individual underwriting and inspection processes, which will ensure a 
continued, robust market with multiple insurers and products. 
 
The Task Force also looked at funding needs, and it recommends assessing a fee on properties 
in the WUI to help fund mitigation activities.  This is consistent with the principle that 
homeowners in the WUI should take on the risks and associated costs of living in wildfire-prone 
areas. The fees would likely be assessed by the state and then allocated to counties to support 
local mitigation priorities. The Task Force also reviewed existing grant programs in the state, 
and it recommends continued and enhanced funding for wildfire risk mitigation. 

 
Finally, the Task Force recommends 
building on existing informational and 
educational programs. Rather than creating 
a new approach, the first step must include 
efforts focused on increasing homeowner 
and stakeholder awareness of financial and 
technical assistance that is already available 
in Colorado to support wildfire risk mitigation 
and disseminating information about the new 
Homeowners Insurance Reform Act (HB 13-
1225). 
 

This house survived the Fourmile Canyon Fire in 2010. 
Photo: Colorado State Forest Service 
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The intent of these recommendations is to create a system that prompts and incentivizes action, 
not just through legal requirements, but also through better education.  Homeowners in the WUI 
will share in the burden of the costs associated with protecting property in the WUI, and there 
will be resources available to help, including clear direction on available funding and resources.  
Homeowners will also receive clear and continuing information about specific risks to their 
properties and what steps to take to minimize those risks. The system will identify the extent of 
the WUI, calculate risks for individual properties in high hazard areas, and implement a variety 
of mitigation and prevention measures at the local level. 
 
The Task Force recognizes that some of its recommendations will be costly and potentially 
difficult to implement.  However, the Task Force accepted that its mission was to identify bold 
and innovative recommendations to break through the historic barriers.  These 
recommendations can then be further developed, adapted and implemented by the Governor, 
the Colorado General Assembly, state and local governments, public-private partnerships, and 
the insurance industry. 
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 Task Force Establishment, Structure and Guiding 1.
Principles 
1.1 Establishment and Purpose 

Increasingly destructive wildfire seasons over the past ten years have caused devastating 
losses to Colorado and its residents and the problem is growing.  The two most destructive 
wildfires in state history have occurred in the last two summers.  Combined, the Waldo Canyon 
Fire and the Black Forest Fire resulted in four deaths, burned over 30,000 acres, destroyed over 
850 homes, and resulted in over $750 million in insurance claims.  The U.S. Forest Service and 
the Department of the Interior spent a combined $206 million on fire suppression in 1991, $953 
million in 2001 and $1.7 billion in 2011.  Costs continue to rise for these agencies and others 
involved in wildfire suppression at the local, state, and federal level.      
 
As Colorado grows, its urban areas are rapidly expanding into the fire-prone lands in the 
wildland-urban interface (WUI).  According to Headwaters Economics, Colorado already has 
over 1.1 million acres in the WUI, 80 percent of which remains undeveloped.   As more 
development occurs, the WUI will only grow.  A Colorado State University study (D. Theobald 
and W. Romme, 2007) projects that the state’s WUI areas will increase from 715,500 acres in 
2000 to 2,161,400 acres in 2030, a 300-percent increase.   
 

 
Source: Colorado State Forest Service; Rocky Mountain Insurance Industry Association 
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“Governments and people have to have the intestinal fortitude to do the right thing, 
and the right thing is not the easy thing.  We're going to have to think differently.” 

 
- Deputy State Forester Joe Duda 
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Citizens, communities, coalitions and local governments have all taken action to address 
individual, neighborhood and local concerns.  However, current efforts are fragmented, sporadic 
and inconsistent.  With so many growing communities now situated in areas adjacent to fire-
dependent ecosystems, the challenge facing homeowners, local governments, and the State is 
complex.   Until efforts can be coordinated and directed across political boundaries and property 
lines, the threat of wildfire damages in the WUI will continue to grow and intensify. 
 
On January 30, 2013, Governor John W. Hickenlooper established the Task Force on Wildfire 
Insurance and Forest Health (Task Force) to identify and reach agreement on ways to 
encourage activities, practices and policies across the state that would reduce the risk of loss in 
WUI areas and provide greater customer choice and knowledge of insurance options. The 
Governor directed the Task Force to explore the following issues: 
 

1. Environmentally sensitive ways to improve forest health and sustainability in order to 
limit future wildfire exposure. 
 

2. The availability of firefighting resources and coordination. 
 

3. Ways to maintain and protect water quality and watersheds. 
 

4. Building and other development activities and requirements in the WUI. 
 

5. Maintaining a healthy insurance marketplace to protect against loss from wildfire. 

1.2 Task Force Members 

As required by the Executive Order, Ms. Barbara J. Kelley, the Executive Director of the 
Colorado Department of Regulatory Agencies, chaired the Task Force.  Eighteen designees 
from a broad array of affected state, federal and local government entities, industry groups, and 
non-governmental organizations participated as members.  
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1.3 Working Groups and Deliberative Process 

The Task Force first convened on February 28, 2013 and met regularly for the following seven 
months.  Collectively, the group examined a wide array of options to address the Governor’s 
charge including: creating tailored insurance products for residents in the WUI; utilizing local 
government liaisons and local jurisdiction designees in forest management and development 
decision-making; educating residents in the WUI about risks and mitigation measures; providing 
training workshops for local jurisdiction representatives; adopting intergovernmental agreements 
and creating public-private partnerships; and implementing new laws or regulations. 
 

Task Force 
Members

Executive Director,
Department of Regulatory 

Agencies
Task Force Chair

Barbara Kelley

Colorado Commissioner of 
Insurance

James Riesberg / 

Marguerite Salazar 

Division of Homeland Security 
and Emergency Management

Kevin R. Klein

Division of Fire Prevention and 
Control

Paul L. Cooke

Colorado Department of 
Natural Resources

Lisa Dale

Colorado State Forest Service

Scott Woods

U.S. Forest Service

Cheri Ford/                            
Dana Coelho

American Insurance 
Association

Robert Ferm

Property Casualty Insurers 
Association of America

Kelly Campbell

Non‐governmental 
conservation organization 

(Coalition for the Upper South 
Platte)

Carol Ekarius

Colorado Municipal League

Meghan Storrie

Colorado Bankers Association

Jenifer Waller

Colorado Mortgage Lenders

Bruce Bowler

Colorado Home Builders 
Association

Amie Mayhew

Colorado Counties, Inc.

Douglas B. Monger

Colorado
Water Congress

Douglas Kemper

Society of American Foresters

Lyle Laverty

Department of Public Health  
and Environment: Water 
Quality Control Division

Dick Parachini

Department of Public Health 
and Environment: Air Quality 

Control Commission

Mike Silverstein 
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Following the Governor’s directions, the Task Force formed the following four Working Groups 
to consider and evaluate preliminary recommendations on the issues identified in the Executive 
Order.  While the Executive Order creating this Task Force also identified availability of 
firefighting resources and coordination as a critical issue, the Task Force recognized that the 
Governor has also created a separate Advisory Committee to the Director of the Division of Fire 
Prevention and Control on Wildland Fire and Prescribed Fire Matters.  As a result, the Task 
Force focused exclusively on methods and measures to reduce risk.  The Task Force members 
also agreed to address the topic of water quality in the Working Group for Environmentally 
Sensitive Ways to Improve Forest Health. 
 

 
 

Each Working Group met individually to evaluate preliminary recommendations within each 
topic area, focusing on four elements for each idea: (1) implementation details; (2) costs and 
funding requirements; (3) required changes to existing law (if any); and (4) required changes to 
existing regulations (if any).  See Section 3.2 for further detail. 
 
The Task Force then met as a full body to discuss the reports and recommendations from each 
Working Group. Throughout the deliberations of the Task Force, members of the public were 
invited to attend and provide feedback; as a result, the group was presented with information, 
research material, and data from a wide variety of experts, first responders and other interested 
parties.  
 
 
 
 

Insurance 
Marketplace 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Ways to 

Improve Forest Health 
and Limit Exposure 

Risk Assessment 
through Mapping 

Building & Activities in 
the WUI 

Page |8 
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1.4 Guiding Principles 

The Task Force recognized and identified the directives outlined in the Executive Order as 
Guiding Principles to direct its work and to formulate its recommendations. Each 
recommendation brought forth by the Task Force meets at least one of these fundamental 
Guiding Principles. 

 
There is no easy or single solution to the WUI wildfire problem.  The next steps will be difficult, 
and there are many barriers to progress.  The seriousness of the wildfire threat is not always 
evident to current or prospective property owners.  Landowners may assume that vegetation 
management and the loss of trees will cause property values to drop.  The mission for the Task 
Force was to identify bold and innovative recommendations that can be further developed, 
adapted, and implemented by the Governor, the Colorado General Assembly, the Attorney 
General, various state agencies, municipal and county governments, public-private 
partnerships, the insurance industry, local communities as well as individual land and 

Page |9 

Page | 9 

Guiding Principles from the Executive Order 
 
 Identify and support state and local activities and partnerships that would 

promote forest health and reduce the loss from wildland fires and protect 
communities, first responders and investment from wildfire. 
 

 Protect citizens who live in the WUI. 
 

 Protect Colorado’s landscape, which is a critical element of the state’s 
economic health. 

 
 Increase awareness of the fire risks in the WUI. 

 
 Identify insurance options that incentivize actions, practices and policies 

that can lead to reduced losses and better understanding of coverage by 
policyholders. 

 
 Identify legislation and regulatory options that promote wise planning and 

stewardship and reduce loss of life and property. 
 

 Promote state and local coordination that will foster forest health and 
reduce wildland fire threats. 

 
 Explore public-private partnership opportunities. 

Page | 9 



 

 
         September 2013                              Page 10 

Wildfire Insurance and Forest Health Task Force Report 

homeowners. In the end, the leaders and citizens of Colorado must make difficult choices 
requiring complex political trade-offs and behavioral changes.  The Task Force proceeded with 
the assumption that its recommendations will provide an informed point of accord among the 
various stakeholders.   
 
It was the intention of the Task Force to issue consensus recommendations whenever possible. 
Recognizing that there would likely not be agreement on every issue, the Task Force agreed to 
acknowledge and explain divergent opinions when they exist.  
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 Working Group Analysis 2.
2.1 Risk Assessment Mapping 

2.1.1 Issue Statement and Key Principles 

Colorado needs a standardized method to identify the WUI and wildfire risk for properties across 
the state. This identification system is a foundation for the entire system of recommendations 
set forth in this Report.  In discussing this issue, the Working Group on Risk Assessment 
Mapping identified the following key principles: 
 

 The Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS) should be the lead responsible agency for 
managing state-wide wildfire risk assessment mapping.   
 

