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ABSTRACT. Land managers in the Lake Tahoe basin are considering increasing the use of prescribed fire and forest thinning to restore
conditions that will be more resilient to wildfires. However, such restorative treatments also constitute disturbances that could increase
sediment and nutrient loads. We examined whether the water-quality impacts from future treatments are likely to be lower compared
to the potential impacts from future wildfires under various climate change scenarios. We applied an online interface for the Water
Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) model in combination with a landscape change model (LANDIS-II) to evaluate the effects of
different combinations of thinning and prescribed burning on fine sediment (< 2 mm), very fine sediment (< 16 µm), and phosphorus
over time. First, we generated results based on historic weather data for soil disturbance conditions, including: an undisturbed baseline,
a uniform thinning treatment; a uniform prescribed fire treatment; and uniform low, moderate, and high wildfire burn severity. Residual
ground cover declined in that order, and expected loads of sediment and phosphorus increased. We then combined the estimated loads
from hillslopes with projected management-disturbance regimes across each decade of the next century. We found that expected sediment
and phosphorus loads were lower under the scenario that emphasized thinning, whereas scenarios that increased prescribed burning
resulted in loads that were comparable to scenarios that involved less treatment. These results reflect the finding from the WEPP analysis
that prescribed burning is expected to reduce ground cover more than is thinning. Our analysis supports efforts to increase fuel reduction
treatments to mitigate future wildfires, but it also suggests that preventative treatments may not avoid a long-term decline in water
quality as wildfires increase with climate change.
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INTRODUCTION
During the 1900s, fire suppression became the dominant
management strategy in forested watersheds throughout the
western United States (Fiedler et al. 2010). This activity reduced
the prevalence of low-severity, patchy wildfires resulting from
lightning and burning by Native Americans (Lindström et al.
2000). Increased air temperatures in recent decades coupled with
a century of fuel buildup from fire suppression have increased the
severity and frequency of large wildfires (Westerling et al. 2006).
Large, high-severity wildfires often lead to increased soil erosion
and associated downstream flooding and degradation of water
quality.  

Soil erosion is a natural process; however, runoff from forested
watersheds that have not recently been disturbed carries very little
sediment (Elliot 2013). Forested watersheds with such low
sediment loads have minimal concentrations of nutrients
adsorbed to that sediment and few heavy metals that may be part
of the soil chemistry (e.g., phosphorus and arsenic, respectively).
By removing soil ground cover, disturbances (through either forest
treatments or wildfire) can cause an increase in soil erosion, which
can impair water quality in several ways. Sediments deposited in
upland streams can adversely affect habitat for aquatic organisms
(McCormick et al. 2010). Suspended fine sediments reduce water
clarity. Fine inorganic soil particles (1–16 µm) are associated with
a decrease in water clarity (Swift et al. 2006) and are of particular
concern for managers in areas where water clarity is important,
such as Lake Tahoe, which has been designated as an
“Outstanding Natural Resource Water.” Unlike sand and coarse
particles, which have rapid settling velocities, silt and clay particles
can remain in suspension for extended periods of time and can
reduce a water body’s clarity through light scattering (Sahoo et

al. 2010, Davies-Colley et al. 2014). In addition, suspended fine
sediments transport adsorbed nutrients such as phosphorus,
which in turn stimulates algal blooms with detrimental
consequences for water quality and clarity.  

Wildfire, especially high-severity fire, tends to have major and
long-lasting effects on water quality (Murphy et al. 2006). Given
the current high risk of wildfire in many forests in the western
United States, land managers are trying to reduce the available
fuel loads from dead or dying trees, downed woody debris, and
overly dense understories through treatments such as thinning or
prescribed fires. Managers in the U.S. Forest Service design
treatments while considering a range of objectives, including
enhancing wildlife habitat and recreation, sustaining water
quality, and using biomass for wood products or energy. In
particular, forest managers face the challenge of managing the
water-quality risk trade-offs between fuel management activities
and potential wildfire (Elliot et al. 2008). Associated road
networks and fire lines can be additional sources of sediment, and
they increase peak runoff events, causing higher channel erosion
and sediment delivery (Gucinski et al. 2001, Elliot et al. 2019, Cao
et al. 2020). In addition to causing erosion, biomass reduction
may decrease evapotranspiration, increasing runoff, channel
erosion, and sediment transport from watersheds (Srivastava et
al. 2018). In most cases, however, these activities are likely to cause
much less erosion than would occur following a high-severity
wildfire (Elliot 2013).  

Estimating water quality trade-offs between wildfire and fuel
management is not simple. Forest landscape and disturbance
models have been developed that can estimate fire frequency and
severity (Buckley et al. 2014, Scheller et al. 2018). Several recent
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studies (Elliot et al. 2016) have used the Water Erosion Prediction
Project (WEPP) model (Laflen et al. 1997) to estimate upland
erosion and sediment yield. Such an approach has been applied
to forested hillslopes (Buckley et al. 2014), but rarely at a
watershed scale, which involves considering channel processes
such as sediment transport, deposition, and entrainment.
Another important watershed process, phosphorus delivery, has
not been evaluated in previous analyses. Elliot et al. (2015)
demonstrated a method for using WEPP model outputs to
estimate phosphorus delivery, but the method has not been
applied at a landscape scale or validated for either hillslopes or
watersheds. Further integrating fire spread or burn severity
models with soil erosion models can provide an estimation of
these trade-offs on soil erosion and sediment delivery to
downstream water bodies.  

Our objectives were: (1) to link a model of landscape change and
disturbance (LANDIS-II; Scheller et al. 2007) to the WEPP
watershed model to evaluate the effects of forest management on
the delivery of sediment and phosphorus from disturbed forest
hillslopes, and (2) to compare estimated sediment and phosphorus
following forest management activities and following wildfires.

METHODS
Our study focuses on watersheds on the west side of the Lake
Tahoe basin, a high-elevation lake in the Sierra Nevada mountains
along the California-Nevada border in the western United States.
The lake is renowned for its exceptional water clarity and has been
afforded special environmental protections as an outstanding
water body, with land managers and regulators implementing
programs to reduce pollutant loads, especially those associated
with urbanization (Riverson et al. 2008, Sahoo et al. 2010).
Managers are also working to reduce the threat of wildfires that
threaten life and property, air quality, forests, and water quality,
primarily through thinning and prescribed fire treatments. Lake
Tahoe was placed on the Section 303(d) list of water bodies
requiring total maximum daily loads in 1988 because of ongoing
loss of the lake’s historic deep water transparency, and it has been
designated as an Outstanding Natural Resource waterbody, which
affords it the highest level of protection under the antidegradation
policy of the Clean Water Act. The bi-state Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency has formulated strict policies and regulations
to protect and restore water quality throughout the basin
(Cobourn 2006). As such, the Lake Tahoe basin provides an ideal
test case for understanding the water quality impacts of
alternative management strategies.  

The elevation on the west side of Lake Tahoe ranges from 1900
m along the shore to 3040 m at Dick’s Peak, on the crest of the
Sierra Nevada mountain range. Watersheds within this area
include a mixture of different land covers, soils, and slopes.
Vegetation consists mainly of mixed coniferous forests of Jeffrey
pine (Pinus jeffreyi), white fir (Abies concolor), incense cedar
(Calocedrus decurrens), red fir (Abies magnifica), and western
white pine (Pinus monticola), and shrubs and grasses, with patches
of bare ground and rock outcrops. Climate is characterized by
dry summers and wet winters, with most precipitation falling as
snow between December and March. A decade-scale trend
analysis of temperature and precipitation data from long-term
weather stations in the basin revealed that the basin could be
warming faster than the surrounding regions (Coats 2010), which

has major implications for forest management and wildfires in
the basin (Trotochaud 2015). In the Lake Tahoe West study area,
soils are derived from volcanic rocks in the north and granitic
rocks in the south, with alluvial wash deposits along the shore of
Lake Tahoe and major streams.  

The United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
manages approximately 78% of the forested area within the Lake
Tahoe basin (Scheller et al. 2018). These forests have been
managed over the past few decades with restoration as the primary
objective, specifically focused to eliminate livestock grazing and
to harvest trees for fuel reduction rather than timber production.
Managers intend to reduce fuels by “thinning from below”, which
means to harvest and remove understory trees using hand crews
or mechanical equipment, and by applying prescribed fire (United
States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Forest
operations equipment catalog: https://www.fs.fed.us/forestmanagement/
equipment-catalog). Pile burning of the harvested materials on
site has been a customary treatment because biomass removal has
often been economically infeasible (LTBMU 2014). Fuel
management activities have focused on the wildland-urban
interface to reduce the risk of wildfire to homes and other
structures, and that is likely to continue to be a management
priority. However, stakeholders within the Tahoe basin want to
evaluate the potential benefits or impacts of expanding fuel
management into the more remote forested areas.

Management scenarios and LANDIS-II landscape dynamics
modeling
The LANDIS-II model was used to evaluate how the landscape
would respond to five different management scenarios over a full
century (Scheller et al. 2007). This model was originally developed
to aid in managing forests for optimal timber harvest but has
evolved to consider forest health, fuel management, and wildfire
risk over large landscapes and long periods (Scheller et al. 2018).
The LANDIS-II modeling framework, including the fire module,
is a process-based simulation model that integrates multiple
disturbances (human and natural) and climate change and is
described more extensively in previous works (Scheller et al. 2019,
Maxwell et al. 2022).  

Within the LANDIS-II framework, the Net Ecosystem Carbon
and Nitrogen (v.6.5) forest succession extension was used to track
carbon and nitrogen through multiple live and dead aboveground
and belowground pools. This extension also tracks forest growth
and species dynamics, which are both dependent on temperature
and water. Wildfire processes in LANDIS-II are stochastic
(ignitions are constrained between start of spring and end of fall
but are otherwise random through time), with ignition locations
based on a probability surface derived from previous wildfire
events. Treatment locations were randomly placed within a
management zone, which followed the scenario intent, i.e.,
scenario 2 had treatments confined to the wildland-urban
interface management zones.  

Forest growth was calibrated against the MODIS 17A3 annual
Net Primary Productivity product (Running and Zhao 2015). The
SCRPPLE extension (v.2.1) modeled fire and was calibrated
against Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity and CalFire Fire and
Resource Assessment Program data sets (Scheller et al. 2019). A
modified version of the Biological Disturbance Agent extension
(Biomass BDA v.2.0) was used to simulate insect outbreaks and
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Table 1. Management scenarios as defined by the Lake Tahoe West Restoration Partnership.
 
Scenario
number

Scenario name Scenario description

1 Suppression only No treatment other than continued fire suppression
2 Wildland-urban interface

(WUI) focused
A WUI-focused strategy similar to recent management: assumes no prescribed understory burning; includes
hand and mechanical treatments in the WUI; thinning treatments could recur after 20 years

3 Increased thinning A strategy of increasing pace and scale of vegetation thinning treatments: includes hand and mechanical
treatments in the WUI and the general forest, with some hand treatments occurring in the wilderness; thinning
treatments could recur after 11 years following thinning or burning

4 Fire focused A fire-focused strategy combining modest WUI thinning with prescribed burning in all zones; limited
suppression of lightning-ignited wildfires managed for resource objectives in the general forest and wilderness;
thinning treatments projected to recur after 11 years without thinning or burning; prescribed burns do not
have a set re-treatment interval; this scenario proposes 220 ha/yr of prescribed burning

5 Fire focused, expanded A fire-focused strategy combining the modest WUI thinning under scenario 4 with much greater use of
prescribed burning in all zones, averaging 1050 ha/yr within the Lake Tahoe western watersheds

was calibrated against the U.S. Forest Service Aerial Detection
Survey data. More details about the calibration process are
available in Appendix 1. Carbon estimates by pool were validated
against Wilson et al. (2013) at the ecoregion level, where the model
overestimated total carbon for only one region but was within one
standard deviation for all others (Fig. S1 in Appendix 1). Forest
growth estimates using the climate data for 2010–2015 for the
region were calibrated against the MODIS 17A3 product annual
mean for 2000–2015 (Fig. S2 in Appendix 1). Mean landscape
value for MODIS was 393 g/cm² (standard deviation [SD] = 134),
whereas for LANDIS-II, the mean value was 320 g/cm² (SD =
312). Contemporary wildfires (2000–2016, from CalFire Fire and
Resource Assessment Program) were used to parameterize fire
spread and size from the Central Sierra Nevada to increase the
sample size of fires. Mean annual fire area for observed data was
117 ha/yr (SD = 309) and for modeled data was 122 ha/yr (SD =
210).  

The five management scenarios were developed through a
collaborative process led by an interagency team that articulated
goals and targets with input from a committee of stakeholders
(Table 1). The scenarios were intended to represent strongly
contrasting management approaches (i.e., to “pin the corners”),
rather than to precisely emulate a specific alternative. Thinning
treatments were constrained to wildland-urban interface zones
under scenarios 2, 4, and 5; under scenario 3, those treatments
could also fall in the general forest zone. However, thinning
occurred only in forested areas. Prescribed burns were ignited
randomly and could occur in any area with sufficient fuels to carry
a fire. In addition, under the two scenarios with prescribed
burning (scenarios 4 and 5), an average of 40 ha/yr was burned
by wildfires that were managed for resource objectives in remote
areas, rather than targeted for full suppression.