 Any wildfire risk mapping efforts must be consistent and regularly updated across the 
state.  
 

 End-users (e.g., real estate agents, appraisers, insurance agents, lenders, fire-fighters, 
and local governments) must be involved in the continued development of the model. 

2.1.2 Background 

The first step that any community undertakes when addressing wildfire risk is to identify the 
hazard areas.  There is a complex array of factors that contribute to wildfire risk, including type 
and distribution of vegetation, proximity of structures to fire-prone vegetation and other 
combustible structures, weather patterns, topography, hydrology, average lot size, road 
construction, and more.  Identifying and mapping risk areas is therefore a nuanced process.   
 
Various wildfire risk mapping efforts are already underway across the state.  Over 200 Colorado 
communities have developed Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs) and have created 
local risk maps as part of those Plans.  Some communities, like Boulder County, have invested 
significant time and resources to develop highly-evolved systems, while others with fewer 
resources have relied on less comprehensive summaries. At a state-wide level, CSFS recently 
developed CO-WRAP, a risk mapping tool that can deliver consistent wildfire risk information for 
the entire state.  Amid all of this important work, what is lacking is consistency and coordination.  
The following sections provide more detail on existing mapping systems that the Task Force 
reviewed. 
 

“ … we must first identify the wildfire hazard before we can mitigate that hazard.” 
 

- Boulder County, The WHIMS Manual 
 



 

 
         September 2013                              Page 12 

Wildfire Insurance and Forest Health Task Force Report 

2.1.2.1 Community Wildfire Protection Plans 

The Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA) created new incentives for communities to 
engage in comprehensive forest health planning and prioritization of mitigation activities.  Under 
the HFRA, U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) grant funds are 
available for planning and mitigation projects within the WUI as defined by the statute, which 
limits the WUI to within ½ mile of a community’s boundary or within 1 ½ miles when mitigating 
circumstances exist. However, the statute permits communities to substitute their own definition 
for the WUI through a CWPP.   

2.1.2.2 Boulder County’s Wildfire Hazard Identification and Mitigation System (WHIMS) 

Some communities have gone above and beyond the basic CWPP requirement. For example, 
Boulder County developed the Wildfire Hazard Identification and Mitigation System (WHIMS) 
almost two decades ago.   

WHIMS Model 

 

Source:  Boulder County, The WHIMS Manual 
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The WHIMS system is designed to collect site-specific fire hazard information, compile the 
information into a central GIS database, and display the information in maps, tables and other 
graphical outputs for various end-users.  The WHIMS project focuses on evaluating the hazard 
at the individual parcel/lot level in order to generate information specifically for individual 
homeowners.  To do so, WHIMS combines community involvement with expertise from several 
natural resources and emergency hazard disciplines using Geographic Information Systems.   
 
The WHIMS model predicts an overall wildfire hazard rating on a scale from 0 through 10 where 
0 represents no hazard and 10 represents maximum hazard.  This rating is calculated based on 
seven primary variables:  topography and fuels, construction elements, landscaping, defensible 
space, accessibility, water availability, and fire protection response.  In addition, a “what-if-
mitigated” overall hazard rating is also calculated, indicating the reduction in hazard that would 
be possible if mitigation actions were implemented for the site. 

2.1.2.3 Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessment Project 

In 2012, CSFS established the Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessment Portal (CO-WRAP) to 
provide a consistent, comparable set of scientific results for wildfire mitigation and prevention 
planning in Colorado.  The website address for the portal is provided in Chapter 4. 

CO-WRAP is an interactive web mapping tool tailored to Colorado’s needs.  It models wildfire 
risk as a product of wildfire threat (how likely a wildfire is to occur and of what severity) and 
wildfire effects (the potential impacts to life, property, natural resources, and other values).  The 
model factors in approximately 160 variables, including vegetation, topography, weather 
patterns, wildfire history, flame intensity and speed, all of which can be used to calculate various 
aspects of wildfire risk. 

 

Source: CSFS, Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessment Project Final Report (2013) 
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The current purpose of CO-WRAP is to deliver risk information, create awareness about wildfire 
issues across the state, and support a broad array of information requirements for various 
constituent groups, including the public, professional hazard mitigation planners, wildland fire 
managers, local community groups and government officials.  At this time, CO-WRAP is 
primarily a risk assessment tool used to inform decision-makers.  It is easy to access and can 
deliver tailored information to support the following priorities:  
 

 Identify areas that may require additional tactical planning, specifically related to 
mitigation projects and community wildfire protection planning;  
 

 Provide information necessary to justify resource, budget and funding requests; 
 

 Allow agencies to work together to better define priorities and improve emergency 
response, particularly across jurisdictional boundaries; 

 
 Increase communication with residents and the general public to address community 

priorities and needs; 
 

 Plan for response and suppression resource needs; and 
 

 Plan and prioritize hazardous fuel treatment investment. 

However, CO-WRAP is still evolving and is not yet sufficiently developed to operate as a state-
wide disclosure tool at the individual parcel level.  For example, the model’s base vegetation 
layer relies on LANDFIRE, an interagency satellite-based vegetation data source, which is only 
accurate at 30 meter (approximately 100 feet) resolution, so the model cannot yet produce site- 
or property- specific results.  The current model can also produce anomalies such as predicting 
high wildfire risk in urban areas.   
 
CSFS has secured $300,000 in 2014 grant funding from the U.S. Forest Service to continue to 
develop the CO-WRAP tool.  However, an ongoing investment is needed to build CO-WRAP 
into the disclosure tool envisioned in this Report. 

2.1.3 Barriers to Progress 

2.1.3.1 Developing the CO-WRAP model will be time-consuming and expensive. 

The Task Force agreed that while CO-WRAP is the best starting point for developing a state-
wide mapping standard, there is significant work to be done in order to be able to quantify 
wildfire risks at specific properties.  
 
A critical concern among Task Force members – and potentially the most difficult barrier – is to 
ensure that the model produces consistent results across the state.  To use a Front Range 
example, a model that assigns the highest risk rating to both an urban area like Cherry Creek 
and also a forested area like Evergreen would be inaccurate and inequitable.  To develop the 
CO-WRAP model to a point where it can uniformly quantify risks for specific properties, CSFS 
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will need to tap into a much broader group of end-users, such as insurance agents, real estate 
agents, lenders, and local government officials.  
 
Updating the model is likely to take about 5 years and cost $600,000 per year. Managing the 
development workshops with stakeholders and gathering the underlying data for the model will 
result in additional costs.  

2.1.3.2 Maintaining the maps will take time and resources. 

Any effort to develop a state-wide risk assessment mapping system must give due regard to the 
costs of administration and upkeep.  This will be a continual process as data will be constantly 
changing based on factors such as new development, individual mitigation efforts, and wildfire 
damage assessments. The Task Force predicted that it would often, but not exclusively, fall to 
counties or local governments to initiate updates and map adjustments, in consultation with 
CSFS staff.   
 
The administrative costs, including those associated with annual or biennial property hazard 
assessments and managing an appeal process, could be significant.   One significant hurdle to 
raising funds in Colorado is the Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights (TABOR), a provision in the Colorado 
Constitution that, among other things, requires voter approval for any new taxes, or any 
increase in tax rates, mill levies, or property transfer taxes.   To avoid TABOR implications, any 
payment must be structured as a “fee” that is paid by those who benefit from the service, where 
the proceeds of the fee are used to pay for the particular government service.  The concept of 
fees is discussed in more detail under Section 2.3 (Building and Activities in the WUI). 

2.1.4 Recommendations 

 
 
While CO-WRAP is not yet appropriately tailored to this goal, the Task Force concluded that, 
with additional funding and significant involvement of likely end-users, CO-WRAP can be 
developed and enhanced to provide a consistent method for providing site-specific risk 
assessments throughout the state.  A new “WUI Designation” theme can be developed for the 
existing CO-WRAP model.  The new WUI Designation theme should integrate with existing CO-
WRAP “themes” to be able define whether or not a specific property is located in the WUI, and 
to assign a uniform numeric risk value or score to the specific property.   
 
In order to ensure that the model produces useful results, the anticipated users (e.g. real estate 
agents, appraisers, lenders, fire fighters, local governments, and insurers) should be actively 
involved in enhancing the model, and should participate in the next round of contracting with the 
software developer. 

Develop the CO-WRAP model, in coordination with a broad 
spectrum of stakeholders, to create a mapping tool with 
the capability to identify and quantify wildfire risks to 
specific properties in the WUI.   
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Once the model update is complete, there should be educational programs to train real estate 
agents, appraisers, lenders and insurance providers on how to use and interpret the risk 
assessment end product.  This education could be coordinated through existing Continuing 
Education programs offered within the Division of Real Estate. 
 
CSFS should be the responsible lead agency and should manage and oversee the development 
of the model.  CSFS has already secured $300,000 in federal grant funds for 2014.  Additional 
state and federal funding will be needed to develop CO-WRAP into the assessment tool 
envisioned in this Report.  CSFS estimates that updating the model will cost approximately 
$600,000 per year for a total of five years plus stakeholder engagement costs. Regular updates 
will incur additional costs. Task Force members suggested that the wildfire risk rating review 
could occur biennially, in connection with the County’s property tax assessment process, using 
local knowledge and expertise.  
 
The Colorado Association of Home Builders raised concerns about the potential impact that this 
recommendation may have on property values and the availability and cost of insurance. 
 

 

The CO-WRAP hazard rating  can be used as the basis for disclosures to relevant stakeholders, 
including property owners and potential buyers, realtors, insurance companies, lenders, home-
builders, and local governments.  In particular, the Task Force recommends that the CO-WRAP 
score be disclosed in the Colorado Real Estate Contracts, similar to the current disclosures for 
properties in designated floodplains.  It could also be disclosed through the use of a separate 
WUI Disclosure Form that is given to a prospective purchaser prior to signing an offer.  This is 
discussed in more detail in Section 2.3 (Building and Activities). 

These disclosures will help ensure that prospective purchasers are aware of potential wildfire 
risks as well as the potential financial burden associated with higher insurance premiums and 
the ongoing maintenance and mitigation obligations for properties in the WUI.  The Task Force 
agreed that such disclosures should be made early in the real estate transaction as a standard 
contract disclosure, and not at the penultimate moment at closing, in order to ensure that 
prospective buyers can properly weigh the risks and consequences of owning property in the 
WUI.  As noted above, however, the Colorado Association of Home Builders, raised concerns 
about the potential impact that this recommendation may have on property values and the 
availability and cost of insurance. 

 

 
Disclose the CO-WRAP results to relevant stakeholders. 
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As discussed in more detail below in Section 2.4 (Insurance), the Task Force recommends that 
CO-WRAP scores should be provided to insurance companies; however, insurers may or may 
not use the information as they see fit.  In addition, the CO-WRAP scores should be used to 
trigger Wildfire Mitigation Audits for high-risk homes. This concept is also discussed in greater 
detail in Section 2.4 (Insurance).  

 
 
Much like the process to challenge a county tax assessment, there will need to be a process to 
challenge the risk assessment mapping results for a particular property.  The Task Force 
theorized that challenges would arise in one of two ways: (1) a property owner challenges the 
underlying wildfire risk rating; or (2) a property owner proactively mitigates and applies for an 
updated wildfire risk rating.  While the Task Force theorized that wildfire risk rating reviews will 
likely occur at the local level, Task Force members recommend that a state agency, such as 
CSFS, be involved in any appeals process, as this is a state-wide initiative.   
  

Create a process to handle appeals and updates for CO-
WRAP scores. 



 

 
         September 2013                              Page 18 

Wildfire Insurance and Forest Health Task Force Report 

 
 
 
 
2.2 Environmentally Sensitive Ways to Improve Forest Health and 

Limit Exposure 

2.2.1 Issue Statement and Key Principles 

Wildfire is a natural part of Colorado’s forested environment, but poor forest conditions and 
continued urban development in fire-dependent ecosystems have led to increasingly destructive 
wildfires in recent years. While firefighting efforts are, of course, vital, the Governor has created 
a separate Advisory Committee to the Director of the Division of Fire Prevention and Control on 
Wildland Fire and Prescribed Fire Matters. This Task Force therefore focused exclusively on 
methods and measures to reduce risk. 
 
The Working Group on Forest Health identified the following key principles: 
 

 Many forests in Colorado are over-stocked due in part to fire suppression policies over 
many years that have prevented natural thinning. These forests are especially 
flammable, and may result in high intensity fires with extensive damage to both the 
ecosystem and human assets.  

 
 The goals are to create and maintain a resilient forest, and to create and maintain safe 

conditions for communities located in the WUI and nearby.   
 

 Strategic hazardous fuels reduction combined with implementation of defensible space 
around homes and structures have been demonstrated to significantly reduce wildfire 
risk.   

 
 Active forest management is also essential for protecting Colorado’s watersheds:  high-

severity wildfires can have devastating and long-term impacts on water quantity and 
quality.   

 

2.2.2 Background 

2.2.2.1 Forest Health 

Fire is an essential component of Colorado’s forested ecosystems.  It serves critical ecosystem 
functions, including replenished soil nutrients, reduced tree diseases and insect pests, and 
healthy regeneration.  Different forest types historically functioned within different “fire regimes” 
of varying frequencies and intensities.  These fires operated to reduce the amount of understory 
vegetation, which in turn helped to maintain the fire cycle and ecosystem health.  
 
 

“Colorado’s history of land development and fire suppression has led to an increase in the 
cost and complexity of wildfire suppression. This seemingly self-perpetuating cycle of fuel 
build-ups, greater wildfire risk, and higher stakes can be broken.  Proactive tools such as 
forest thinning and fuels reduction can help move Colorado toward healthier forests, safer 

citizens, and more effective protection of natural resources.” 
 

- Colorado State Forest Service, 2007 Report on the Health of Colorado’s Forests 
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In the past century, however, policies of persistent, aggressive fire suppression have 
contributed to a transformation of Colorado’s forests. Once widely spaced Ponderosa Pine 
forests, for example, have not had the benefit of frequent, low intensity fires. As a result, they 
are particularly susceptible to high intensity, destructive fire events.  As forest health has 
declined, the continued expansion of private development in forested areas has meant ongoing 
fire suppression for the sake of public safety. It has also meant that values at risk are 
increasing, just as the size and scale of wildfire is also rising. According to CSFS, the annual 
number of wildfires in the state has increased nearly six-fold, from an average of 457 fires per 
year in the 1960s to an average of 2,707 fires per year in the 2000s.  The annual number of 
acres burned has increased nearly twelve-fold, from an average of 8,170 acres per year in the 
1960s to an average of 97,408 acres in the 2000s.  These trends are being exacerbated by 
climate change, which has increased air temperature, prolonged the fire season, and caused 
extended periods of drought.  According to a recent study published by the Harvard School of 
Engineering and Applied Sciences, by 2050, wildfire seasons will be about three weeks longer, 
and will, on average, burn twice as many acres as they do today.       

 
Source: CSFS 

 
The increasing intensity of wildfires also threatens Colorado’s watersheds.  As noted in the 
Colorado Forest Action Plan, forests exert a strong influence on the quantity and quality of water 
within watersheds by protecting soil and preventing erosion, enhancing soil moisture storage 
and groundwater recharge, reducing flooding, filtering contaminants and maintaining the plant 
communities that also contribute to this process.  If significant precipitation occurs following a 
high-severity fire, resulting impacts on water systems can include: rapid surface runoff and peak 
flows; flash floods that mobilize large amounts of suspended sediments, ash and debris; 
increased transport of materials that can adversely affect water quality for human use; and 
serious alteration or destruction of aquatic habitat.  
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In recent years, Colorado has experienced major impacts to municipal water supplies as a result 
of the flooding, erosion and sediment deposition after the 1996 Buffalo Creek Fire, the 2002 
Hayman and Schoonover fires, and most recently, this year’s flooding in Manitou Springs as a 
result of the 2012 Waldo Canyon fire.  

 
As the frequency and intensity of 
wildfires increases and the number of 
people living in the WUI continues to 
grow, the potential for catastrophic loss 
of life and extensive property damage 
increases commensurately.  From 2002 
to 2011, significant fire events 
destroyed 374 structures.  In the two 
years since, the High Park Fire, the 
Waldo Canyon Fire, and the Black 
Forest Fire – each of which succeeded 
the previous as the most destructive in 
state history – burned a total of 1109 
homes. 

2.2.2.2 Prescribed Fire 

Prescribed fire has long been used as a management tool in fire-dependent ecosystems. Since 
so many forests depend on regular intervals of fire, using fire to clear excess vegetation in a 
controlled environment can be relatively low cost and effective. However, prescribed fire also 
poses risks.  In March 2012, a prescribed burn that was set by the state escaped and became 
the destructive Lower North Fork wildfire. In the wake of that tragic event, Governor 
Hickenlooper issued Executive Order D 2012-006, suspending prescribed or controlled fire by 
State agencies pending review of agency protocols for prescribed or controlled fire.  The 
website address for the Executive Order is provided in Chapter 4 (Selected Resources).  
 
By the following winter, it became clear that one unintended consequence of the ban on 
prescribed burning was a buildup of fuel piles in forests around the state. Burning piles is 
considered a form of prescribed fire and thus had been suspended along with more risky 
landscape-scale or “broadcast” burns. In January 2013, the Governor amended the 2012 Order 
to permit pile operations.  In so doing, the Governor recognized that pile burning remains “the 
least expensive and most effective method of removing slash.”  The 2013 Order contains new 
requirements for pile burning, including the restriction that ignition should only occur on days 
with adequate snow cover and when the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division has determined 
that weather conditions are appropriate for burning because good smoke dispersal can be 
achieved.  The 2013 Order also requires that pile burns only occur after proper notification of 
residents of potentially affected areas and local government officials. 
 
 

Photo: CSFS   
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Planned burns of any kind require permits from the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division (or 
from a designated county/local agency).  The purpose and size of a burn determine what kind of 
smoke permit is required.  Prescribed fire permits establish in advance the conditions under 
which a burn may occur. Permit conditions address such issues as forecasted smoke 
ventilation, wind direction, ignition end time, distance to residences, and maximum daily acres 
or number of piles. When weather conditions suggest that smoke will create health hazards for 
nearby residents, prescribed burns cannot proceed until the permit conditions can be achieved, 
thereby protecting public health though simultaneously limiting the use of prescribed fire.  

2.2.2.3 Forest Health Information and Programs 

The Task Force discussed several existing programs and organizations including the following.  
Relevant website addresses are provided in Chapter 4 (Selected Resources). 

 CSFS and the Colorado Forest Action Plan 

The Colorado State Forest Service provides relevant forestry education and information to 
thousands of Coloradans every year. CSFS uses the best available science and a variety of 
other tools to help determine where comprehensive forest management is most needed and 
beneficial, including the annual forest health aerial survey and forest health report, field 
observations, partnerships with place-based forestry collaboratives and interagency 
partnerships. 
 
In December 2009, CSFS added another element to this toolbox by completing the Colorado 
Statewide Forest Resource Assessment and the Colorado Statewide Forest Resource Strategy, 
which were initiated in response to federal requirements in the Forestry Title of the 2008 Farm 
Bill. Collectively, these documents are referred to as the Colorado Forest Action Plan.  The 
intent of the Forest Action Plan is to provide a science-based foundation to assist state forestry 
agencies and their partners in identifying areas of greatest need and opportunity for forest 
management across their states, and developing subsequent long-term implementation 
strategies. 

 Community Wildfire Protection Plans 

As described earlier in this report, the 2003 Healthy Forests Restoration Act encouraged 
communities to develop local CWPPs. Colorado now has more than 200 CWPPs. The creation 
of these plans has brought together diverse local interests to discuss their mutual concerns for 
public safety, community sustainability and natural resources.  The resulting describe specific 
community risks and values and establish priorities for fuels treatment projects.   

 Fire Adapted Communities 

The Fire Adapted Communities Coalition is a group of partners, including the U.S. Forest 
Service and the National Fire Protection Association, who work with communities in the WUI as 
they adapt to living with wildfire.  A community becomes “fire adapted” by providing adequate 
local fire suppression capacity to meet most community protection needs; ensuring that 
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structures and landscaping are designed, constructed, retrofitted and maintained in a manner 
that is ignition resistant; implementing  local codes, such as building, planning, zoning, and fire 
prevention codes, which require ignition-resistant home design and building materials; treating 
and maintaining fuels on land near and inside the community for safety; implementing a 
community wildfire protection plan; and building other safety features such as buffers between 
fuels and the community, safe designated evacuation routes, and safe zones in the community 
when evacuation is not advisable. 