Climate scenarios
Based on the findings of California’s fourth climate change
assessment (Pierce et al. 2018), four global circulation models
were the most representative of California’s hydrology and served
as the basis for the future climate projections used here. The global
circulation models were: Hadley Center Global Environment
Model (HadGEM2), Canadian Earth System Model (CanESM),
Centre National de Recherches Meteorologiques (CNRM5), and
Model for Interdisciplinary Research on Climate (MIROC5). The
climate projections included these global circulation models run

under two representative concentration pathways, 4.5 and 8.5,
which represent a controlled and an uncontrolled emissions
future, respectively.  

The LANDIS-II model uses daily climatological variables with
the data downscaled using the localized constructed analogs
methodology (Pierce et al. 2018), averaged across the Level-IV U.
S. Environmental Protection Agency ecoregions, and obtained
from the U.S. Geological Survey geodata portal. Three LANDIS-
II replicates were run for each combination of eight climate
projections and five management scenarios (Table 1), resulting in
120 runs in total, and the erosion outputs were generated for each
replicate and then averaged.  

The future climate data were projected for the period 2010–2110.
Recent historical average precipitation was 840 mm/yr for 1990–
2010, with a coefficient of variation of 35% (minimum = 472 mm,
maximum = 1688 mm). Future climate projections of
precipitation are higher, with CanESM 8.5 having an increase in
total precipitation as well as summertime precipitation. End of
century (2080–2099) average annual precipitation was projected
to be anywhere from 14% (MIROC5 4.5) to 107% (CanESM 8.5)
higher than the 1990–2010 baseline. Daily maximum temperature
averages are projected to increase by 5.5°C on average over recent
historical by the end of century for representative concentration
pathway 8.5, and by 2.6°C on average for representative
concentration pathway 4.5.

The Water Erosion Prediction Project model and the
WEPPcloud interface
The WEPP model is a process-based hydrology and erosion model
that was initially developed to evaluate the effects of various
management operations on surface runoff and soil erosion from
small agricultural, rangeland, and forested hillslopes (Flanagan
and Livingston 1995, Flanagan and Nearing 1995, Laflen et al.
1997). Since then, scientists from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Agricultural Research Service and Forest Service,
and from elsewhere, have developed multiple tools, online
interfaces (Elliot 2004, Robichaud et al. 2007, Frankenberger et
al. 2011, Flanagan et al. 2013, Elliot et al. 2015), and GIS
platforms (Flanagan et al. 2013, Miller et al. 2022) specifically
designed to help users with the input data preparation and model
results interpretation. These efforts have increased WEPP’s
popularity among land and water managers, and the model
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continues to be an important asset for managers seeking to
understand the effects of various management treatments on
water quality.  

Within the last decade, major improvements to the model have
made it applicable to larger forested watersheds (Covert et al.
2005, Dun et al. 2009, Zhang et al. 2009, Wang et al. 2010,
Srivastava et al. 2013, 2017, Brooks et al. 2016), which further
extended its applicability to forest management applications
(Srivastava et al. 2018, 2020) and wildfire (Miller et al. 2011, 2022).
The model can provide daily output of three major components
of the streamflow hydrograph (surface runoff, lateral flow,
baseflow), and sediment, fine sediment, and phosphorus yields
(Elliot et al. 2015, Brooks et al. 2016, Dobre et al. 2022, Lew et
al. 2022). Model results can be summarized for each hillslope and
channel and as integrated output at the watershed outlet
(Flanagan and Nearing 1995).  

Brooks et al. (2016) previously validated the WEPP model in the
Lake Tahoe basin at five watersheds and found the relative
magnitude, timing, and distribution of sediments were
comparable to observed sediment. However, the authors did not
model the instream processes, so a direct comparison between
observed and simulated sediments at watershed outlets was not
possible. Recently, Dobre et al. (2022) updated the WEPP model
runs in the Lake Tahoe basin to include baseflow processes and
channel routing algorithms. Additionally, the authors calibrated
the model for streamflow and sediment and phosphorus yields at
17 watersheds across the Lake Tahoe basin, including the five
watersheds previously modeled by Brooks et al. (2016). Model
calibration was minimal and involved alterations of the baseflow
coefficient, critical shear, and phosphorus concentrations in
runoff, lateral flow, and baseflow, which were obtained from
observed water quality data at the outlet of several watersheds in
the Lake Tahoe basin (Dobre et al. 2022). Model performance
assessment based on daily streamflow and annual sediment and
phosphorus indicated satisfactory agreement between modeled
and observed values.  

Using calibrating parameter values from Dobre et al. (2022), we
applied the WEPP model to 20 watersheds on the west side of
Lake Tahoe (Fig. 1) to estimate conditions resulting from the
following management and wildfire events:  

1. No event: baseline or undisturbed conditions (based on
recent vegetation cover) associated with 100% ground cover
in forested areas and 90% in shrub-dominated areas; 

2. Forest thinning: 96, 93, and 85% ground cover in forested
areas (the equivalent of hand, cable, and skidder thinning,
respectively), with no treatment in other vegetation types; 

3. Prescribed burning: 85% ground cover in forested areas and
75% cover in shrub-dominated areas, with no change in
other vegetation types; 

4. Low-severity wildfire: 80% ground cover in forested areas
and 70% in shrub-dominated areas, with no treatment in
other vegetation types; 

5. Moderate-severity wildfire: 60% ground cover in forested
areas and 50% in shrub-dominated areas, with no change in
other vegetation types; and 

6. High-severity wildfire: 30% ground cover in forested areas
and 30% in shrub-dominated areas, with no change in other
vegetation types. 

Fig. 1. Map of the modeled watersheds in the western Lake
Tahoe basin, California, USA. Names and numbers are based
on established nomenclature in the Lake Tahoe basin. The
Truckee River outlet to the lake is located between watersheds 0
and 63.

The purpose of simulating undisturbed conditions was to
establish a baseline for sediment and phosphorus that managers
could use to compare the effects of alternative management
strategies with current conditions. For watersheds that were
gauged, the undisturbed conditions also provided an opportunity
to finely calibrate the model. Thinning and burning scenarios were
simulated assuming the entire watershed was exposed to the same
condition at once, although it is improbable that a fire would burn
an entire watershed uniformly or that a thinning would occur on
all hillslopes within a short period. This uniform application of
a scenario tends to increase the overall sediment yield at the outlet
of a watershed, but it allowed us to directly compare simulated
runoff, sediment, and phosphorus for each hillslope and
watershed from all management conditions. All model
simulations were performed on a daily time step between 1990
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and 2019. Although there are several WEPP model outputs
important for management, we only focused on fine sediment
(particles < 2 mm), very fine sediment (particles < 16 µm), and total
phosphorus loading. The latter two parameters, along with
nitrogen, have been the primary pollutants targeted in load
reduction efforts for Lake Tahoe (Sahoo et al. 2010).  

All hydrological simulations were performed using wepppy (Lew
et al. 2021; https://github.com/rogerlew/wepppy) and are publicly
available on the WEPPcloud interface (https://wepp.cloud), a newly
developed, online, decision-support tool for the WEPP model,
designed to facilitate input data preparation and model runs and
to provide model outputs in both tabulated and spatial formats that
are easily interpretable by land and water managers. Within the
WEPPcloud interface, we created a site-specific interface for the
Lake Tahoe basin. This interface contains enhanced soil and
vegetation parameterizations based on Brooks et al. (2016) and
from other published and unpublished data to address current
management needs in the basin.

Watershed selection and modeling approach
We modeled all major watersheds (N = 19 of 22 watersheds) in the
Lake Tahoe West landscape. We only excluded areas where the
WEPP model would not be applicable, specifically, urban areas,
watersheds with ski runs, and other associated impervious areas
occurring in small “frontal” watersheds that are concentrated in
the wildland-urban interfaces. Treatments in such developed areas
differ from those in the general forest and would require more
complex calibration and customization of input parameters.
Furthermore, these developed areas are already included in
pollutant load reduction plans in the basin, and they have
previously been examined in modeling of sediment load reduction
(Riverson et al. 2008, Grismer 2014).

Soils, land cover, and management conditions
All soil properties required by the model were automatically
extracted from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural
Resources Conservation Service’s Soil Survey Geographic
(SSURGO) database (web soil survey: https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.
usda.gov/; Reybold and TeSelle 1989). Similarly, the land-cover
distribution within the watershed was based on the 2016 National
Land Cover Database map (e.g., deciduous forest, evergreen forest,
shrubland, etc.; Homer et al. 2015). The vegetation characteristics
required within a WEPP management file were adopted from
Brooks et al. (2016); however, initial canopy cover, ground cover,
and leaf area index values were set based on the type of disturbance
(Lew et al. 2021). Fig. 2 shows the distribution of soils, land-cover
types, and slope steepness within the simulated watersheds.
Although WEPP requires several soil and vegetative parameters,
the most sensitive for runoff and soil erosion, especially among
those that could be changed through treatment, are rill and interrill
erodibility, canopy cover, rill and interrill ground cover, and leaf
area index. The current vegetation algorithms we specified in
WEPP do not simulate dynamic changes in vegetation within a
single year. Average erosion rates assigned to a hillslope for these
conditions were simulated by WEPP using 30 years of weather data.
Vegetative recovery following disturbance was represented with the
LANDIS-II model. Srivastava et al. (2020) successfully modified
the WEPP model codes to include revegetation post-treatment;
however, these changes are not yet implemented in the WEPPcloud
interface.

Fig. 2. Land cover, soil, and slope distributions within the
modeled Lake Tahoe watersheds.

Soil properties assigned in the model for each hillslope vary with
soil type (which is strongly influenced by parent materials, e.g.,
granitic, volcanic, alluvial) and land cover (e.g., forest, shrubs,
grass) and are affected by management and wildfire disturbances.
To reflect a change in condition due to thinning, prescribed fire, or
wildfire, key soils and vegetation parameters were altered based on
default parameters similar to the Disturbed WEPP model (Elliot
and Hall 2010, Elliot 2013, Miller et al. 2016, Dobre et al. 2022).

Weather data
In the Lake Tahoe model runs, we used the historic gridded Daymet
(Thornton et al. 2016) database to acquire daily precipitation,
maximum temperature, and minimum temperature for each
hillslope within the modeled watersheds between 1990 and 2019.
The rest of the weather parameters (storm duration, time to peak
intensity, peak intensity, solar radiation, average wind speed and
duration, and dew point temperature) were generated stochastically
based on the nearby Tahoe, California station using the CLIGEN
weather generator (Nicks and Lane 1989, Srivastava et al. 2019).
The average precipitation at the Tahoe City weather station for the
period 1990–2019 was 987 mm with a coefficient of variation of
38% (minimum = 228 mm, maximum = 1680 mm). Based on the
probability distribution of the total annual precipitation, we
classified eight years as dry (< 25th percentile) and eight years as
wet (> 75th percentile).

Total phosphorus and very fine sediment calculations
The current version of the WEPP model does not include a full
process-based soil phosphorus model. However, given that the
model can predict the proportion of total streamflow delivered by
runoff, lateral flow, and baseflow, dissolved phosphorus loads were
calculated similar to Dobre et al. (2022) by multiplying the portion
of total stream discharge in each of the three flow paths by a static
phosphorus concentration obtained from long-term observed data
from U.S. Geological Survey gauging streams in the basin. In
addition to dissolved phosphorus, phosphorus can be attached to
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Fig. 3. Schematic representation of the overlay of LANDIS-II and Water Erosion Prediction
Project (WEPP) model outputs.

sediment particles or to organic matter embedded in eroded soil
aggregates. Particulate phosphorus is included in most
phosphorus budgets, but it may not necessarily be biologically
active, and hence, it may not directly contribute to a decline in
water quality (Ellison and Brett 2006). Particulate phosphorus
was calculated similarly to dissolved phosphorus by multiplying
sediment delivery for each hillslope by a static concentration
obtained from observed data at the U.S. Geological Survey
gauging stations (Dobre et al. 2022). Dissolved phosphorus and
particulate phosphorus are summed to give total phosphorus.  

Water quality regulators in the Lake Tahoe basin are especially
concerned with the effects of very fine sediment particles (< 16 µ
m) on water quality (Sahoo et al. 2010). The WEPP model
provides an estimate of the particle size distribution of delivered
sediment as clay particles, silt particles, small soil aggregates
containing silt, clay, and organic matter, sand particles, and large
aggregates made up of clay, silt, sand and organic matter, with
mean diameters of 0.002, 0.01, 0.03, 0.30, and 0.2 mm,
respectively (Flanagan and Nearing 1995). The proportion of fine
sediment in the aggregates was determined using a linear
interpolation based on mean particle size. We estimated the total
fine sediments delivered from each hillslope by multiplying the
fine sediment fraction by the total delivered sediment from that
hillslope.  

We calculated both the annual average delivery rate (kg ha−1 yr−1)
and annual average yield (Mg/yr) for both sediment and
phosphorus for each hillslope and watershed in the study area.
While annual delivery rates from specific hillslopes can serve as
guidance for land managers when selecting areas for treatments,
total watershed loads are more relevant for the overall sediment
and phosphorus delivery to Lake Tahoe. Therefore, both metrics
are important to consider when analyzing forest treatments in the
context of protecting water quality resources. In additon to
calculating the overall load from all types of vegetation, we also
calculated sediment and phosphorus yield from the forested
hillslopes alone because most treatments in the Lake Tahoe basin
are focused particularly on forested hillslopes.  

We assessed the treatment effect on sediment and phosphorus
yield using the Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric test followed by a
multiple pairwise Wilcox test to determine differences in sediment
and phosphorus among treatments. All analyses were performed
in the statistical program R version 4.0.3 (R Core Team 2020).

Overlay with LANDIS-II outputs of disturbance
To evaluate how management scenarios would affect water quality
over time, we overlaid simulated results from the WEPP analysis
under different types of disturbed conditions with LANDIS-II
estimates of future treatments and wildland fires. We used the
combined models to forecast the overall effects of each
management scenario on sediment yield, very fine sediment yield,
and total phosphorus over the next 100 years (Fig. 3). Specifically,
we overlaid WEPP annual average results of sediment and
phosphorus yields for every hillslope with LANDIS-II annual
projections of vegetation change under future climate scenarios.
For each watershed, we first calculated the average annual
hillslope soil and phosphorus loads under various management
conditions (e.g., undisturbed, thinned, burned) for the 1990–2019
time period. We then identified hillslopes that experienced
treatment or wildfire in LANDIS-II (2010–2110) under the five
scenarios and added the difference in erosion or phosphorus loads
resulting from the treatments and fires to the annual averages
resulting from the undisturbed conditions. From this overlay, we
projected total sediment and phosphorus loads for each year and
a 20-year average period that resulted from the combination of
treatments and wildfire. These projections did not account for the
effects of climate change directly on the erosion and phosphorus
through changes in precipitation type (e.g., snow vs. rain),
amount, and intensity. An important distinction is that the
processes in the WEPP model account for soil erosion, transport,
and deposition from hillslopes to channels, within the channel
profiles, and to the watershed outlet. In this analysis, we only used
the spatially distributed sediment load delivered from the
hillslopes that are mainly the target for the thinning and
prescribed fire management operations. Additional channel and
outlet output results, as well as results for particulate and soluble
reactive phosphorus, in both tabulated and spatial formats, are
available on the WEPPcloud interface (https://wepp.cloud/
weppcloud/lt/).  

We quantified the effects of various management scenarios based
on the simulated fine sediment and phosphorus hillslope loading
and delivery rates as well as percent increase above undisturbed
conditions. Those percentages were then applied to the baseline
load values to estimate loads resulting from disturbance (Fig. 3).
This approach allowed us to compare the effects of management
strategies on sediment and phosphorus yield over time. We used
both the Mann-Kendal (Mann 1945, Kendall 1948) and Cox-
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Stuart (Cox and Stuart 1955) tests at an alpha of 0.05 to identify
monotonic trends in the daily sediment and phosphorus yield for
the five management scenarios (Table 1). The null hypothesis for
the Mann-Kendall test is the absence of a trend in the data,
whereas the null hypothesis for the Cox-Stuart test is a decreasing
trend in the data.  

We linked the simulated WEPP outputs for different burn
severities to the LANDIS-II estimates of burn severity. However,
burn severity derived from the SCRPPLE module within
LANDIS-II relates to expected flame lengths and tree mortality
(Scheller et al. 2019), whereas the WEPP model is associated with
soil burn severity. Using the LANDIS-II representation of
vegetation burn severity as a proxy of soil burn severity might not
be accurate. Vegetation burn severity refers to tree mortality,
whereas burn severity refers to fire effects on the soils. The two
metrics can overlap spatially; however, the soil burn severity maps
tend to underestimate the extent of vegetation stand-replacing
fires (Safford et al. 2008). Additionally, although vegetation high-
severity (stand-replacing) fires can greatly reduce soil ground
cover, it does not necessarily result in high soil burn severity
(Safford et al. 2008, Morgan et al. 2014).  

We averaged the results from the WEPP-LANDIS-II overlay
across all management scenarios and also by each of the two
climate scenarios. This process allowed us to consider the effects
of the future climate scenarios (moderate greenhouse gas
emissions vs. high emissions) on management scenarios and the
anticipated sediment and phosphorus loads in the coming
century.

RESULTS
Both WEPP and LANDIS-II models are complex process-based
models that can generate a suite of outputs that are useful for
numerous management applications (Elliot 2013, Creutzburg et
al. 2017, Krofcheck et al. 2018, Scheller et al. 2018). Here, we
focused on the sediment and phosphorus loads generated from
hillslopes and their future projections for each of the five
management scenarios (Table 1).

Water Erosion Prediction Project model results for undisturbed
conditions
All hydrological simulations were performed using the
WEPPcloud interface. Daily model outputs for all watersheds and
conditions, as well as tables and shapefiles with summaries of all
the results can be found at https://wepp.cloud/weppcloud/lt/.
These spatially distributed results were used to identify sensitive
areas within the landscape that are prone to soil erosion, as well
as to identify land-use classes or specific soils and slopes that
should be avoided when planning fuel management actions to
minimize soil erosion.  

Under undisturbed conditions, the shrub and sparse grass areas
were the main sources of sediment and total phosphorus, followed
by areas covered with old forest (Table 2). Shrubs and sparse
grasses were predominantly found in two watersheds (Cascade
Creek and Eagle Creek) in the southern part of the study area,
which have the greatest upland erosion rates on a unit area basis,
followed by watersheds that were traditionally known to land
managers as the main contributors of sediment to Lake Tahoe
(Blackwood Creek and Ward Creek). Watersheds located north
of the Truckee River (watersheds 0–5 in Fig. 1) generated no or

minimal fine sediment and total phosphorus. The limited erosion
and phosphorus from these watersheds was likely due to deeper
soils and gentler slopes. These watersheds have, on average, soils
with depths of 1.7 m and slopes of 15% compared to watersheds
located south of Truckee River, which have, on average, soil depths
of 1.17 m and slopes of 28%.

Table 2. Water Erosion Prediction Project modeling results for
sediment and phosphorus loads in undisturbed conditions by
land-cover type.
 
Land cover Sediment yield

(kg ha−1 yr−1)
Very fine sediment

(< 16 µm) yield
(kg ha−1 yr−1)

Total
phosphorus

(kg ha−1 yr−1)

Old forest 6.6 0.9 0.038
Shrub 145.7 28.8 0.212
Sparse grass 1925.2 375.7 2.536

Very fine sediment load followed the same trend as the overall
sediment yield and represented approximately 19% of all
sediments delivered from all land uses and 14% of sediments
delivered from forested hillslopes. Similarly, total phosphorus
yield followed the trends of sediment yield, with the highest
eroding watersheds generating the largest amounts of total
phosphorus.  

The forest slopes with the greater erosion were those that had soils
with a high proportion of rock outcrops (Table 3). Nearly 81%
of all sediments, 78% of very fine sediments, and 40% of total
phosphorus were generated from only 26% of the forested areas.
Sediment and phosphorus yield increased with slope length and
steepness for all land covers, although exploratory data analyses
suggested that slope length had a greater influence on soil erosion
than slope steepness (data not presented). These high-eroding
areas were mainly associated with high elevation and, besides
forests, they also extended to sparse areas of shrubs and grasses.
These associations are important for considering management
strategies because thinning treatments would not occur in these
areas, but prescribed burning might be applied.

Effects of forest treatments and wildfire on sediment and
phosphorus yield
We simulated hillslope sediment and phosphorus delivery from
20 watersheds for three thinning conditions (96%, 93%, and 85%
ground cover), one prescribed fire condition, and three wildfire
conditions (low, moderate, and high). WEPP model simulations
indicated that, on average across all watersheds, there was only a
moderate increase in sediment and phosphorus delivery rates
from both thinning and prescribed fire compared to undisturbed
conditions (Fig. 4). However, in comparison, uniform high-
severity wildfires increased erosion rates up to 6 Mg ha−1 yr−1 for
sediment yield and 7 kg ha−1 yr−1 for total phosphorus. We
observed a similar increase when we examined only the forested
hillslopes, which are the target of thinning treatments (Fig. 4).  

The Kruskal-Wallis test was statistically significant when
considering the average sediment and phosphorus yield calculated
for all land covers (sediment yield: Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared =
2696, df = 7, P < 0.001; fine sediment yield: Kruskal-Wallis chi-
squared = 2736, df = 7, P < 0.001; total phosphorus: Kruskal-
Wallis chi-squared = 1691, df = 7, P < 0.001) and for the hillslopes
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Table 3. Sediment and phosphorus yields (%) for each of the dominant soil types based on model outputs for forested hillslopes.
 
Soil name or complex† Sediment yield (%) Very fine sediment (<

16 µm) yield (%)
Total phosphorus (%) Total area (%)

Melody-Rock outcrop complex 31 46 10 2
Temo-Witefels complex 26 6 9 3
Ellispeak-Rock outcrop complex 15 15 5 2
Meeks gravelly loamy coarse sand 5 3 10 14
Paige medial sandy loam 5 8 5 5
Waca very gravelly medial coarse sandy loam 4 6 12 11
Ellispeak-Waca complex 3 4 2 1
Rubble land-Glenalpine complex 2 1 1 0
Tallac gravelly coarse sandy loam 2 3 5 8
Whittell-Jobsis-Rock outcrop complex 2 1 1 1
Sky gravelly sandy loam 1 2 9 7
Kneeridge gravelly sandy loam 1 1 2 2
Sky-Melody complex 1 2 4 4
Rock outcrop-Rockbound complex 1 0 4 6
Dagget very gravelly loamy coarse sand 0 0 6 8
Rock outcrop 0 0 1 1
Tahoma-Jorge complex 0 0 0 3
Tahoma very cobbly sandy loam 0 0 1 3
Cassenai gravelly loamy coarse sand 0 0 1 3
Cassenai cobbly loamy coarse sand 0 0 2 2
Jorge very cobbly fine sandy loam 0 0 6 8
Jorge-Tahoma complex 0 0 2 2
Total (all soils)‡ 98 98 97 96
Total (top five eroding soils) 81 78 40 26
†Soils sorted based on percent sediment yield.
‡Only includes soils with sediment or phosphorus yield ≥ 1% of total yield.

Fig. 4. Annual average sediment and phosphorus loads from all
land covers and from forests under various management
conditions for the time period 1990–2019. Error bars represent
the standard error.

with forest covers only (sediment yield: Kruskal-Wallis chi-
squared = 2606, df = 7, P < 0.001; fine sediment yield: Kruskal-

Wallis chi-squared = 2659, df = 7, P < 0.001; total phosphorus:
Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared = 1464, df = 7, P < 0.001), suggesting
that the means of sediment and phosphorus yield for at least one
treatment are different than the means of the other treatments.
The multiple pairwise Wilcox test further revealed statistically
significant differences between all treatments, with a few
exceptions. There was no statistically significant difference (P >
0.05) between the means of the three thinning treatments for
sediment or phosphorus when averaging across all land covers or
forested areas only. Additionally, there was no statistically
significant difference (P > 0.05) between the means of prescribed
fire and low severity fire when averaging across all land covers.
When averaging across the hillslopes with forested land covers
only, there was no statistically significant difference between
thinning (85%) and low-severity fire for sediment yield or between
prescribed fire and low-severity fire for total phosphorus.  

Spatially, the distribution of soil erosion rates followed similar
patterns to the undisturbed conditions; however, wildfire had the
capacity to exacerbate erosion across all watersheds and land uses
(Fig. 5). Similar to the undisturbed conditions, higher erosion
rates after wildfire were found on high-elevation steep slopes
covered by sparse vegetation, specifically on slopes > 50% with
soils from the Melody-Rock outcrop and Ellispeak-Rock outcrop
complexes. Among the predominantly forested watersheds,
Blackwood Creek and Ward Creek (Fig. 1) were the top eroding
watersheds per unit area under all treatment conditions.