 Firewise Communities/USA 

Colorado’s Firewise program is based on a nationwide homeowner education effort. A 
centerpiece of the program is the “Are You Firewise?” manual which is designed to help 
homeowners create defensible space around their homes.  This “how-to” manual has been 
widely distributed and facilitated around the state.  It is also often used by Colorado insurance 
companies as a basis for identifying sound mitigation. 

 Front Range Roundtable 

The Front Range Roundtable is a broad coalition of stakeholders that has grown from the 
original Front Range Fuels Treatment Partnership formed after the Hayman Fire in 2002.  The 
Roundtable includes individuals from state and federal agencies, local governments, 
conservation organizations, the academic and scientific communities, and industry and user 
groups, all with a commitment to forest health and wildfire risk mitigation along Colorado’s Front 
Range. The Roundtable’s focus area encompasses 10 counties and 1.5 million acres of forest 
land in need of restoration. 

2.2.2.4 Existing Funding Sources to Promote Forest Health 

Two competitive grant programs are currently funded by the state: the Forest Restoration Grant 
Program, which has been funded annually since 2007, and the new Wildfire Risk Reduction 
Grant Program.  

 Forest Restoration Grant Program 

The Forest Restoration Grant Program is administered by CSFS. It has been funded up to $1 
million annually since 2007.  This program is a cost-share program that provides funding for up 
to 60 percent of the total costs for projects that demonstrate a community-based approach to 
forest restoration. Importantly, projects must address protection of water supplies or related 
infrastructure, as well as the restoration of forested watersheds.  Projects must be located in 
communities with a CSFS-approved Community Wildfire Protection Plan. 
 

 Wildfire Risk Grant Reduction Program  
 

This year, the Colorado General Assembly passed legislation (Senate Bill 13-269) to establish 
the Wildfire Risk Reduction Grant Program to fund projects that will reduce the risk for damage 
to property, infrastructure and water supplies, and will limit the likelihood of wildfires spreading 
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into populated areas. A web link for the bill is provided in Chapter 4 (Selected Resources). The 
legislature appropriated $9.8 million toward this program, and applicants are required to 
contribute matching funds. Funds are directed to non-federal lands within Colorado.  In August, 
2013, the Colorado Department of Natural Resources (DNR) made 25 awards totaling just 
about $4 million, in 16 different counties under this new program. 

2.2.3 Barriers to Progress 

2.2.3.1 Lack of Funding 

The fundamental challenge facing land managers and homeowners is how to remove the 
millions of acres of hazardous fuels across the state.  Much of the material has no market value, 
and as a result land managers are forced to pay for contractors to clear or thin forest stands. 
Turning the old timber-sale model on its head, progress on this task is limited by available funds 
and weak markets for non-traditional wood products.  

2.2.3.2 Public Perception and Practical Impediments to Fuels Reduction 

Convincing homeowners to mitigate wildfire risk on their property runs into problems beyond 
funding.  Many homeowners are concerned that the aesthetic value of a forested property will 
be diminished if trees are removed. They may be reluctant to live in an area cleared for 
defensible space, and they may fear a reduction in real estate values.   Even when homeowners 
support the concept of mitigation measures, they may lack the means to transport the cleared 
materials away from their individual homes. 

2.2.3.3 Prescribed Fire: Air Quality Permitting and Public Concern 

Prescribed fire is more affordable at a large scale than mechanical treatment of hazardous 
fuels. It performs ecosystem functions that can only be met with fire. However, assuming that 
agencies have met their internal safety requirements and adequate resources are in place for 
conducting burns, the use of this tool can be restricted by two important factors. First, obtaining 
the necessary air quality permits can be difficult, thereby limiting burning opportunities. Tasked 
with protecting public health, the Air Pollution Control Division (APCD) is faced with approving 
an activity that has known risks for respiratory health. Thus, the permitting process, and 
compliance with the regulatory conditions contained in permits, can be complex. Second, 
despite decades of research showing the effectiveness of prescribed burning, many members of 
the public are wary of its application. High profile coverage of escaped prescribed burns leaves 
many with the impression that prescribed fire is riskier than it actually is. Also, the public has a 
perception that all fire is bad and the smell of smoke in the air generates a flurry of public 
concern. Thus, localized opposition to the use of prescribed fire can be a powerful barrier.  

2.2.3.4 Lack of Clarity in Messaging 

With so many agencies involved in the various aspects of forest health and homeowner safety, 
the public can become easily overwhelmed by confusing messages. They may know they need 
to mitigate their property but may not have clear guidance about how to do it, or where to find 
technical and financial assistance.  
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2.2.4 Recommendations 

 

Hazardous fuel treatment projects can be effective tools for reducing risk and the Task Force 
therefore recommends continued funding for mitigation and risk reduction programs.  The CSFS 
Forest Restoration Grant Program is authorized at $2.4 million annually, but actual annual 
appropriations vary since the fund is tied to Severance Tax revenues. The Wildfire Risk Grant 
Reduction Program is currently funded at $9.8 million over a 5-year span.  Risk reduction 
programs like these have a significant return on investment, as research shows $10 million for 
mitigation will save an estimated $100 million in avoided suppression costs.  The Task Force 
recommends not tying funding to a specific CWPP so that homeowners or specific 
neighborhoods will not be excluded even if they are not yet part of a formalized CWPP.  There 
may be opportunities in the future to tie funding availability to completion of mitigation tasks as 
recommended throughout this report.   

 
 
The Task Force supports a new approach now being developed by the Air Pollution Control 
Division where a “general permit” will be issued to users of prescribed fire. This general permit 
allows for more flexibility in the use of broadcast and pile burns coupled with extensive public 
notification, education and air quality monitoring. This streamlined approach paves the way for 
increased prescribed burning while minimizing exposure to smoke and protecting public health.  
All prescribed burns occur within a state framework of necessary conditions on the ground to 
maximize safety.  
  

 
 
The Task Force recommends convening a stakeholder group to coordinate messaging on BMPs 
for forest management and wildfire prevention.  There is no need to reinvent the wheel; rather, 
the group would capitalize on the wealth of existing efforts.  BMPs for watershed and water 

 
Create a pilot program for prescribed fire with more 
flexible air quality permitting options from CDPHE. 

Work with stakeholders to identify and disseminate 
consistent information about best management practices 
(BMPs) and watershed impacts in the WUI. 

 
Continue and enhance state-supported grant funding for 
wildfire risk mitigation. 
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quality protection should also be addressed through this process, as local governments may 
benefit from this information as they make land use decisions.  This information is readily-
available and scientifically valid. 
 
As the lead technical forestry entity in the state, CSFS should lead this effort. Goals include 
breaking down the current silos, sharing information, and ultimately identifying and 
disseminating consistent information for homeowners. 
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2.3 Building and Activities in the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) 

2.3.1 Issue Statement and Key Principles 
 
There are a variety of planning tools available to local governments, zoning officials, planners 
and fire/emergency managers to address community wildfire risk.  These tools include 
comprehensive planning, land use regulation, zoning overlays, building codes and standards, 
and non-regulatory or voluntary programs such as Firewise Communities and CWPPs.  
Regulations are also implemented on a variety of scales.  In Oregon, for example, all land that is 
zoned Forest Resource by the state is automatically subject to wildfire mitigation requirements 
to protect adjacent property.  While this state-wide approach is one option, regulations can also 
be implemented at the county, community, neighborhood or subdivision level. 
 
The Task Force agreed on the following key principles: 
 

 Homeowners in the WUI should bear the majority of the responsibility for risk mitigation 
on their specific properties in the WUI. 
 

 Sustained, comprehensive mitigation efforts can be effective tools for reducing wildfire 
risk and losses. 

 
 A one-size-fits-all approach does not work, since ecological conditions such as terrain 

and vegetation type vary widely across the state.   
 

 Local governments should continue to be active partners in any approach that the state 
adopts, with attention paid to the limited resources those entities may have available for 
implementation and/or enforcement. 

2.3.2 Background 
 
There are decades of research from land use planners, fire scientists, foresters, and others that 
seek to identify the best approaches to reducing risk from wildfire in the quickly-growing WUI. 
Recently (2011), the Fire Protection Research Foundation and National Fire Protection 
Association commissioned a report to investigate how cities and counties use local regulatory 
codes and ordinances to address wildfire risk. The Report, Addressing Community Wildfire Risk: 
A Review and Assessment of Regulatory and Planning Tools, revealed the following: 
 
 
 
 

“Recent research indicates that the most dangerous places to live in 
the WUIs of the Mountain West are in those areas in which the natural 

hazard threats are high and local communities have done little or 
nothing to lessen risk through wildfire mitigation practices.” 

 
- Lloyd Burton et. al, Wildfire Mitigation Law in the Mountain 

States of the American West: A Comparative Assessment
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 Most land use and building regulations are applied only to new development or major 
reinvestments in property – not to existing structures.  One option for communities 
wanting to be more aggressive is to apply new standards to existing properties.  For 
example, California requires a 100-foot defensible space buffer for both existing and 
future structures in very high hazard areas. 

 
 WUI regulations are usually administered and enforced by the fire district or local 

government building department, despite the fact that the fire marshal and fire 
department personnel are often not trained to perform these enforcement duties.  
Therefore, shifting enforcement duty to staff specifically trained for code enforcement 
sometimes results in better compliance. 

 
 Flexibility in the administration of WUI regulations is critical for maintaining community 

and political support for wildfire regulations. One-size-fits-all solutions that are unable to 
respond to the unique wildfire and development circumstances in the community are 
seldom effective and often create political opposition. For example, in Oregon, state-
wide standards are implemented using a phased approach working through county 
governments.  

 
 The most common WUI compliance problem is the lack of ongoing maintenance of 

defensible space, sometimes for lack of financial resources.   
 
 Public education and non-regulatory programs that provide direct assistance to 

homeowners (e.g., debris pick-up) are critical pieces in the overall effectiveness of WUI 
regulations. 

2.3.2.1 Comparison of WUI Regulations in the West 
 

Even more recently, University of Colorado Denver’s School of Public Affairs professor Lloyd 
Burton released a White Paper entitled Wildfire Mitigation Law in the Mountain States of the 
American West: A Comparative Assessment. The research focused on the laws in seven fire-
prone states in the Mountain West, including Colorado.  It reviewed whether states relied 
primarily on “soft law” (public education and encouragement to adopt proven wildfire mitigation 
techniques) or “hard law” (regulatory mandates).  In so doing, the white paper identified two 
distinctly different approaches to wildfire mitigation:  (1) the common standard states, which 
adopt enforceable statewide mitigation standards for all property owners in the WUI; and (2) 
local option states that empower local governments to decide for themselves whether or not 
they wish to require property owners in their jurisdiction to mitigate.  Common standard states 
like California and Oregon adopt uniform standards based on the rationale that mitigation efforts 
will be ineffective unless all property owners in the forested area mitigate.  By contrast, local 
option states, such as Arizona and New Mexico, place a higher premium on values of personal 
autonomy and local control. 
 
The paper makes the following observations: 
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California is a common standard state.  The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL 
Fire) is authorized to establish a fire plan under the Public Resources Code.  In order to 
facilitate that plan, CAL Fire is required to map significant fire hazard areas.  In turn, the Office 
of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM) implements fire prevention programs and regulations, 
including regulation of buildings and mitigation regulations that are applicable to all lands within 
the defined “State Responsibility Area.”  Incorporated communities in the WUI and adjoining 
SRAs are strongly encouraged to incorporate the OSFM mitigation regulations.  If a community 
wishes to develop its own mitigation regime, it carries the burden of proof of showing that its 
approach is as effective as the OSFM’s at preserving lives and property.  As a result, most 
communities have used the state standards.  California also updates its Building Standards 
Code (which incorporates the state Fire Code) every three years and mandates requirements 
for new building construction placing emphasis on defensible space and access.  Relevant 
citations and a website address for the California code are provided in Chapter 4 (Selected 
Resources). 
 
Oregon is also a common standard state.  The Oregon State Department of Forestry is 
responsible for mapping “red zones” (i.e., the WUI).  This mapping is conducted at the county 
level, using a county-appointed classification committee. The State Department of Forestry 
establishes minimum standards for minimizing or mitigating fire hazards and landowners in 
high-risk areas must follow those standards or risk fines.  The State is authorized to inspect, 
enforce and levy fines, on the premise that it is the State that is ultimately responsible for 
mapping the WUI areas of concern.  In addition, the statute includes a fuel reduction program 
for existing landowners. Property owners have two years after receiving the letter of notification 
to comply with the fuel reduction standards and return the certification card to the state. If the 
fuel reduction isn’t completed and the certification card is not returned, property owners are 
potentially liable for cost recovery fees of up to $100,000.  Citations and a website address for 
the Oregon Code are also provided in Chapter 4 (Selected Resources). 
 
Nevada and Utah are characterized as “hybrid” states because, though for different reasons, 
their mitigation requirements contain elements of both common standards and local options. 
 

Colorado is a local option state.  There is no state law mandating particular wildfire mitigation 
practices.  Instead, it is city and county governments that are authorized to engage in general 
land use planning and regulation which can be extended to include wildfire mitigation measures. 

2.3.2.2 WUI Regulations in Colorado 

Colorado’s local option approach has resulted in a variety of different ways to manage wildfire 
risks in the WUI.  Several communities have implemented mandatory WUI regulations in 
response to wildfire events.  For example, in 2012, following the devastating Waldo Canyon 
Fire, Colorado Springs adopted an ordinance to create WUI mitigation requirements for the 
Hillside Overlay Zone.  A copy of the ordinance is provided as Appendix 3 to this Report.  The 
ordinance requires measures such as monitored smoke alarm systems, fuels management 
measures and fire resistant roofing materials.    



 

 
         September 2013                              Page 29 

Wildfire Insurance and Forest Health Task Force Report 

 
 

Summit County has also adopted 
proactive measures.  It has amended its 
building code to include Fire Hazard 
Mitigation Requirements for New 
Construction (Chapter 36 of the Uniform 
Building Code). New homes and 
remodels in an area rated as moderate or 
high fire hazard risk in unincorporated 
Summit County must go through a 
wildfire mitigation inspection process. 
 
In Boulder County, the Land Use 
Department has included wildfire 

mitigation measures in the planning 
review and building permit process since 
the Black Tiger Fire in 1989.  When 
building a new home, residents must go 
through a Site Plan Review (SPR) 
process and implement an approved 
Wildfire Mitigation Plan.  This process 
and plan include the best site location on 
the property, effective defensible space, 
ignition-resistant construction, adequate 
emergency access, and sufficient water 
supply.  Over time, these requirements 
have become more stringent as better, 
science-based data on best management 
practices has become available.  
Landowners who go through the SPR 
process are required to maintain their 
defensible space over time.  Boulder 
County programs also encourage, but do 
not require, residents of existing homes 
to create and maintain a safe home 
ignition zone.  A copy of the relevant 
provisions of the Boulder Land Use Code 
is provided as Appendix 4 to this Report. 

 
The Fourmile Canyon Fire provides hard evidence of the success of Boulder County’s mitigation 
requirements.  Only 63% of the affected homes that had not gone through the SPR process 
survived, as compared to 83% of the homes that had gone through the SPR process.  It is also 
clear that as the regulations have evolved based on newer science, so too has the survivability 

These photographs show the same property, 
before (above photograph) and after (below 
photograph) the homeowner created 
defensible space.  Photos: CSFS 
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of the homes.  Of the homes affected by the Fourmile Canyon Fire that had gone through SPR 
process, the rate of survivability is directly proportional to the more stringent regulations: 
 
 75% of structures that were approved between 1993 and 1994 survived. 
 80% of structures that were approved between 1995 and 1999 survived. 
 100% of homes that were approved between 2000 and 2010 survived. 

 
2.3.2.3 Model Codes and Standards 

There is substantial consensus on the two most effective mitigation measures residents can 
take to reduce the risk of losses related to wildfire: (1) structural mitigation and fire-safe building 
materials; and (2) the creation of defensible space.  A variety of interest groups have developed 
model codes to address these two issues.  For example, the National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA) publishes a model Fire Code.  NFPA has also published standards for 
Reducing Structure Ignition Hazards from Wildland Fire and for Fire Protection Infrastructure for 
Land Development in Wildland, Rural, and Suburban Areas (NFPA 1141 & 1144).  The 
International Code Council (ICC) has also published a model International Wildland-Urban 
Interface Code.  In addition, the National Institute of Technology and Standards (NIST) is 
currently working to develop national-level codes and standards strategy based on mapping 
zones of fire exposure severity within a WUI community.  The NIST Fire Risk Reduction in 
Communities Program is seeking to develop model building codes and standards for fires in the 
WUI by 2014.    
 
Colorado-specific standards have also been developed and disseminated. For example, CSFS 
has developed guidelines for creating wildfire-defensible zones. (CSU Extension Fact Sheet 
6.302).  The website address for these guidelines is also provided in Chapter 4. 

2.3.3 Barriers to Progress 

2.3.3.1 Political Perils 

Not all local governments or fire districts have adopted WUI regulations.  Sometimes this is the 
result of an ideological view about the role of government. Other times, governments take no 
action since implementing and enforcing stricter or new regulations is often costly.   In addition, 
keeping existing requirements intact can be problematic.  In recent years, some local 
governments have rescinded WUI requirements.  Breckenridge, for example, repealed a 
mandatory defensible space ordinance in 2009 in response to pressure from real estate 
developers and property owners.   

2.3.3.2 Enforcement Difficulties 

While there are areas now with very strict WUI Code requirements and mitigation ordinances, 
enforcement and compliance continues to be a challenge for local officials. Individuals can be 
unwilling or unable to afford the mitigation requirements that are currently in force. Moreover, 
most local governments lack the resources to provide for meaningful enforcement of mitigation 
standards.  
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2.3.3.3 Homeowners Association (HOA) 
Impediments 

HOA and other community covenant 
requirements can also be an impediment to 
efforts to ensure use of fire-wise building 
materials and science-based mitigation 
measures.  For example, it is universally 
accepted that to minimize fire risk, wood 
shake shingle roofs should be replaced with 
non-combustible or fire-resistant materials.  
However, some HOAs still mandate cedar 
shake roofs. 

2.3.3.4 Existing Homes 

While providing regulatory guidance for new development may be relatively straightforward, it is 
far more challenging to address mitigation needs on existing homes, in part because of weak 
loan availability for existing structures.  There is a clear need for more programs to encourage 
mitigation, and resources to assist with related costs for these homes.    

2.3.3.5 Expense 

All recommended or required mitigation measures come with attendant costs – both in terms of 
personal freedom to manage one’s property and also pure financial costs. Local governments 
are understandably wary of taking on a new financial obligation. And, as noted above in Section 
2.1.3.2, depending on how the fee/cost is structured, there may be obligations for a public 
referendum on any new tax under the Colorado TABOR law. 

2.3.4 Recommendations 

 

The Task Force recommends the adoption of a state-wide, model ordinance for private property 
in the WUI. This ordinance might address building materials, zoning codes, defensible space 
requirements, and other similar provisions. There are a variety of ways a state-wide model WUI 
code could be implemented, including the following: 

Adopt a state-wide model ordinance for properties in the 
WUI.  

A highly flammable wood shingle roof.   
Photo: CSFS 
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 One, mandatory, uniform standard throughout the state. Local governments would work 
with homeowners to implement the state standard.  

 
 Delegate authority to local governments to determine specific priorities based on local 

conditions and knowledge, with all local guidelines remaining within the bounds of 
statewide standards. 

 
 Create a voluntary state standard, but incentivize participation by tying state funding to 

compliance with the state standard. 
 
Additional regulatory components that might be included in a statewide standard include the 
following: 
 

 Require all new construction in high risk zones to complete defensible space standards 
on the property before a certificate of occupancy is issued.  
 

 Make a title transfer dependent upon certification the property meets certified defensible 
space standards.  If the property does not meet defensible space standards, a mitigation 
plan would be prepared, implemented, completed and certified before the property 
transfer could be completed.  However, additional input from the industry stakeholders 
would be necessary on this potential use. 
 