Effects of alternative management regimes under different future
climate scenarios on sediment and phosphorus
The effects of five alternative management scenarios were
evaluated by combining the proposed fuel treatment scenarios in
time and space with LANDIS-II projections for thinning and fire
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Fig. 5. Spatial distribution of erosion across all modeled
watersheds in the Lake Tahoe basin under undisturbed,
uniform thinning with 93% ground cover (gc), and uniform
high-severity wildfire.

disturbances and the WEPP estimates of sediment and
phosphorus delivery from hillslopes (Fig. 3). Fine sediment and
phosphorus yields varied from year to year and decade to decade,
although the yields generally increased over time as wildfire
activity increased with climate change, particularly in the second
half  of the century. The Mann-Kendall test of the annual average
sediment and phosphorus yields based on the five scenarios
indicated a statistically significant trend in the data, and the Cox-
Stuart test indicated significant increasing trends for all scenarios.
Fig. 6 shows such trends for sediment yield; similar trends were
observed for both very fine sediment and total phosphorus yield.

When comparing across management scenarios (Fig. 7), the
scenario with the most area treated through thinning, scenario 3,
resulted in modestly lower average load compared to all other

Fig. 6. Increase in annual average sediment yield due to
treatments for all five management scenarios averaged across all
future climate scenarios and models.

scenarios, including the suppression-only scenario 1. This trend
became more apparent in the last two decades of the century and
was consistent for both sediment and phosphorus load. In the
near term, more treatment increased the sediment load compared
to the suppression-only scenario, but the load under the
suppression-only scenario generally increased so that overall
performances became more similar with time. The fire-focused
scenarios were projected to increase load more than thinning
because prescribed burning is expected to result in greater
reductions of ground cover and increased disturbance within
shrub and grass areas. The simulated very fine sediment yield was
more sensitive to management treatment than were total sediment
and phosphorus; specifically, the fire-focused management
scenarios (scenarios 4 and 5) generated consistently higher load
than thinning-focused scenarios (2 and 3) in each decade.
Projections of sediment and phosphorus load based on the low-
emission vs. high-emission climate scenarios did not seem to differ.
Lastly, there was greater variability in yield due to management
scenarios than due to climate scenarios.

DISCUSSION
Protecting and restoring the clarity of Lake Tahoe poses a
significant challenge for restoring the terrestrial ecosystems of
the lake’s basin given projections of increased wildfire activity.
Any forest management activity has potential to increase erosion,
but the risks of failing to actively manage forests poses a greater
risk in the form of large and severe wildfires. In 2020, California
experienced five of the six largest fires in state history, and the
projected increases in fuel aridity and fire seasons indicate
increasing wildfire risk (Higuera and Abatzoglou 2021).
Landscape modeling in the basin (Maxwell et al. 2022) and
elsewhere suggests that large wildfires are increasingly likely
(Westerling et al. 2006). When large high-severity fires occur,
erosion can be greatly elevated and may be difficult to mitigate.
Increasing forest treatments reduce the risk of very high loads
from future wildfires that may otherwise be difficult to mitigate.
However, present water quality frameworks in the basin, such as
the total maximum daily load, do not factor in this substantial
risk of increased future loading from wildfires (Tetra Tech 2007,
Elliot et al. 2008).  

Traditionally, pollution control efforts have focused on reducing
loads from existing sources, but the projections of increased fire
and storm activity requires thinking ahead toward avoiding
expected increases in pollutant loading. Specifically, land
managers and regulatory agencies have to balance the increasing
long-term risks of wildfire against the short-term effects of
treatments that reduce wildfire risks. By integrating the results of
hydrological and landscape vegetation models, our results help
land managers to evaluate trade-offs associated with these
management choices on water quality in the coming decades. Our
results indicate that sediment and phosphorus yield will likely
increase in the future in the Lake Tahoe basin, but that increased
active management, particularly thinning, can help to mitigate
those expected load increases. The detailed hillslope-scale analysis
identifies watersheds and soil types within the basin that can be
examined in greater detail to evaluate which management
approach, including avoidance, thinning, or prescribed burning,
may help to reduce projected increases in erosion associated with
wildfire.
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Fig. 7. Future projections of sediment and phosphorus yields in the modeled Lake Tahoe
watersheds averaged across all climate scenarios and models and across all models for each
climate scenario.

Spatial variability in sediment and phosphorus yields across
watersheds
Spatially, we identified specific soil types and slopes that are more
prone to erosion. For example, the Melody-Rock outcrop and
Ellispeak-Rock outcrop complexes contain up to 25% and 40%
rock outcrops, respectively (USDA-NRCS 2007) and are
characterized by high-elevation shrublands with scattered trees,
including red fir, white fir, and Jeffrey pine. These low-
productivity, highly erodible areas may have been adapted to less-
frequent, stand-replacing wildfires and, therefore, may be low
priorities for treatment. However, given their substantial
contributions to pollutant loads, they may warrant further
consideration for potential treatments such as prescribed burning
or mastication to mitigate potential loads from wildfires.

Effects of increased treatment
Thinning and prescribed fire treatments may increase fine
sediment and phosphorus loads in the short term by reducing
ground cover, but our results indicate that such increases are likely
to be small relative to baseline loads. An earlier modeling analysis
for the Madden Creek watershed within the Lake Tahoe West
study area concluded that > 30% of forested areas would have to
be treated to result in detectable increases in fine sediment
(Grismer 2014). A key reason for such outcomes is that the

conservative practices used in the Lake Tahoe basin are expected
to retain high levels of ground cover. A field study of thinning
and prescribed burning in the Lake Tahoe basin found that
erosion was generally deterred when there was at least 25%
residual ground cover (in the form of surface fuels and duff)
following treatment (Harrison et al. 2016). That study found that
most treatments in the basin left much higher residual ground
cover, consistent with the assumptions applied in our WEPP
modeling. Elsewhere in northwestern USA, Elliot and Glaza
(2008) and Elliot et al. (unpublished manuscript) measured
minimal to zero erosion associated with thinning, biomass
removal, and prescribed fire operations.  

Furthermore, landscape modeling suggest that treatments would
lead to less severe future wildfires (Maxwell et al. 2022).
Consequently, our results suggest that increased thinning
treatments are likely to reduce the long-term fine sediment and
phosphorous loads in the study area. A previous similar analysis
in the nearby Mokelumne watershed also suggests that the
potential loading associated with forest treatment would be offset
by avoided future impacts from wildfires (Buckley et al. 2014).  

Our results indicate that scenarios that rely more heavily on
prescribed burning for fuel treatments are more likely to increase
sediment and phosphorus loads relative to mechanical thinning
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because such burns are expected to reduce residual ground cover
and treat shrub-dominated areas that are more erodible. However,
the projected differences in loads are small (only a few percentage
points relative to the baseline) and would be difficult to detect
through monitoring, given the wide natural variation in loading.
Managers in the basin indicate that prescribed burning rarely
results in patches that are burned intensely enough to consume
mature trees, and that such patches would each be < 1 ha. It is
also likely that undisturbed buffers would be incorporated into
burn plans, further reducing the risk of off-site delivery of
sediment and phosphorus.  

Large increases in pollutant delivery to Lake Tahoe following
wildfires are not necessarily assured. Studies following both the
Angora wildfire of 2007 (Oliver et al. 2012) and the Emerald
wildfire of 2016 (Cao et al. 2021) found that pollutant loads may
have been retained within roadside ditches, detention basins,
meadows, and marshes. Because wetlands have the potential to
trap sediments, restoration of incised floodplains is one strategy
that may help to reduce future loads (Stubblefield et al. 2006).  

An additional potential source of sediment associated with fuel
management activities is from increased traffic on existing roads
or new roads. Here, we incorporated the effects of skid trails with
the reduced ground cover in the thinning scenarios. There were
no plans to construct new roads; however, increasing traffic on
the current road network is likely to increase road erosion (Foltz
et al. 2009). In a separate study, as part of the overall Lake Tahoe
West research effort, Elliot et al. (2019) found that increasing
logging traffic on unpaved roads would increase sediment delivery
during their active use. In contrast, a related study following the
small Emerald wildfire on the southern edge of the project area
determined that the presence of a road network after wildfire
likely decreased offsite sediment delivery (Cao et al. 2021);
however, site-specific attributes of road location, fire severity,
topography, and road design make it difficult to generalize the
impacts of roads following wildfire (Sosa-Pérez and MacDonald
2017, Cao et al. 2021).

Assumptions regarding burn severity
The assumption that the low, moderate, and high soil burn
severities modeled with WEPP are equivalent to the low,
moderate, and high vegetation mortality in the LANDIS-II burn
severity model is a potential source of error. Burn severity, or the
effects of a fire, can either be applied to the vegetation or to the
soil (Parsons et al. 2010). Wildfires reduce ground cover, and more
severe fires result in lower levels of residual ground cover and
greater soil burn severity. Erosion rates are more directly related
to soil burn severity than to vegetation burn severity. Analyses of
recent wildfires within and near the Lake Tahoe basin found that
soil burn severity variability within a landscape was often driven
more by inherent landscape factors (i.e., slope, soil type, and
climate) rather than by pre-fire vegetation biomass. Vegetation
burn severity may often appear greater than soil burn severity
(Pannkuk and Robichaud 2003, Safford et al. 2008, Morgan et
al. 2014). One reason is that some fires that burn intensely enough
to kill trees may still leave residual ground cover in the form of
needles and woody biomass; however, in other areas of high
vegetation burn severity, needle cast is rare because tree crowns
are fully consumed (Robichaud et al. 2013). Although tools have
been developed to predict vegetation burn severity, there has been

less research on predicting soil burn severity (Buckley et al. 2014).
Previous work has demonstrated the complexity of evaluating soil
burn severity using attributes such as overstory vegetation cover
(Robichaud et al. 2007, Morgan et al. 2014) and topography
(Dobre et al. 2014), which also tend to be the focus of landscape
modeling as opposed to surface conditions. Because the LANDIS-
II model focuses on vegetation, relying on its projections of high
vegetation burn severity as a proxy for high soil burn severity might
overestimate loadings from wildfires.

Effects of changing climate on storm intensity and future pollutant
loading
Our projections of future sediment and phosphorus yield (Figs. 6
and 7) are mainly due to the projected changes in disturbance
regimes and vegetation under various climate scenarios with
LANDIS-II, but not to increased storm intensity. Soil erosion is
highly sensitive to storm amount, duration, and intensity (Nearing
et al. 1990, Miller et al. 2011), and changing climate will likely
increase storm intensity and frequency and shift precipitation from
snow to rain (Bayley et al. 2010, Coats 2010). Data from 30 global
climate models for the representative concentration pathway 8.5
scenario suggest that, for California, two-thirds of the models
project wetter winters with a large increase in extreme precipitation
frequency (Polade et al. 2017). Similarly, precipitation intensity
will likely increase (Pierce et al. 2013, Polade et al. 2017), with a
significant increase in events > 60 mm/d (Pierce et al. 2013). For
soil erosion, the projected increase in precipitation intensity is
significant and will likely result in an increase in future sediment
yield in some areas. A study in the Lake Tahoe basin that evaluated
the effects of projected climate change on sediments did not find
significant changes in fine sediments with climate change when
data were averaged across the basin, in part because lower
precipitation volume may have offset shifts from snow to rain
(Riverson et al. 2013). However, when analyzed by zones, the
authors found an increase in fine sediments at higher elevations
and a decrease in the flatter meadow regions. Variable effects of
climate change on water quality within the landscape might further
inform management strategies.  

Where increases in sediment loading due to increased storm
activity are likely, it may be appropriate to discount somewhat the
impact of treatments in the near term. A recent field study found
that the effects of thinning on reduced fuels last for at least 10 years
(Low et al. 2021). Factoring in this temporal dynamic suggests that
there could be an additional benefit from conducting wildfire risk
reduction treatments in the near term because such treatments
could help reduce higher loads from wildfires in subsequent years
as storms become more intense.

Strategies for treating highly erodible areas
Our results identified four watersheds that are prone to excessive
soil erosion. Two of these watersheds, Cascade Creek and Eagle
Creek, are characterized by steep and rocky slopes with sparse
vegetation (Fig. 2) and are managed largely as wilderness. Such
areas are unlikely to be selected for forest thinning treatments;
however, they may be targeted for limited fire suppression or
prescribed fire treatments to reduce fire hazard and restore fire
regimes. The other two main contributing watersheds, Blackwood
Creek and Ward Creek, are mainly forested, with high-elevation
areas covered by sparse patches of shrubs and some highly erodible
badlands (Stubblefield et al. 2009). The Blackwood watershed has
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a long history of soil erosion caused by both natural
characteristics and anthropogenic disturbances (historical
excessive grazing, road construction, forest harvest) and has been
the target of several stream channel restoration projects (Oehrli
2013, Norman et al. 2014). Other studies, including those used
to develop a total maximum daily load program, also identified
Blackwood Creek and Ward Creek as the greatest sources of
sediment and phosphorus pollutants in the Lake Tahoe basin
(Tetra Tech 2007, Sahoo et al. 2013, Coats et al. 2016), along
with Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek watersheds on the
south side of the basin, which are outside the study area that we
examined.  

Because many of the more highly erodible areas tend to be steep
and dominated by shrubs, they have often not been considered
for mechanical treatments, but they may be important areas for
prescribed burning or mastication. A previous field study found
that erosion was low following mastication and burning on areas
with slopes < 30% (Harrison et al. 2016). However, landscape
prescribed burning in steeper areas has not been widely
conducted nor studied, so there is more uncertainty regarding
its effects.  

Recent research at the nearby King Fire in 2014 suggests that
steep shrub-dominated slopes are important areas for treatment
(Coen et al. 2018). Because our results suggest that such areas
tend to have high erosion rates, long-term sediment and
phosphorus pollution may be reduced by prioritizing treatment
either within or around these areas to reduce the potential for
severe wildfires. However, further analysis is needed to evaluate
the net benefits of directly treating those areas either with
mechanical fuel reduction, prescribed fire, and managed natural
ignitions. Additionally, given that high-elevation shrub and grass
areas also generate high erosion rates under undisturbed
conditions, management should focus on hillslopes prone to
burn at moderate and high severity.  

One of the reasons for the widespread burning of residual
harvest material piles in the Tahoe basin is that there have been
inadequate markets for harvested trees (LTBMU 2014).
Alternatives to burning include grinding the trees for mulch
(Robichaud et al. 2013) or feeding them into a biochar generator
to make biochar (Dumroese et al. 2020); such products might
have value for erosion control. Already, needles and branches
from around homes in the Tahoe basin are collected and often
spread on areas of high foot traffic and erosion risk on ski resorts
(Tahoe-Douglas Fire Protection District, yard waste removal
options: https://tahoefire.org/news/entry/spring-yard-clean-up),
so the concept of moving biomass around within the basin to
reduce fire risk and erosion is not new, despite the costs.

Uncertainty associated with burning large areas
Prescribed fire is considered highly effective at reducing wildfire
(Kolden 2019) despite setbacks related to weather, air quality
and smoke management, and institutional capacity (Melvin
2018). However, an increase in wildfires within the last several
years has resulted in an increase in the adoption of prescribed
fire by governmental agencies, especially in the western United
States (i.e., 268% increase from 2011 to 2019; Melvin 2020).
There is uncertainty about the extent to which large prescribed
fires would result in changes in ground cover and sediment and
nutrient loads. Previous research suggests that prescribed burns

would be unlikely to increase such loads because they tend to leave
high levels of ground cover, and even patchy residual cover (>
25% of plot area) would be sufficient to deter such erosion
(Stephens et al. 2004, Harrison et al. 2016). When prescribed
burning occurs across larger landscape blocks or watersheds, it
may traverse steeper slopes and include shrub-dominated areas
with less ground cover. Consequently, the resulting impacts on
water quality could be more comparable to those from low-
intensity wildfires. Very large prescribed burns have been relatively
uncommon in the region, particularly in the Lake Tahoe basin,
but the increasing use of fire as a management tool will provide
greater opportunities to document effects of prescribed fire
strategies in the basin. To meet the challenge of increasing the
pace and scale of treatments, managers may also consider
ramping up the intensity of prescribed burns (Striplin et al. 2020).
Such shifts might promote many ecological restoration objectives
yet might also lead to greater risks of increased erosion. Adaptive
management of such operations could help managers increase the
benefits of fire while minimizing potential downsides. It would
be useful to monitor residual ground cover, hillslope erosion,
sediment yield, and phosphorus delivery following large-scale
prescribed burns and timber harvest treatments.  

Other mitigation strategies to minimize impacts of treatments on
sediment and water quality, which were not directly accounted
for in our modeling analysis include the following:  

. Encouraging very patchy treatments (Harrison et al. 2016); 

. Staggering treatments in time and space to minimize
cumulative impacts at the watershed outlet; 

. Designing topographically based buffers to reduce the
connectivity of potential source areas to stream networks.
These buffers could be strips of undisturbed soils on long
slopes and at the bottom of steep slopes. This approach
would be distinct from standard stream zone buffers because
full restoration goals may include thinning and burning
within riparian areas (Elliot at al. 2009, Van de Water and
North 2011); 

. Planning upland treatments to follow meadow restoration
projects that are designed to help capture eroded sediments
and burned debris on floodplains. Such effects have been
suggested for meadow restoration projects to mitigate
channel incision, such as at Trout Creek (Stubblefield et al.
2006); 

. Using care when reopening roads to access areas for thinning
to minimize erosion risk (Elliot et al. 2019).

CONCLUSION
Wildfires in many forests of the western United States, including
in the Lake Tahoe basin, have evolved with frequent, relatively
low-severity and patchy fire regimes. More than a century of fire
suppression and climate change have increased the risk of large
and severe wildfires and associated effects on water quality. Land
managers and regulatory agencies need to consider multiple
landscape management objectives. A large body of research
suggests that forest treatments will help to decrease risks of
wildfire, with important social benefits. Our study adds to this
body of knowledge by linking complex hydrological and
vegetation models to evaluate potential future management

https://tahoefire.org/news/entry/spring-yard-clean-up
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scenarios, and by quantifying their effects on key water-quality
parameters. Our results indicate that sediment and phosphorus
yields would increase under all management scenarios as climate
change increases wildfire; this result suggests that efforts to restore
the clarity of Lake Tahoe will be increasingly challenged. Overall,
we observed relatively small differences in sediment and
phosphorus yields among the five management scenarios,
although the scenario that involved more thinning (scenario 3)
appeared to be most effective in mitigating pollutant loads.
Increased use of prescribed fire entails greater uncertainty,
particularly because we expect it to increase soil disturbance more
than thinning will; however, areas being treated using frequent
and large prescribed burns are rare enough that we lack
information about their water-quality effects. Adaptive
management experiments using prescribed fires and thinning
would help to test our assumptions and findings and to refine
strategies for highly erodible areas.

Responses to this article can be read online at: 
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/issues/responses.
php/13133

Acknowledgments:

This collaborative research was completed with guidance from many
individuals contributing to the Lake Tahoe West project.
Specifically, we thank Patricia Manley, Kat McIntyre, Jen
Greenberg, Brian Garrett, Theresa Cody, and Sarah Di Vittorio for
their valuable input. We also thank the two anonymous reviewers
and the associate editor for their constructive comments on an
earlier version of this manuscript. Lastly, this research was
supported in part by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. Forest
Service. We specifically thank project funders for the larger
modeling effort: National Forest Foundation, California Tahoe
Conservancy, U.S. Bureau of Land Management through the
Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act, U.S. Forest
Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, and U.S. Forest
Service Pacific Southwest Research Station. The findings and
conclusions in this article are those of the author(s) and should
not be construed to represent any official U.S. Department of
Agriculture or U.S. Government determination or policy.

Data Availability:

All hydrological simulations were performed using wepppy (https://
github.com/rogerlew/wepppy). Model runs, including all the data
inputs and outputs, are available on the WEPPcloud interface at
https://wepp.cloud/weppcloud/lt/. The WEPPcloud documentation
(https://doc.wepp.cloud/) contains additional information on the
publicly available data resources used to parameterize the
hydrological simulations. Inputs and outputs from the LANDIS-II
model and the LANDIS-II + WEPP analysis are openly available
at https://github.com/LANDIS-II-Foundation/Project-Lake-Tahoe-2017/.
The code has been archived at https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.4644579.

LITERATURE CITED
Bayley, T., W. Elliot, M. A. Nearing, D. P. Guertin, T. Johnson,
D. Goodrich, and D. Flanagan. 2010. Modeling erosion under
future climates with the WEPP model. In Hydrology and
sedimentation for a changing future: existing and emerging issues.
Proceedings of the 2nd Joint Federal Interagency Conference.
United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,
Washington, D.C., USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/
treesearch/pubs/40464  

Brooks, E. S., M. Dobre, W. J. Elliot, J. Q. Wu, and J. Boll. 2016.
Watershed-scale evaluation of the Water Erosion Prediction
Project (WEPP) model in the Lake Tahoe basin. Journal of
Hydrology 533:389-402. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2015.12.004  

Buckley, M., N. Beck, P. Bowden, M. E. Miller, B. Hill, C. Luce,
W. J. Elliot, N. Enstice, K. Podolak, E. Winford, S. L. Smith, M.
Bokach, M. Reichert, D. Edelson, and J. Gaither. 2014.
Mokelumne watershed avoided cost analysis: why Sierra fuel
treatments make economic sense. Report version 1.0. Prepared
for the Sierra Nevada Conservancy, The Nature Conservancy,
and U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service. Sierra
Nevada Conservancy, Auburn, California, USA. [online] URL:
https://sierranevada.ca.gov/mokelumne-watershed-avoided-cost-
analysis/  

Cao, L., W. J. Elliot, and J. W. Long. 2020. Modeling the effects
of reopening abandoned roads on hydrology and soil loss in a
forest watershed. Final report. United States Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station,
Albany, California, USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.fed.us/
psw/topics/restoration/laketahoewest/documents/
ReopeningRoadsForestWatershed.pdf  

Cao, L., W. J. Elliot, and J. W. Long. 2021. Spatial simulation of
forest road effects on soil erosion after fire. Hydrological Processes
35(6):e14139. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.14139  

Coats, R. 2010. Climate change in the Tahoe basin: regional
trends, impacts and drivers. Climatic Change 102(3):435-466.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-010-9828-3  

Coats, R., J. Lewis, N. Alvarez, and P. Arneson. 2016. Temporal
and spatial trends in nutrient and sediment loading to Lake Tahoe,
California-Nevada, USA. Journal of the American Water
Resources Association 52(6):1347-1365. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1752-1688.12461  

Cobourn, J. 2006. How riparian ecosystems are protected at Lake
Tahoe. Journal of the American Water Resources Association 42
(1):35-43. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2006.tb03821.x  

Coen, J. L., E. N. Stavros, and J. A. Fites-Kaufman. 2018.
Deconstructing the King megafire. Ecological Applications 28
(6):1565-1580. https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1752  

Covert, S. A., P. R. Robichaud, W. J. Elliot, and T. E. Link. 2005.
Evaluation of runoff prediction from WEPP-based erosion
models for harvested and burned forest watersheds. Transactions
of the American Society of Agricultural and Biological Engineers
48(3):1091-1100. [online] URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/
pubs/23521  

https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/issues/responses.php/13133
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/issues/responses.php/13133
https://wepp.cloud/weppcloud/lt/
https://doc.wepp.cloud/
https://github.com/LANDIS-II-Foundation/Project-Lake-Tahoe-2017/
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4644579
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4644579
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/40464
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/40464
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2015.12.004
https://sierranevada.ca.gov/mokelumne-watershed-avoided-cost-analysis/
https://sierranevada.ca.gov/mokelumne-watershed-avoided-cost-analysis/
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/restoration/laketahoewest/documents/ReopeningRoadsForestWatershed.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/restoration/laketahoewest/documents/ReopeningRoadsForestWatershed.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/restoration/laketahoewest/documents/ReopeningRoadsForestWatershed.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.14139
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-010-9828-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12461
https://doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12461
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2006.tb03821.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1752
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/23521
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/23521


Ecology and Society 27(2): 6
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/

Cox, D. R., and A. Stuart. 1955. Some quick sign tests for trend
in location and dispersion. Biometrika 42(1-2):80-95. https://doi.
org/10.1093/biomet/42.1-2.80  

Creutzburg, M. K., R. M. Scheller, M. S. Lucash, S. D. LeDuc,
and M. G. Johnson. 2017. Forest management scenarios in a
changing climate: trade-offs between carbon, timber, and old
forest. Ecological Applications 27(2):503-518. https://doi.
org/10.1002/eap.1460  

Davies-Colley, R. J., D. J. Ballantine, S. H. Elliott, A. Swales, A.
O. Hughes, and M. P. Gall. 2014. Light attenuation - a more
effective basis for the management of fine suspended sediment
than mass concentration? Water Science and Technology 69
(9):1867-1874. https://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2014.096  

Dobre, M., A. Srivastava, R. Lew, C. Deval, E. S. Brooks, W. J.
Elliot, and P. R. Robichaud. 2022. WEPPcloud: an online
watershed-scale hydrologic modeling tool. Part II. Model
performance assessment and applications to forest management
and wildfires. Journal of Hydrology, in press. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2022.127776  

Dobre, M., J. Q. Wu, W. J. Elliot, I. S. Miller, and T. B. Jain. 2014.
Effects of topographic features on postfire exposed mineral soil
in small watersheds. Forest Science 60(6):1060-1067. http://dx.
doi.org/10.5849/forsci.13-047  

Dumroese, R. K., D. S. Page-Dumroese, and J. R. Pinto. 2020.
Biochar potential to enhance forest resilience, seedling quality,
and nursery efficiency. Tree Planter’s Notes 63(1):61-68. [online]
URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/60390  

Dun, S., J. Q. Wu, W. J. Elliot, P. R. Robichaud, D. C. Flanagan,
J. R. Frankenberger, R. E. Brown, and A. C. Xu. 2009. Adapting
the Water Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) model for forest
applications. Journal of Hydrology 366(1-4):46-54. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2008.12.019  