The Colorado Association of Home Builders, Colorado Municipal League, and Colorado 
Counties Inc. believe that codes are best developed, implemented and enforced by Local 
Governments. They believe that the Governor should issue an Executive Order encouraging 
municipalities to adopt a WUI code and would support the Governor providing a model code as 
guidance.  In addition, they encourage the General Assembly to find funds to help municipalities 
with the costs involved with adopting and enforcing a WUI code.  
 

 
 
Given the guiding principle that homeowners in the WUI should share in the risk of living in 
wildfire-prone areas and should therefore shoulder much of the associated costs, the Task 
Force recommends a fee be assessed on those who live in the WUI.  The wildfire risk rating 
could be used to identify homeowners who would be charged.   Properties with higher risk 
scores could be assessed a higher flat fee than those with lower risk scores.  The funds would 
be collected at the state level and distributed to local governments to help offset the costs of 
mitigation in the WUI. 
 

Assess a fee on properties in the WUI to help fund 
mitigation activities. 
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Fee-based programs are not untested. California recently enacted legislation that requires rural 
residents to pay an annual $150 fire-fighting fee.  The funds are used for prevention and 
protection services.  Idaho, Montana, Oregon and Washington also have fee requirements in 
place.  Some assessments date back decades to years when private timber companies first 
taxed themselves to pay for fire protection.   
 
Several methods for assessing the property fee exist, including:  
 

 Funds could be raised through a graduated mill levy assessment on properties in the 
WUI.  The mill levy would vary based on the severity of the hazard rating.  A variation of 
this theme is to apply the mill levy state-wide, but properties scoring a 0 risk level would 
have no additional assessment.   This would require local TABOR elections for the mill 
levy increase. 
 

 Funds could also be raised through a flat fee on any property in the WUI.   
 

 As part of the process, homeowners might qualify for a rebate or reduction of the fee if 
they perform proper mitigation on their property and reduce their risk score.  

 
 
The Task Force recommends that the state prohibit any community requirement, Homeowners 
Association (HOA) directive or property-specific covenant control that imposes conditions that 
would increase risks.  Examples of such conditions include requirements for shake shingle roofs 
or landscaping directives that are inconsistent with defensible space concepts. 
 

 
 
In concert with the recommendation to use the CO-WRAP wildfire risk data for disclosures, the 
Task Force recommends that in a residential real estate transaction, when the property is in the 
WUI, the standard form real estate contract should require the up-front disclosure to prospective 
property owners of the property’s wildfire risk rating.   An additional option is creating a separate 
WUI Disclosure Document. 
  

Prohibit community building or land use requirements that 
are inconsistent with science-based, Firewise principles. 

Amend the standard form real estate contract to include a 
WUI disclosure, including the CO-WRAP score. 
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The Task Force recommends that stakeholders and community partners work together to help 
educate existing homeowners and landowners in the WUI about the importance of property 
mitigation and to inform them about the resources (including both mitigation expertise and also 
potential avenues of public assistance, such as grants and federal initiatives) that are already 
available. The State should also work with existing grassroots networks to help educate the 
general public. For example:  
 

 The Colorado Rebuilds Fire Adapted Communities program, which was implemented in 
the fall of 2012 with statewide partner buy-in, included bringing in community business 
partners such as Lowes to hold weekend community workshops in fire impacted areas 
(Jefferson County, Fort Collins, Colorado Springs). 

 
 Firewise has begun targeting youth audiences to engage them in property and financial 

preparedness efforts such as the May 4, Day of Service. 
 

 For tax years 2009 – 2013, Section 39-22-104(n) of the Colorado Revised Statutes 
authorizes individuals, trusts and estates to subtract 50% of the costs incurred in 
performing wildfire mitigation measures, pursuant to relevant qualifications and 
limitations.  However, a 2013 survey of Colorado homeowners conducted by Allstate 
Insurance Company found that 75% of the surveyed homeowners were unaware of the 
tax provision.  One option that may be more beneficial to homeowners is creating a tax 
credit that would provide dollar-for-dollar reductions, in lieu of a tax deduction. 
 

 Public-private or fully private funding sources may also be available for wildfire mitigation 
through the lending community.  This may be particularly effective for promoting 
mitigation at existing homes. 

 
. 
  

Increase homeowner and stakeholder awareness of 
financial and technical assistance that is already available 
in Colorado to support wildfire risk mitigation. 
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2.4 Insurance 

2.4.1 Issue Statement and Key Principles 

Recent wildfire losses have contributed to legislative attention to the role played by the 
insurance industry. In 2013, the Colorado General Assembly passed the Homeowner's 
Insurance Reform Act of 2013 (House Bill 13-1225), which ensures that policyholders have 
enough time and adequate insurance benefits to recover from a devastating total loss of home 
and property. It also clarifies the responsibilities of policyholders and insurance providers in 
order to reduce administrative hurdles during the claims process. 
 
While HB 13-1225 is an important step forward, the Task Force also reviewed what role 
insurance might play as a driving force for financial incentives that prompt individuals to 
undertake necessary risk mitigation on their property.  
 
The Working Group on Insurance identified the following key principles: 
 

 Colorado needs a competitive market with multiple insurers and products. To ensure this 
exists, insurance companies must maintain their own individual underwriting and 
inspection processes with minimal interference from the legislative branch.   

 
 Changing homeowners’ behavior is essential.  Insurance companies are united in their 

desire to motivate homeowners in risk zones to mitigate. 

2.4.2 Background 

2.4.2.1 Insurance Coverage for Wildfires 

Homeowners insurance typically covers property losses caused by wildfire.  A variety of 
insurance products are available for homes in the WUI, ranging from basic to deluxe policies.  
There are hundreds of companies that currently write business in Colorado: in general this 
means that homeowners insurance is available and affordable for consumers, especially 
compared to other catastrophe-prone states. 
 
Insurance companies currently consider various factors when calculating the risk of fire 
(including both wildfire and structure fire), such as the type of construction, materials and 
features on the home including the roofing material/style, distance to a fire hydrant and a fire 
station, and whether the neighborhood is protected by a fully staffed and well-equipped fire 
department. Insurance companies also review the so-called “ISO rating” for particular 
properties.  The Insurance Services Office (ISO) collects information on municipal fire-protection 
efforts in communities throughout the United States through its Public Protection Classification 
(PPC) program.  ISO is an advisory organization, and insurers may use the ISO rating 

“To help protect themselves and their property, homeowners need 
to be aware of the importance of mitigating wildfire hazards AND 

be aware of the insurance impact of living in high-risk areas.” 
 

 – Rocky Mountain Insurance Industry Association, 
Wildfire and Insurance 
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information, modify it, or not 
use it, as they see fit.  By 
classifying communities’ 
ability to suppress fires, the 
existence of the ISO-ratings 
helps both insurers and 
communities evaluate the 
relevant public fire-protection 
services. By securing lower 
fire insurance premiums for 
communities with better  
public protection, the PPC 
program provides incentives 
and rewards for communities 
that choose to improve their 
firefighting services. 

 
Facing the increasing risks for devastating wildfires, many insurance companies are now asking 
customers to take precautions to protect their property in order to maintain insurance. More and 
more, insurance companies are also conducting on-site inspections and notifying policyholders 
of what they need to do to mitigate wildfire hazards to help save their homes and keep the home 
insurable.  Ultimately, however, each company has its own underwriting policy, and, therefore, 
cost and ability to obtain insurance will vary based on company policies.   

2.4.2.2 Recent Legislation: HB 13-1225 

On May 7, 2013, Governor Hickenlooper signed into law the Homeowner's Insurance Reform 
Act (also referred to as House Bill 13-1225).  HB 13-1225 delineates new rights, duties, and 
obligations of insurers, insurance producers, and consumers with regard to the purchase of 
homeowner’s insurance.  A web link for HB 13-1225 is provided in Chapter 4.   
 
The key statutory changes for all homeowners insurance policies include: mandatory 
replacement coverage offers, provisions regarding policy deadline extensions, requirements for 
simplified policy language and for increased agent/company education and policyholder 
communication, and provisions clarifying the terms for documenting contents in the event of 
total loss.  In addition, the new law requires that at least 3 of the 24 hours of continuing 
education for producers authorized to sell property or personal lines must be for courses in 
homeowners insurance coverage. Most of these provisions will go into effect on January 1, 
2014.   

2.4.2.3 Industry Information and Education Efforts 

The Task Force reviewed and discussed several existing industry information and education 
efforts, including the following: 
 

                                              Photo: National Interagency Fire Center. 
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 The Colorado Wildfire Ready Campaign 

The Rocky Mountain Insurance Information Association (RMIIA) and insurance partners 
developed a public awareness campaign in the spring of 2012 to promote property and 
insurance preparedness.  The campaign continued in 2013 with insurer partners contributing 
over $78,000 and media partners contributing $165,000 in advertising value and video/ad/digital 
production. 
 
With the Waldo Canyon and High Park fires fresh in Coloradoans’ memories, the 2013 strategy 
has been to leverage the three main Wildfire Ready action messages:  

1. Creating a home inventory  
2. Taking steps to protect property  
3. Reviewing insurance coverage 

The centerpiece of the Wildfire Ready campaign is the CBS4 Denver “Are You Wildfire Ready?” 
website and resource center with all other campaign elements driving traffic to the site. The 
campaign kicked off the 2013 year on May 5 with a primetime 30-second education spot on 60 
Minutes featuring Governor Hickenlooper. When the massive Black Forest Fire erupted in early 
June, Wildfire Ready was already positioned with high-profile outreach, especially in southern 
Colorado and El Paso County.    

 Insurance Institute for Business and Home Safety 

The Insurance Institute for Business & Home Safety (IBHS) is an organization of insurers and 
reinsurers.  Its goal is to reduce property loss by helping make buildings more resistant against 
natural disasters and by creating disaster safety plans for homeowners and businesses via its 
online service (DisasterSafety.org).  The organization conducts research on catastrophes and 
threats to homes and businesses.  The Institute has recently been studying the vulnerabilities of 
buildings subjected to wildfire exposures, and has developed information on which mitigation 
methods are most effective in reducing the likelihood of wildfire-caused building ignitions in 
communities located in wildfire-prone areas. 

2.4.2.4 Comparison to the National Flood Insurance Program 

As part of its discussion on possible insurance models for wildfire risk, the Task Force reviewed 
and debated the merits of the existing national program for flood insurance.  The National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) was created in 1968 through federal legislation and was designed to 
provide a less expensive and more equitable alternative to federal disaster assistance.  The 
NFIP is administered by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), which works 
with nearly 90 private insurance companies to offer flood insurance to property owners and 
renters in identified hazard areas.  Under the NFIP, property owners in participating 
communities can purchase insurance from the government against flooding losses.  To 
participate, the local community must adopt and enforce a floodplain management ordinance 
designed to reduce future flood risk to new construction in defined Special Flood Hazard Areas 
(SFHAs).  In turn, SFHAs are depicted on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) that are 
managed by the Mitigation Division at FEMA. 
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There are aspects of and lessons from the National Flood Insurance Program that apply to the 
WUI wildfire situation, including both the development and use of risk assessment mapping to 
identify impacted properties and also encouraging counties, cities and communities to improve 
readiness.  However, there are also significant differences.  First and foremost, unlike flood risk, 
fire (including wildfire) is already covered as part of a standard homeowners insurance policy.  
As noted above, Colorado has a healthy insurance market, especially when compared to other 
catastrophe-prone states.  
 
Replicating the NFIP model for wildfire-specific perils would be unwise.  A significant concern 
about creating a WUI-specific product based on the NFIP model is that the only property owners 
who would likely purchase a WUI-based insurance product are those people living in the highest 
risk areas, so the fund would not be able to adequately spread the risk to make it affordable 
(which has been a historic problem with the NFIP program).  It is also unlikely that this type of 
program could maintain adequate funds to pay out catastrophic claims. In addition, the majority 
of homeowners still don't buy flood coverage unless they are required to do so. 

2.4.3 Barriers to Progress 

2.4.3.1 Personal Responsibility 

Experience suggests that homeowners tend to avoid the insurance process until they have a 
claim.  Therefore, one thrust for action might be designed to incentivize homeowners to pay 
closer attention and become more actively engaged in the insurance process before disaster 
strikes.  In this way, insurance policies currently provide a risk-sharing mechanism to motivate 
homeowners in high risk areas to mitigate their property and insurance companies encourage 
homeowners to invest in appropriate insurance coverage. 

2.4.3.2 Legal Constraints 

In Colorado, the insurance industry is regulated by the Department of Regulatory Agencies, 
Division of Insurance.  Two legal parameters are relevant here.  First, Colorado law does not 
require a consumer to purchase homeowners insurance.  Although mortgage companies will 
require coverage for homes that are financed, not all homes are financed.  Thus, to the extent 
that insurance coverage is seen as part of the solution, it is critical to remember that insurers 
cannot, by law, be required to cover all homes in the WUI.  Second, insurers cannot share 
individual methodologies for risk assessment because of state and federal antitrust laws. This 
potentially limits the reach of state government in applying a standardized approach to 
underwriting policies in high-risk areas.  

2.4.3.3 Unintended Consequences 

In part because of the legal criteria described in the above section, any increase in rates for 
homeowners in the WUI could create a disincentive to purchase insurance. Similarly, minimum 
uniformity requirements could drive out some companies and limit market availability, not unlike 
the phenomenon that has occurred in Florida in recent years.  
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Providing discounts to homeowners who have completed necessary mitigation is another policy 
approach with potential unintended consequences. From an insurance perspective it is 
counterintuitive to provide a discount in a high risk area where mitigation is often necessary to 
maintain insurance coverage. Mandating discounts could cause rates that are inadequate and 
do not accurately reflect the risk.  Many mitigation actions such as creating defensible space 
need ongoing maintenance; tying an insurance discount to any one-time or temporary measure 
would be inadequate.  

2.4.4 Recommendations 

 
 
The Task Force recommends creating a state-wide requirement to obtain a Wildfire Mitigation 
Audit for high risk properties in the WUI.  The requirement for the Audit would be tied to the CO-
WRAP scores:  for example, every property that scores above a 5 on the 1-10 wildfire risk rating 
scale must obtain an Audit.  The Audit could be completed by local fire districts, the State Forest 
Service, or some other authorized group using consistent standards.   
 
The Wildfire Mitigation Audit could be patterned after the existing system for home energy 
audits.  Home energy audits currently rate the efficiency of a home based on the Home Energy 
Rating System (HERS) Index, giving prospective buyers and homeowners insight into a home’s 
energy efficiency. Similarly, a Wildfire Mitigation Audit would provide a uniform, state-wide 
approach for identifying both existing wildfire risks and steps to mitigate those risks. This 
information would fill a knowledge gap and could serve as an important disclosure tool for 
existing and prospective homeowners. 
 
The Task Force recommends that Wildfire Mitigation Audits be provided to insurance 
companies which would then be empowered to factor in the results as part of their individual 
underwriting policies.  This approach would ensure that uniform information is shared while also 
keeping market forces intact.   
 

Additional possible uses for the Wildfire Mitigation Audit include the following:   
 

 Pattern the Wildfire Mitigation Audit after the Septic System Certification Program 
implemented by the Tri-County Health Department and make completion of the identified 
mitigation steps a requirement prior to transferring legal title to the property.  Additional 
input from the title insurance industry would be needed on this potential use of the 
Wildfire Mitigation Audit. 
 

Develop and require a Wildfire Mitigation Audit for high 
risk properties in the WUI.   
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 For new construction or remodels, require that the Audit be submitted to obtain a 
building permit; identified mitigation actions could then occur simultaneously.  

 
 Provide Wildfire Mitigation Audits to prospective purchasers of at-risk properties. 

 
Since the Wildfire Mitigation Audit would be built on the CO-WRAP risk assessment score,  
wherever it is appropriate to disclose the CO-WRAP score, it may also be appropriate to 
disclose the outcome of the Audit. 
 

 
 
Extensive outreach and education on HB 13-225 will help Colorado property owners understand 
the changes in homeowners insurance laws and reinforce the need to protect themselves 
financially through maintenance of adequate insurance. 
 
A robust educational campaign will demand collaboration between public and private 
stakeholders, including the Department of Regulatory Agencies, the Colorado Division of 
Insurance, insurance companies, state and national insurance trade associations, realtors, 
mortgage lenders, the title insurance industry and other community stakeholders. This 
recommendation could be implemented in a variety of ways, including: 

 Through incorporation of highlights of HB 13-1225 with the National Association of 
Insurance Commissioners Homeowners Buyers Guide or a Colorado-specific brochure 
produced by the Division of Insurance. 
 

 By distributing information through newsletters, continuing education courses, special 
mailers, and business/social media to business partners and constituents.  This would 
expand on efforts already underway, including, but not limited to the bulletins issued by 
the Division of Real Estate about HB 13-1225. 
 

 Through the continuing education courses required under the new law.  (As drafted, HB 
13-1225 does not require specific content, but the Division of Insurance could encourage 
programs addressing the issues of insuring to value and mitigation measures). 

 

 
  

Page |40 

Disseminate information about HB 13-1225. 
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 Summary of Recommendations 3.
 
In this report, the Task Force identifies a series of 
recommendations that, together, create a system that 
can identify the extent of the WUI, calculate risks for 
individual properties in high hazard areas, and facilitate 
implementation of effective mitigation and prevention 
measures at the local level.  The core principle 
underlying these recommendations is the need to focus 
on the responsibility of the homeowner in the WUI. 
 
As a first step, the Task Force recognizes the need to 
create a uniform methodology across the state for 
identifying and quantifying risk to specific properties.  
The CO-WRAP model is already developed as a risk 
assessment tool, and is the most logical and cost-
effective option to develop for this purpose.  The model 
will have to be updated and enhanced in order to 
provide property-specific information.  Comprehensive 
coordination with all affected stakeholders will be 
essential.  Most importantly, the updated CO-WRAP 
model will be able to assign a risk score to every 
property in the WUI.  
 
The CO-WRAP scores should be provided to current 
and prospective homeowners, realtors, home builders, 
lenders, insurance providers and local governments. In 
particular, the Real Estate Commission should amend 
the standard contract form to disclose the CO-WRAP 
score to prospective purchasers, along with details 
about the obligations and expenses associated with 
purchasing a property in the WUI.  Each relevant 
stakeholder will then have a uniform source of 
information on the wildfire risks for a specific property. 
 
To ensure viability, an appeals and updating system will 
need to be put in place, particularly for instances in 
which the homeowner has performed necessary 
mitigation and establish the basis for a more current, 
lower CO-WRAP score.   
 
 
 

	

Task Force Mandate: 
 
1. Identify the Problem 
- Where is the WUI? 

- What is the magnitude of 

the risk? 

 

2. Address the Problem 
- Require WUI homeowners 

to bear the risk 

- Require mitigation 

- Increase awareness 

through education and 

disclosure 

- Provide resources and 

funding 

- Capitalize on existing 

efforts, resources and 

knowledge 

- Maintain a robust 

insurance market 

 

3. Consider Unintended 
Consequences 

- Avoid unfunded mandates 

- Develop a system to 

address appeals and 

updates for the CO‐WRAP 

model. 
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Homes scoring high – for example, over a “5” on a scale of 
“1” to “10” – on the CO-WRAP model should be required to 
conduct Wildfire Mitigation Audits.  The Audit results should 
be provided to insurance companies, thereby empowering 
them to use this information during the underwriting 
process. 
 
On a voluntary basis, local governments could also 
incorporate the Wildfire Mitigation Audit findings in various 
ways, such as requiring that identified mitigation actions 
occur before transferring legal title to a property, or before 
building or remodeling permits are issued.  
 
To ease a homeowner’s path through the current maze of 
guidelines and recommendations for reducing wildfire risk, 
the Task Force recommends coordination among existing 
stakeholders to identify and disseminate consistent 
information about BMPs and watershed impacts in the WUI.  
There is already a tremendous body of work in this area; the 
task at hand is to consolidate and share information to 
develop and disseminate a uniform message to 
homeowners.  There is no need to reinvent the wheel. 
 
The Task Force also recommends adoption of a state-wide 
model ordinance addressing building materials, zoning 
codes, defensible space requirements, and other similar 
provisions for properties in the WUI.  This could be 
developed in various ways, including as a mandatory state-
wide standard to be implemented by local governments, or 
as a voluntary state standard with state funding availability 
tied to local government participation.  Similarly, the Task 
Force recommends a specific prohibition on any community 
building or land use requirements that are inconsistent with 
science-based, Firewise principles.  
 
The Task Force also considered funding needs for 
mitigation, and recommends that a fee be assessed for 
properties located in the WUI.  Those funds would be 
collected at the state level and distributed to local 
governments to help offset the costs of mitigation for 
properties in the WUI.  Continued and enhanced state-
supported grant funding for wildfire risk mitigation is also 
critical to sustain capacity for mitigation activities.  