Elliot, W. J. 2004. WEPP internet interfaces for forest erosion
prediction. Journal of the American Water Resources Association
40(2):299-309. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2004.tb01030.
x  

Elliot, W. J. 2013. Erosion processes and prediction with WEPP
technology in forests in the northwestern U.S. Transactions of the
American Society of Agricultural and Biological Engineers 56
(2):563-579. https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.42680  

Elliot, W. J., and B. D. Glaza. 2008. Impacts of forest management
on runoff and erosion. Pages 117-126 in R. M. T. Webb and D. J.
Semmens, editors. Proceedings of the Third Interagency
Conference on Research in the Watersheds: planning for an
uncertain future—monitoring, integration, and adaptation.
United States Geological Survey, Reston, Virginia, USA. [online]
URL: https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2009_elliot_w003.
pdf  

Elliot, W. J., and D. E. Hall. 2010. Disturbed WEPP model 2.0.
Version 2014.04.14. United States Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fort Collins,
Colorado, USA. [online] URL: https://forest.moscowfsl.wsu.
edu/cgi-bin/fswepp/wd/weppdist.pl  

Elliot, W., E. Brooks, D. E. Traeumer, and M. Dobre. 2015.
Extending WEPP technology to predict fine sediment and
phosphorus delivery from forested hillslopes. Pages 228-239 in 
Proceedings of the 3rd Joint Federal Interagency Conference on
Sedimentation and Hydrologic Modeling: sustainable water
resources in a changing environment. United States Geological
Survey, Reston, Virginia, USA. [online] URL: https://acwi.gov/
sos/pubs/3rdJFIC/Proceedings.pdf  

Elliot, W. J., M. E. Miller, and N. Enstice. 2016. Targeting forest
management through fire and erosion modelling. International
Journal of Wildland Fire 25(8):876-887. https://doi.org/10.1071/
WF15007  

Elliot, W., W. Miller, B. Hartsough, and S. Stephens. 2008.
Vegetation management in sensitive areas of the Lake Tahoe
basin: a workshop to evaluate risks and advance existing strategies
and practices. Independent review panel report. Tahoe Center for
Environmental Studies, Incline Village, Nevada, USA. [online]
URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/34120  

Elliot, W. J., I. S. Miller, J. W. Long, and M. Dobre. 2019. Erosion
analysis of the road network in the Lake Tahoe West collaborative
restoration project. Final report. United States Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station,
Albany, California, USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.fed.us/
psw/partnerships/tahoescience/documents/LTWErosionFromR
oadNetwork.pdf  

Ellison, M. E., and M. T. Brett. 2006. Particulate phosphorus
bioavailability as a function of stream flow and land cover. Water
Research 40(6):1258-1268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2006.01.016  

Fiedler, C. E., K. L. Metlen, and E. K. Dodson. 2010. Restoration
treatment effects on stand structure, tree growth, and fire hazard
in a ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forest in Montana. Forest Science
56(1):18-31. [online] URL: https://academic.oup.com/forestscience/
article/56/1/18/4604469  

Flanagan, D. C., J. R. Frankenberger, T. A. Cochrane, C. S.
Renschler, and W. J. Elliot. 2013. Geospatial application of the
Water Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) model. Transactions
of the American Society of Agricultural and Biological Engineers
56(2):591-601. https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.42681  

Flanagan, D. C., and S. J. Livingston, editors. 1995. WEPP user
summary: USDA-water erosion prediction project. NSERL
report 11. National Soil Erosion Research Laboratory, West
Lafayette, Indiana, USA. [online] URL: https://www.ars.usda.
gov/ARSUserFiles/50201000/WEPP/usersum.pdf  

Flanagan, D. C., and M. A. Nearing, editors. 1995. WEPP model
documentation: USDA-water erosion prediction project hillslope
profile and watershed model documentation. NSERL report 10.
National Soil Erosion Research Laboratory, West Lafayette,
Indiana, USA. [online] URL: https://www.ars.usda.gov/midwest-
area/west-lafayette-in/national-soil-erosion-research/docs/wepp/wepp-
model-documentation/  

Foltz, R. B., N. S. Copeland, and W. J. Elliot. 2009. Reopening
abandoned forest roads in northern Idaho, USA: quantification
of runoff, sediment concentration, infiltration, and interrill
erosion parameters. Journal of Environmental Management 90
(8):2542-2550. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.01.014  

https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/42.1-2.80
https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/42.1-2.80
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1460
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1460
https://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2014.096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2022.127776
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2022.127776
http://dx.doi.org/10.5849/forsci.13-047
http://dx.doi.org/10.5849/forsci.13-047
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/60390
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2008.12.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2008.12.019
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2004.tb01030.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2004.tb01030.x
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.42680
https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2009_elliot_w003.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2009_elliot_w003.pdf
https://forest.moscowfsl.wsu.edu/cgi-bin/fswepp/wd/weppdist.pl
https://forest.moscowfsl.wsu.edu/cgi-bin/fswepp/wd/weppdist.pl
https://acwi.gov/sos/pubs/3rdJFIC/Proceedings.pdf
https://acwi.gov/sos/pubs/3rdJFIC/Proceedings.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF15007
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF15007
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/34120
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/partnerships/tahoescience/documents/LTWErosionFromRoadNetwork.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/partnerships/tahoescience/documents/LTWErosionFromRoadNetwork.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/partnerships/tahoescience/documents/LTWErosionFromRoadNetwork.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2006.01.016
https://academic.oup.com/forestscience/article/56/1/18/4604469
https://academic.oup.com/forestscience/article/56/1/18/4604469
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.42681
https://www.ars.usda.gov/ARSUserFiles/50201000/WEPP/usersum.pdf
https://www.ars.usda.gov/ARSUserFiles/50201000/WEPP/usersum.pdf
https://www.ars.usda.gov/midwest-area/west-lafayette-in/national-soil-erosion-research/docs/wepp/wepp-model-documentation/
https://www.ars.usda.gov/midwest-area/west-lafayette-in/national-soil-erosion-research/docs/wepp/wepp-model-documentation/
https://www.ars.usda.gov/midwest-area/west-lafayette-in/national-soil-erosion-research/docs/wepp/wepp-model-documentation/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.01.014
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/


Ecology and Society 27(2): 6
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/

Frankenberger, J. R., S. Dun, D. C. Flanagan, J. Q. Wu, and W.
J. Elliot. 2011. Development of a GIS interface for the WEPP
model application to Great Lakes forested watersheds. Paper
11139 in D. C. Flanagan, J. C. Ascough II, and J. L. Nieber, editors.
Proceedings of the international symposium on erosion and
landscape evolution. American Society of Agricultural and
Biological Engineers, St. Joseph, Michigan, USA. https://doi.
org/10.13031/2013.39195.  

Grismer, M. E. 2014. Detecting soil disturbance/restoration
effects on stream sediment loading in the Lake Tahoe basin, USA
—modelling predictions. Hydrological Processes 28(2):161-170.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.9554  

Gucinski, H., M. J. Furniss, R. R. Ziemer, and M. H. Brookes,
editors. 2001. Forest roads: a synthesis of scientific information.
General Technical Report PNW-GTR-509. United States
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest
Research Station, Portland, Oregon, USA. [online] URL: https://
www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/7769  

Harrison, N. M., A. P. Stubblefield, J. M. Varner, and E. E. Knapp.
2016. Finding balance between fire hazard reduction and erosion
control in the Lake Tahoe basin, California-Nevada. Forest
Ecology and Management 360:40-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foreco.2015.10.030  

Higuera, P. E., and J. T. Abatzoglou. 2021. Record-setting climate
enabled the extraordinary 2020 fire season in the western United
States. Global Change Biology 27(1):1-2. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gcb.15388  

Homer, C., J. Dewitz, L. Yang, S. Jin, P. Danielson, G. Xian, J.
Coulston, N. Herold, J. Wickham, and K. Megown. 2015.
Completion of the 2011 national land cover database for the
conterminous United States – representing a decade of land cover
change information. Photogrammetric Engineering and Remote
Sensing 81(5):345-354. [online] URL: https://www.ingentaconnect.
com/content/asprs/pers/2015/00000081/00000005/art00002#expand/
collapse  

Kendall, M. G. 1948. Rank correlation methods. Griffin, Oxford,
UK.  

Kolden, C. A. 2019. We’re not doing enough prescribed fire in the
western United States to mitigate wildfire risk. Fire 2(2):30.
https://doi.org/10.3390/fire2020030  

Krofcheck, D. J., M. D. Hurteau, R. M. Scheller, and E. L.
Loudermilk. 2018. Prioritizing forest fuels treatments based on
the probability of high-severity fire restores adaptive capacity in
Sierran forests. Global Change Biology 24(2):729-737. https://doi.
org/10.1111/gcb.13913  

Laflen, J. M., W. J. Elliot, D. C. Flanagan, C. R. Meyer, and M.
A. Nearing. 1997. WEPP-predicting water erosion using a
process-based model. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 52
(2):96-102. [online] URL: https://www.jswconline.org/content/52/2/96  

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU). 2014. Lake
Tahoe basin multi-jurisdictional fuel reduction and wildfire
prevention strategy. United States Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, South Lake
Tahoe, California, USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/
Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprd3812893.pdf  

Lew, R., M. Dobre, C. Deval, A. Srivastava, and A. Fowler. 2021.
rogerlew/wepppy: 2021.05.18.01 (2021.05.18.01). Zenodo,
European Organization for Nuclear Research, Digital
Repositories Section, Geneva, Switzerland. https://doi.
org/10.5281/zenodo.4771076  

Lew, R., M. Dobre, A. Srivastava, E. S. Brooks, W. J. Elliot, P. R.
Robichaud, and D. C. Flanagan. 2022. WEPPcloud: an online
watershed-scale hydrologic modeling tool. Part I. Model
description. Journal of Hydrology 608:127603. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2022.127603  

Lindström, S., P. Rucks, and P. Wigand. 2000. A contextual
overview of human land use and environmental conditions. Pages
23-127 in D. D. Murphy and C. M. Knopp, editors. Lake Tahoe
watershed assessment: volume I. General technical report GTR-
PSW-175. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station, Albany, California,
USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/
documents/psw_gtr175/index.shtml  

Low, K. E., B. M. Collins, A. Bernal, J. E. Sanders, D. Pastor, P.
Manley, A. M. White, and S. L. Stephens. 2021. Longer-term
impacts of fuel reduction treatments on forest structure, fuels,
and drought resistance in the Lake Tahoe basin. Forest Ecology
and Management 479:118609. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.118609  

Mann, H. B. 1945. Nonparametric tests against trend.
Econometrica 13: 245-259. https://doi.org/10.2307/1907187  

Maxwell, C., R. M. Scheller, J. W. Long, and P. Manley. 2022.
Frequency of disturbance mitigates high-severity fire in the Lake
Tahoe Basin, California and Nevada. Ecology and Society 27
(1):21. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12954-270121  

McCormick, F. H., B. E. Riemen, and J. L. Kershner. 2010.
Biological responses to stressors in aquatic ecosystems in western
North America: cumulative watershed effects of fuel treatments,
wildfire, and post-fire remediation. Pages 206-233 in Elliot, W. J.,
I. S. Miller, and L. Audin, editors. Cumulative watershed effects
of fuel management in the western United States. General
technical report RMRS-GTR-231. United States Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station,
Fort Collins, Colorado, USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.fed.
us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr231.pdf  

Melvin, M. A. 2018. 2018 national prescribed fire use survey
report. Technical report 03-18. Coalition of Prescribed Fire
Councils, Newton, Georgia, USA. [online] URL: https://www.
stateforesters.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2018-Prescribed-Fire-
Use-Survey-Report-1.pdf  

Melvin, M. A. 2020. 2020 national prescribed fire use report.
Technical bulletin 04-20. Coalition of Prescribed Fire Councils,
Newton, Georgia, USA. [online] URL: http://www.nwfirescience.
org/sites/default/files/publications/2020-Prescribed-Fire-Use-Report-1.
pdf  