Task Force 
Recommendations: 

- Update CO‐WRAP to identify 

and quantify risk to specific 

properties in the WUI 

- Disclose CO‐WRAP scores to 

stakeholders 

- Amend standard real‐estate 

contract form to include 

disclosure of CO‐WRAP 

score 

- Create process for 

appeals/updates of CO‐

WRAP scores 

- Require Wildfire Mitigation 

Audits for high risk homes 

- Develop and disseminate 

uniform BMPs 

- Implement state‐wide 

model ordinance 

- Prohibit inconsistent 

community building or land 

use requirements 

- Create pilot program for 

prescribed burns 

- Assess a fee on properties in 

the WUI 

- Continue and enhance state 

grant funding 

- Increase awareness of 

financial assistance and 

technical support 

- Disseminate information 

about HB 13‐1225 
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Another way the state can support fuels reduction is 
through effective use of prescribed fire.  The Task Force 
supports the new approach now being developed by the 
Air Pollution Control Division of the Department of Public 
Health and Environment. The new “general permit” will 
be tested on a pilot basis, and is expected to improve 
flexibility for conducting prescribed burns while providing 
for extensive public notification, education and air quality 
monitoring. 
 
In concert, the state should undertake efforts to increase 
awareness about the importance of property mitigation 
and to inform homeowners and landowners about the 
resources that are available, including tax incentives, 
community programs, public/private partnerships and the 
existing insurance reform legislation. 

3.1 Process  

The system envisioned by the Task Force will create not 
just legal obligations but also an interrelated network of 
incentives to help shift homeowners’ behaviors in the 
WUI.  At the center of the recommendations is the core 
recognition of the need to focus on the responsibility of 
individual homeowners in the WUI.  These homeowners 
will be given property-specific wildfire risk ratings and 
possibly also be asked to conduct Wildfire Mitigation 
Audits if their risks are significant.  They will be assessed 
a fee to share the burden of the costs associated with 
living in the WUI.  The wildfire risk-rating will be shared 
broadly with affected stakeholders, which will both 
disclose the attendant property risks to interested parties, 
and also serve as an incentive for homeowner mitigation.  
Homeowners will also be made aware of existing 
resources (both financial and technical) to aid in home 
mitigation.  Collectively, these factors should also work 
together to encourage mitigation and wildfire risk 
reduction, which will lower a homeowner’s risk score. 
 
At a broader level, the recommendations also focus on 

five critical factors identified by the Task Force: (1) the need to identify property-specific risks; 
(2) the need to focus specifically on development in the WUI (both by assessing fees just on 
WUI properties and also by identifying regulations and standards specific to the WUI); (3) the 

	

Task Force 
Recommendations: 
Implications for 
Homeowners in the 
WUI 
 
1. Obligations 
- Obtain CO‐WRAP score 

and Wildfire Mitigation 

Audit (if high risk) 

- Comply with building and 

land use codes 

- Pay property fee 

 

2. Incentives for 
Mitigation 

- State funding for 

mitigation	

- Tax incentives	

- Desire to lower insurance 

premiums and avoid 

Wildfire Mitigation Audit	
	

3. Available Information 
- Uniform best 

management practices 

- Existing resources and 

funding options 

- Homeowners  Insurance 

Reform Act (HB 13‐1225) 
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importance of disclosure and education; (4) the need for voluntary incentives, including state 
funding and tax provisions; and (5) the basic need to conduct mitigation, not just at the 
individual property level, but also through other coordinated measures, such as local/community 
efforts, prescribed burns, and coordinated messages about BMPs.   
 
Ultimately, homeowners will receive clear information about best management practices and 
available resources for mitigation.  They will be notified on a continuing basis about the risk 
ranking for their property and about mitigation steps that can reduce that risk.  Throughout this 
process, systematic transparency will benefit the many stakeholders with an interest in fewer 
damaging fires across the state. 
 

Contemplated Process 
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3.2 Implementation Options 

Recognizing that its recommendations will be further debated, developed, adapted, and 
implemented by the Governor, the General Assembly, state agencies, municipal and county 
governments, and local communities, the Task Force also discussed the implementation options 
and cost considerations (if any) for each of its recommendations.  A brief summary is provided 
below. 
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 Selected Resources 4.
 

4.1 Appendices 

1. Executive Order B 2013-002  Creating the Task Force on Wildfire 
Insurance and Forest Health 

 

     A-1 

2. Executive Order B 2013-008 Amending Executive Order B 2013-
002, Creating the Task Force on 
Wildfire Insurance and Forest Health 

 

     A-4 

3. Colorado Springs Ordinance 12-111 Amending the International Fire Code 

 

     A-6 

4. Boulder County Land Use Code Selected Excerpts 

 

     A-13 

5. Colorado State Forest Service  Home Fire Protection in the WUI  

 

     A-21 
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Comparative Assessment (2013) 
 
City of Colorado Springs, Waldo Canyon Fire: Final After Action Report (2013) 
 
City of Colorado Springs Fire Department, Division of the Fire Marshal, Ignition Resistant 

Construction Design Material: A Guide to Smart Construction and Wildfire Mitigation in 
the Wildland/Urban Interface (2013) 

 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources, Lower North Fork Prescribed Fire: Prescribed Fire 

Review (2012) 
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Interface Communities (2004) 

 
Data Transfer Solutions, Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessment Project: Final Report Prepared for 

the Colorado State Forest Service (2013) 
 
Duda, Joseph A. Written Public Testimony on behalf of the State of Colorado submitted to the 

U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Natural Resources, Subcommittee on 
Public Lands and Environmental Regulation (July 11, 2013) 

 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Loss Avoidance Study: Georgia, Building 

Modification Projects (2010) 
 
Fire Protection Research Foundation, Addressing Community Wildfire Risk: A Review and 

Assessment of Regulatory and Planning Tools (2011) 
 
Firewise Communities / National Fire Protection Association, Safer from the Start: A Guide to 

Firewise-Friendly Developments (2009) 
 
 



 

 
         September 2013                              Page 48 

Wildfire Insurance and Forest Health Task Force Report 

Front Range Watershed Protection Data Refinement Work Group, Protecting Critical 
Watersheds in Colorado from Wildfire:  A Technical Approach to Watershed Assessment 
and Prioritization (2009) 

 
Headwaters Economics, The Risking Cost of Wildfire Protection (2013) 
 
Insurance Institute for Business & Home Safety, Protect Your Property from Wildfire: Rocky 

Mountain Edition  
 
National Fire Protection Association, Community Wildfire Safety Through Regulation: A Best 
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4.3 External Sources 

4.3.1 Colorado 

Executive Order D 2013-002: Regarding 
Suspending Prescribed or Controlled Fire 
Pending Review of Protocols 
 

http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite?c=Page&childpagename=GovHick
enlooper%2FCBONLayout&cid=1251637689655&pagename=CBONWr
apper 

Executive Order D 2012 – 006: Suspending 
Prescribed or Controlled Fire Pending Review 
of Protocols   
 

http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite?c=Page&childpagename=GovHick
enlooper%2FCBONLayout&cid=1251637689655&pagename=CBONWr
apper 

HB 13-1225: The Homeowner’s Insurance 
Reform Act of 2013 
 

http://www.leg.state.co.us/clics/clics2013a/csl.nsf/fsbillcont3/B95B7D8C
F123429187257AEE005702F7?Open&file=1225_enr.pdf 

HB 12-1283: Amending the Colorado 
Disaster Emergency Act 
 

http://www.leg.state.co.us/clics/clics2012a/csl.nsf/fsbillcont3/94F59E2A
F3B48FA387257981007F4449?open&file=1283_enr.pdf  

SB 13-269: Creating the Wildfire Risk 
Reduction Grant Program 
 

http://www.leg.state.co.us/clics/clics2013a/csl.nsf/fsbillcont3/75CCF750
CEFF249E87257B17005849D1?Open&file=269_enr.pdf 

 
Boulder County: Wildfire Mitigation Plan 
 
 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/forest/w02wildfiremitigationplan.pdf 
 

Colorado Community Wildfire Protection 
Plans (CWPPs) 
 

http://csfs.colostate.edu/pages/CommunityWildfireProtectionPlans.html  

Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment Air Pollution Control Division 
(APCD) – Open Burning and Prescribed Fires 
 

http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/CDPHE-
AP/CBON/1251594943171  

Colorado State Forest Service (CSFS) 
 

http://csfs.colostate.edu/   

CSFS, Protecting Your Home from Wildfire: 
Creating Wildfire Defensible Zones,  Quick 
Guide Series FIRE 2012-01 (formerly  CSU 
Extension Fact Sheet 6.302) 
 

http://csfs.colostate.edu/pdfs/FIRE2012_1_DspaceQuickGuide.pdf 

Colorado Wildfire Risk Assessment Portal 
(CO-WRAP) 
 

http://www.coloradowildfirerisk.com/  

Fire Adapted Communities (FAC) 
 

http://www.fireadapted.org/  

Firewise Communities 
 

http://www.firewise.org/    
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Front Range Fuels Treatment Partnership 
Roundtable 
 

http://frontrangeroundtable.org/  

National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 
 

https://www.nfpa.org/  

National Institute of Technology and 
Standards (NIST) Fire Research Division 
 

http://www.nist.gov/el/fire_research/  

Rocky Mountain Insurance Information 
Association (RMIIA) 
 

http://www.rmiia.org/index.asp  

Insurance Institute for Business & Home 
Safety (IBHS) 
 

http://www.disastersafety.org/  

 
 

4.3.2 Other States 

California Government Code, Tit. 5, Chapter 
6.8: Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones 
 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/calawquery?codesection=gov  

California Public Resources Code, Div. 4, 
Part 2: Protection of Forest, Range and 
Forage Lands 
 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/.html/prc_table_of_contents.html  

Idaho Code Ann.  Tit. 31, Chapter 14: Fire 
Protection District 
 

http://legislature.idaho.gov/idstat/Title31/T31CH14.htm  

Montana House Bill 354 (2013): Fire 
Suppression Account 
 

http://legiscan.com/MT/text/HB354/id/826729  

Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 477: Fire 
Protection of Forests and Vegetation 
 

http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/477.html 

Rev. Washington Code,  Title 52: Fire 
Protection Districts 
 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?Cite=52  
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