Miller, M. E., M. Billmire, W. Elliot, P. Robichaud, and S. Miller.
2022. NASA RRED user manual for running QWEPP. Michigan
Tech Research Institute, Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA. [online]
URL: http://rred.mtri.org/baer/static/RRED_user_manual_for_QGIS.
pdf  

https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.39195
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.39195
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.9554
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/7769
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/7769
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2015.10.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2015.10.030
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15388
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15388
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/asprs/pers/2015/00000081/00000005/art00002#expand/collapse
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/asprs/pers/2015/00000081/00000005/art00002#expand/collapse
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/asprs/pers/2015/00000081/00000005/art00002#expand/collapse
https://doi.org/10.3390/fire2020030
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13913
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13913
https://www.jswconline.org/content/52/2/96
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprd3812893.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprd3812893.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4771076
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4771076
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2022.127603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2022.127603
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/documents/psw_gtr175/index.shtml
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/documents/psw_gtr175/index.shtml
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.118609
https://doi.org/10.2307/1907187
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-12954-270121
https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr231.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr231.pdf
https://www.stateforesters.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2018-Prescribed-Fire-Use-Survey-Report-1.pdf
https://www.stateforesters.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2018-Prescribed-Fire-Use-Survey-Report-1.pdf
https://www.stateforesters.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2018-Prescribed-Fire-Use-Survey-Report-1.pdf
http://www.nwfirescience.org/sites/default/files/publications/2020-Prescribed-Fire-Use-Report-1.pdf
http://www.nwfirescience.org/sites/default/files/publications/2020-Prescribed-Fire-Use-Report-1.pdf
http://www.nwfirescience.org/sites/default/files/publications/2020-Prescribed-Fire-Use-Report-1.pdf
http://rred.mtri.org/baer/static/RRED_user_manual_for_QGIS.pdf
http://rred.mtri.org/baer/static/RRED_user_manual_for_QGIS.pdf
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/


Ecology and Society 27(2): 6
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/

Miller, M. E., W. J. Elliot, M. Billmire, P. R. Robichaud, and K.
A. Endsley. 2016. Rapid-response tools and datasets for post-fire
remediation: linking remote sensing and process-based
hydrological models. International Journal of Wildland Fire 25
(10):1061-1073. https://doi.org/10.1071/WF15162  

Miller, M. E., L. H. MacDonald, P. R. Robichaud, and W. J. Elliot.
2011. Predicting post-fire hillslope erosion in forest lands of the
western United States. International Journal of Wildland Fire 20
(8):982-999. https://doi.org/10.1071/WF09142  

Morgan, P., R. E. Keane, G. K. Dillon, T. B. Jain, A. T. Hudak,
E. C. Karau, P. G. Sikkink, Z. A. Holden, and E. K. Strand. 2014.
Challenges of assessing fire and burn severity using field
measures, remote sensing and modelling. International Journal
of Wildland Fire 23(8):1045-1060. https://doi.org/10.1071/
WF13058  

Murphy, J. D., D. W. Johnson, W. W. Miller, R. F. Walker, E. F.
Carroll, and R. R. Blank. 2006. Wildfire effects on soil nutrients
and leaching in a Tahoe Basin watershed. Journal of
Environmental Quality 35(2):479-489. https://doi.org/10.2134/
jeq2005.0144  

Nearing, M. A., L. Deer-Ascough, and J. M. Laflen. 1990.
Sensitivity analysis of the WEPP hillslope profile erosion model.
Transactions of the Amerian Society of Agricultural Engineers
33(3):839-849. https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.31409  

Nicks, A. D., and L. J. Lane. 1989. Weather generator. Pages
2.1-2.22 in L. J. Lane and M. A. Nearing, editors. USDA - water
erosion prediction project: hillslope profile model documentation.
NSERL report 2. United States Department of Agriculture,
Agricultural Research Service, National Soil Erosion Research
Laboratory, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA.  

Norman, S., C. Oehrli, T. Tolley, and N. Brill. 2014. Blackwood
Creek reach 6 restoration (phase IIIA): effectiveness monitoring
results. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, South Lake Tahoe,
California, USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/
Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd498687.pdf  

Oehrli, C. 2013. Blackwood Creek stream channel restoration
monitoring: reach 1 first year post project performance
monitoring. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, South Lake Tahoe,
California, USA. [online] URL: https://www.fs.usda.gov/
Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd498697.pdf  

Oliver, A. A., J. E. Reuter, A. C. Heyvaert, and R. A. Dahlgren.
2012. Water quality response to the Angora Fire, Lake Tahoe,
California. Biogeochemistry 111(1-3):361-376. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10533-011-9657-0  

Pannkuk, C. D., and P. R. Robichaud. 2003. Effectiveness of
needle cast at reducing erosion after forest fires. Water Resources
Research 39(12):1333. https://doi.org/10.1029/2003WR002318  

Parsons, A., P. R. Robichaud, S. A. Lewis, C. Napper, and J. T.
Clark. 2010. Field guide for mapping post-fire soil burn severity.
General technical report RMRS-GTR-243. United States
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain
Research Station, Fort Collins, Colorado, USA. [online] URL:
https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr243.pdf  

Pierce, D. W., D. R. Cayan, T. Das, E. P. Maurer, N. L. Miller, Y.
Bao, M. Kanamitsu, K. Yoshimura, M. A. Snyder, L. C. Sloan,
G. Franco, and M. Tyree. 2013. The key role of heavy precipitation
events in climate model disagreements of future annual
precipitation changes in California. Journal of Climate 26
(16):5879-5896. https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00766.1  

Pierce, D. W., D. R. Cayan, and J. F. Kalansky. 2018. Climate,
drought, and sea level rise scenarios for the fourth California
climate assessment. Pages 1-71 in California’s fourth climate
change assessment. CCCA4-CEC-2018-006 California Energy
Commission, Sacramento, California, USA. [online] URL:
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-11/Projections_CCCA4-
CEC-2018-006_ADA.pdf  

Polade, S. D., A. Gershunov, D. R. Cayan, M. D. Dettinger, and
D. W. Pierce. 2017. Precipitation in a warming world: assessing
projected hydro-climate changes in California and other
Mediterranean climate regions. Scientific Reports 7(1):10783.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-11285-y  

R Core Team. 2020. R: a language and environment for statistical
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna,
Austria. URL: https://www.R-project.org/  

Reybold, W. U., and G. W. TeSelle. 1989. Soil geographic data
bases. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 44(1):28-29.
[online] URL: https://www.jswconline.org/content/44/1/28  

Riverson, J., R. Coats, M. Costa-Cabral, M. Dettinger, J. Reuter,
G. Sahoo, and G. Schladow. 2013. Modeling the transport of
nutrients and sediment loads into Lake Tahoe under projected
climatic changes. Climatic Change 116(1):35-50. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10584-012-0629-8  

Riverson, J., B. Wolfe, E. Wallace, and L. Shoemaker. 2008.
Modeling a basin-wide extrapolation of stormwater management
activities: a case study of the Lake Tahoe clarity TMDL
implementation plan for developed areas.in R. W. Babcock Jr.
and R. Walton, editors. World Environmental and Water
Resources Congress 2008: Ahupua’A. American Society of Civil
Engineers Press, Reston, Virginia, USA. https://doi.org/10.1061/40976
(316)445  

Robichaud, P. R., W. J. Elliot, F. B. Pierson, D. E. Hall, and C.
A. Moffet. 2007. Predicting postfire erosion and mitigation
effectiveness with a web-based probabilistic erosion model.
Catena 71(2):229-241. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2007.03.003  

Robichaud, P. R., S. A. Lewis, J. W. Wagenbrenner, L. E. Ashmun,
and R. E. Brown. 2013. Post-fire mulching for runoff and erosion
mitigation: part I: effectiveness at reducing hillslope erosion rates.
Catena 105:75-92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2012.11.015  

Running, S. W., and M. Zhao. 2015. User’s guide" daily GPP and
annual NPP (MOD17 A2/A3) products: NASA Earth observing
system MODIS land algorithm. Version 3.0. [online] URL: http://
www.ntsg.umt.edu/files/modis/MOD17UsersGuide2015_v3.pdf  

Safford, H. D., J. Miller, D. Schmidt, B. Roath, and A. Parsons.
2008. BAER soil burn severity maps do not measure fire effects
to vegetation: a comment on Odion and Hanson (2006).
Ecosystems 11(1):1-11. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-007-9094-
z  

https://doi.org/10.1071/WF15162
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF09142
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF13058
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF13058
https://doi.org/10.2134/jeq2005.0144
https://doi.org/10.2134/jeq2005.0144
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.31409
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd498687.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd498687.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd498697.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd498697.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9657-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9657-0
https://doi.org/10.1029/2003WR002318
https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr243.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-12-00766.1
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-11/Projections_CCCA4-CEC-2018-006_ADA.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-11/Projections_CCCA4-CEC-2018-006_ADA.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-11285-y
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.jswconline.org/content/44/1/28
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0629-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0629-8
https://doi.org/10.1061/40976(316)445
https://doi.org/10.1061/40976(316)445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2007.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2012.11.015
http://www.ntsg.umt.edu/files/modis/MOD17UsersGuide2015_v3.pdf
http://www.ntsg.umt.edu/files/modis/MOD17UsersGuide2015_v3.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-007-9094-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-007-9094-z
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/


Ecology and Society 27(2): 6
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/

Sahoo, G. B., D. M. Nover, J. E. Reuter, A. C. Heyvaert, J.
Riverson, and S. G. Schladow. 2013. Nutrient and particle load
estimates to Lake Tahoe (CA-NV, USA) for total maximum daily
load establishment. Science of the Total Environment
444:579-590. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2012.12.019  

Sahoo, G. B., S. G. Schladow, and J. E. Reuter. 2010. Effect of
sediment and nutrient loading on Lake Tahoe optical conditions
and restoration opportunities using a newly developed lake clarity
model. Water Resources Research 46(10):W10505. https://doi.
org/10.1029/2009WR008447  

Scheller, R. M., J. B. Domingo, B. R. Sturtevant, J. S. Williams,
A. Rudy, E. J. Gustafson, and D. J. Mladenoff. 2007. Design,
development, and application of LANDIS-II, a spatial landscape
simulation model with flexible temporal and spatial resolution.
Ecological Modelling 201(3-4):409-419. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ecolmodel.2006.10.009  

Scheller, R., A. Kretchun, T. J. Hawbaker, and P. D. Henne. 2019.
A landscape model of variable social-ecological fire regimes.
Ecological Modelling 401:85-93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecolmodel.2019.03.022  

Scheller, R. M., A. M. Kretchun, E. L. Loudermilk, M. D.
Hurteau, P. J. Weisberg, and C. Skinner. 2018. Interactions among
fuel management, species composition, bark beetles, and climate
change and the potential effects on forests of the Lake Tahoe
basin. Ecosystems 21(4):643-656. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10021-017-0175-3  

Sosa-Pérez, G., and L. MacDonald. 2017. Wildfire effects on road
surface erosion, deposition, and road-stream connectivity. Earth
Surface Processes and Landforms 42(5):735-748. https://doi.
org/10.1002/esp.4018  

Srivastava, A., E. S. Brooks, M. Dobre, W. J. Elliot, J. Q. Wu, D.
C. Flanagan, J. A. Gravelle, and T. E. Link. 2020. Modeling forest
management effects on water and sediment yield from nested,
paired watersheds in the interior Pacific Northwest, USA using
WEPP. Science of the Total Environment 701:134877. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.134877  

Srivastava, A., M. Dobre, J. Q. Wu, W. J. Elliot, E. A. Bruner, S.
Dun, E. S. Brooks, and I. S. Miller. 2013. Modifying WEPP to
improve streamflow simulation in a Pacific Northwest watershed.
Transactions of the American Society of Agricultural and
Biological Engineers 56(2):603-611. https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.42691  

Srivastava, A., D. C. Flanagan, J. R. Frankenberger, and B. A.
Engel. 2019. Updated climate database and impacts on WEPP
model predictions. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 74
(4):334-349. https://doi.org/10.2489/jswc.74.4.334  

Srivastava, A., J. Q. Wu, W. J. Elliot, E. S. Brooks, and D. C.
Flanagan. 2017. Modeling streamflow in a snow-dominated
forest watershed using the water erosion prediction project
(WEPP) model. Transactions of the American Society of
Agricultural and Biological Engineers 60(4):1171-1187. https://
doi.org/10.13031/trans.12035  

Srivastava, A., J. Q. Wu, W. J. Elliot, E. S. Brooks, and D. C.
Flanagan. 2018. A simulation study to estimate effects of wildfire
and forest management on hydrology and sediment in a forested

watershed, Northwestern U.S. Transactions of the American
Society of Agricultural and Biological Engineers 61
(5):1579-1601. https://doi.org/10.13031/trans.12326  

Stephens, S. L., T. Meixner, M. Poth, B. McGurk, and D. Payne.
2004. Prescribed fire, soils, and stream water chemistry in a
watershed in the Lake Tahoe basin, California. International
Journal of Wildland Fire 13(1):27-35. https://doi.org/10.1071/
WF03002  

Striplin, R., S. A. McAfee, H. D. Safford, and M. J. Papa. 2020.
Retrospective analysis of burn windows for fire and fuels
management: an example from the Lake Tahoe basin, California,
USA. Fire Ecology 16:13. https://doi.org/10.1186/s42408-020-00071-3  

Stubblefield, A. P., M. I. Escobar, and E. W. Larsen. 2006.
Retention of suspended sediment and phosphorus on a freshwater
delta, South Lake Tahoe, California. Wetlands Ecology and
Management 14(4):287-302. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11273-005-1482-6  

Stubblefield, A. P., J. E. Reuter, and C. R. Goldman. 2009.
Sediment budget for subalpine watersheds, Lake Tahoe,
California, USA. Catena 76(3):163-172. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.catena.2008.11.002  

Swift, T. J., J. Perez-Losada, S. G. Schladow, J. E. Reuter, A. D.
Jassby, and C. R. Goldman. 2006. Water clarity modeling in Lake
Tahoe: linking suspended matter characteristics to Secchi depth.
Aquatic Sciences 68(1):1-15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-005-0798-
x  

Tetra Tech. 2007. Watershed hydrologic modeling and sediment
and nutrient loading estimation for the Lake Tahoe total
maximum daily load. Final modeling report. Prepared for
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board and University
of California, Davis. Tetra Tech, South Lake Tahoe, California,
USA. [online] URL: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb6/
water_issues/programs/tmdl/lake_tahoe/docs/peer_review/tetra2007.
pdf  

Thornton, M. M., P. E. Thornton, Y. Wei, B. W. Mayer, R. B.
Cook, and R. S. Vose. 2016. Daymet: monthly climate summaries
on a 1-km grid for North America, version 3. Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, Distributed Active Archive Center, Oak Ridge,
Tennessee, USA. http://dx.doi.org/10.3334/ORNLDAAC/1345  

Trotochaud, J. 2015. Climate change impact assessments using
the Water Erosion Prediction Project model. Thesis. Purdue
University, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA. [online] URL: https://
docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_theses/622/  

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service (USDA-NRCS). 2007. Soil survey of the
Tahoe Basin area, California and Nevada. United States
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation
Service, Washington, D.C., USA. [online] URL: https://www.
nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/surveylist/soils/survey/state/?stateId=
CA  

Van de Water, K., and M. North. 2011. Stand structure, fuel loads,
and fire behavior in riparian and upland forests, Sierra Nevada
Mountains, USA; a comparison of current and reconstructed
conditions. Forest Ecology and Management 262(2):215-228.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.03.026  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2012.12.019
https://doi.org/10.1029/2009WR008447
https://doi.org/10.1029/2009WR008447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2019.03.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2019.03.022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0175-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-017-0175-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.4018
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.4018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.134877
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.134877
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.42691
https://doi.org/10.2489/jswc.74.4.334
https://doi.org/10.13031/trans.12035
https://doi.org/10.13031/trans.12035
https://doi.org/10.13031/trans.12326
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF03002
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF03002
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42408-020-00071-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11273-005-1482-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-005-0798-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-005-0798-x
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb6/water_issues/programs/tmdl/lake_tahoe/docs/peer_review/tetra2007.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb6/water_issues/programs/tmdl/lake_tahoe/docs/peer_review/tetra2007.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb6/water_issues/programs/tmdl/lake_tahoe/docs/peer_review/tetra2007.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3334/ORNLDAAC/1345
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_theses/622/
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_theses/622/
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/surveylist/soils/survey/state/?stateId=CA
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/surveylist/soils/survey/state/?stateId=CA
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/surveylist/soils/survey/state/?stateId=CA
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.03.026
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/


Ecology and Society 27(2): 6
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/

Wang, L., J. Q. Wu, W. J. Elliot, S. Dun, S. Lapin, F. R. Fiedler,
and D. C. Flanagan. 2010. Implementation of channel-routing
routines in the Water Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) model.
Pages 120-127in D. A. Field and T. J. Peters, editors. Proceedings
of the 2009 SIAM conference on “Mathematics for industry”: the
art of “Mathematics for industry”. Society for Industrial and
Applied Mathematics, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, USA. [online]
URL: https://epubs.siam.org/doi/epdf/10.1137/1.9781611973303.14  

Westerling, A. L., H. G. Hidalgo, D. R. Cayan, and T. W.
Swetnam. 2006. Warming and earlier spring increase western U.
S. forest wildfire activity. Science 313(5789):940-943. https://doi.
org/10.1126/science.1128834  

Wilson, B. T., C. W. Woodall, and D. M. Griffith. 2013. Imputing
forest carbon stock estimates from inventory plots to a nationally
continuous coverage. Carbon Balance Management 8:1. https://
doi.org/10.1186/1750-0680-8-1  

Zhang, J. X., J. Q. Wu, K. Chang, W. J. Elliot, and S. Dun. 2009.
Effects of DEM source and resolution on WEPP hydrologic and
erosion simulation: a case study of two forest watersheds in
northern Idaho. Transactions of the American Society of
Agricultural and Biological Engineers 52(2):447-457. https://doi.
org/10.13031/2013.26838

https://epubs.siam.org/doi/epdf/10.1137/1.9781611973303.14
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128834
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128834
https://doi.org/10.1186/1750-0680-8-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/1750-0680-8-1
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.26838
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.26838
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art6/


This file includes: 

Supplementary text 

Tables S1-S3 

Figures S1 to S7 

  



Supplemental Methods: 

 

Climate projections 

A combination of 8 projections were used from 4 different global change models (GCMs) at two 

relative concentration pathways (RCPs).  The RCPs chosen were 4.5 and 8.5, the former 

representing an emissions-controlled future, while the latter represents an uncontrolled emissions 

future.  The particular combination is based on recommendations from Pierce et al. 2016.  The 

LANDIS model utilizes the following climatological variables: daily precipitation (figure S1 and 

S2), daily maximum temperature (figure S3), daily minimum temperature, daily average 

windspeed, and daily average wind direction that are averaged across the Level II EPA 

ecoregions in the study area. 

Forest succession 

NECN (v6.5) simulates both above and belowground processes, tracking C and N through 

multiple live and dead pools, as well as tree growth (as net primary productivity--a function of 

age, competition, climate, and available water and N).  Soil moisture, as well as movement 

across the dead pools: wood and litter deposition and decomposition, soil accretion and 

decomposition are based on the CENTURY soil model (Parton et al. 1983, Scheller et al. 2011).  

Carbon estimates by pool were validated against Wilson et al. (2013) at the ecoregion level, 

where the model overestimated total C for only one region but was within one standard deviation 

for all others (see supplemental figure S4).  Forest growth estimates using the climate data for 

year 2010-2015 for the region were calibrated against the MODIS 17a3 product annual mean for 

2000 – 2015 (Figure S5).  Reproductive success is dependent on temperature and water. 

Fire modeling 

The SCRPPLE extension (v2.1) models ignitions by drawing the number of ignitions from a 

zero-inflated Poisson distribution and allocates them across the landscape with a weighted 

ignition surface for each type of fire modeled (Scheller et al. 2019).  The weather influence on 

fire is based on the Fire Weather Index (FWI) measures created by the Canadian Fire Prediction 

System (1992).  There are three categories of fires that can be modeled: lightning, accidental 

(i.e., human started), and prescribed fire.  The extension also includes the ability to explicitly set 

fire suppression effort levels across the landscape as well as by ignition type, where the 

suppression parameter reduces the probability of fire spread from one cell to another.  Effort 

levels can range from 0 to 3, where 0 is no suppression attempted, to 3 which represents high 

effort and was designed to mimic current suppression efforts in the Basin (Figure S6).  However, 

suppression effectiveness can be limited by weather as well, a maximum wind speed parameter 

can limit suppression to days only when resources can be deployed safely.  That parameter was 

set at wind speeds of 11 meters per second (~25 miles per hour) in consultation with regional fire 

personnel.  Prescribed fires follow a set of weather prescriptions for when fires can occur (Table 

S2). 

Contemporary wildfires (2000-2016, from CalFIRE FRAP) were used to parameterize fire 

spread and size from the Central Sierra Nevada in order to increase the sample size of fires.  

Mean annual fire area (in ha) for observed data was 117 hectares per year (SD = 309), for 

modeled data, the mean value was 122 hectares per year (SD = 210).  In order to move from fire 



intensity to fire severity (to encompass the mortality associated with fire), five fire experts 

working in the LTB provided their estimates of mortality for varying species, age, and intensity 

combinations.  More details about the parameterization of the fire extension are found in Scheller 

et al. (2019).  Suppression effort and fire spread are calibrated at the same time in order to try to 

account for both forces in recreating the contemporary fire regime.      

Insect modeling 

A modified version of the Biological Disturbance Agent extension (Biomass BDA v.2.0) was 

used to simulate insect outbreaks.  Outbreak locations are based upon the species host density at 

a given site and the presence of non-hosts reduce disturbance probability.  However, unlike 

Kretchun et al. (2016), the trigger for an outbreak was changed to be responsive to climate 

signals.  This is because for many beetle species climate influences outbreaks in three ways: low 

winter temperatures cause beetle mortality; year-round temperatures influence development and 

mass attack; and drought stress reduces host resistance. Here, we modeled climate influences as a 

function of drought and mean minimum winter temperature, recognizing that the full suite of 

climatic influences is necessary for a fully mechanistic model.  So long as annual climatic water 

deficit exceeded a set threshold, in conjunction with mean winter minimum temperatures 

exceeded a certain threshold, outbreaks could occur.  A comparison between the modeled and 

observed outbreak dataset (USFS Aerial Detection Survey: 

https://www.fs.fed.us/foresthealth/applied-sciences/mapping-reporting/index.shtml) found an 

overestimation of frequency of occurrence but an underestimation of area impacted by insects 

(Figure S7).  



Supplemental Tables: 

Table S1. Suppression effort levels and effectiveness on fire spread probability. 

 
Fire Weather 

Index Thresholds 
Effort Level 

Fire Type 
Low-

mod 

Mod-

high 
Low Moderate High 

Accidental 40 60 0 5 10 

Lightning 40 60 0 5 10 

Rx 40 60 0 0 0 

  



Table S2.  Prescribed fire parameters used for Scenario 5 

Prescribed Fire Parameters   

MaximumRxWindSpeed 6.6 (m/s) 

MaximumRxFireWeatherIndex  55 (unitless) 

MinimumRxFireWeatherIndex  10 (unitless) 

MaximumRxFireIntensity 1 (low) 

NumberRxAnnualFires 364 (days of year allowable, subject to climate constraints) 

FirstDayRxFires  1 (first julian day for allowable fire, subject to climate constraints) 

TargetRxSize 72 (hectares) 

 



Name Longevity 

Sexual 

maturity 

age 

Shade 

tolerance 

Fire 

tolerance 

Seed 

effective 

dispersal 

distance 

(meters) 

Maximum 

dispersal 

distance 

(meters) 

Vegetative 

Reproduction 

Probability 

Minimum 

age veg 

reproduction 

Maximum 

age veg 

reproduction 

Post-fire 

regeneration 

Pinus jeffreyi 500 25 2 5 50 300 0 0 0 none 

Pinus 

lambertiana 550 20 3 5 30 400 0 0 0 none 

Calocedrus 

decurrens 500 30 3 5 30 1000 0 0 0 none 

Abies 

concolor 450 35 4 3 30 500 0 0 0 none 

Abies 

magnifica 500 40 3 4 30 500 0 0 0 none 

Pinus contorta 250 7 1 2 30 300 0 0 0 none 

Pinus 

monticola 550 18 3 4 30 800 0 0 0 none 

Tsuga 

mertensiana 800 20 5 1 30 800 0.0005 100 800 none 

Pinus 

albicaulis 900 30 3 2 30 2500 0.0001 100 900 none 

Populus 

tremuloides 175 15 1 2 30 1000 0.9 1 175 resprout 

Non-N fixing, 

Resprouting 80 5 2 1 30 550 0.85 5 70 resprout 

Non-N fixing, 

Seeding 80 5 2 1 30 1000 0 0 0 none 

N fixing, 

Resprouting 80 5 1 1 30 500 0.75 5 70 resprout 

N fixing, 

Seeding 80 5 1 1 30 800 0 0 0 none 

Table S3.  Species parameters used in modeling.



 Supplemental Figures: 

 

Figure S1.  Observed versus modeled total C, in megagrams C per hectare, by ecoregion, error 

bars represent +/- 1 standard deviation. 

 

  



  

Figure S2.  Comparison of MODIS (left) and LANDIS (right) estimates of Net Primary 

Productivity in g C/m ^2.  Mean landscape value for MODIS was 393 g C/m ^2 (sd 134), while 

for LANDIS the mean value was 320 g C/m^2 (sd 312). 

  



 

 

Figure S3.  Projected precipitation in mm yr-1, lines of best fit are GAM estimated, and boxplots 

represent distribution of annual precipitation for the years 2090-2100. 



 

Figure S4.  Projected number of consecutive days with no precipitation, lines of best fit are GAM 

estimated, and boxplots represent distribution of consecutive days per year for the years 2090-

2100. 

  



 

Figure S5.  Projected daily maximum temperature in degrees C, lines of best fit are GAM 

estimated, and boxplots represent distribution of daily temperatures for the years 2090-2100 for 

the future climate projections. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure S6.  Map of suppression effort and management zone.  



 

Figure S7. Observed versus modeled number of hectares affected by insect/mortality agent. 

  



References 

Kretchun, A. M., Loudermilk, E. L., Scheller, R. M., Hurteau, M. D., & Belmecheri, S. (2016). 

Climate and bark beetle effects on forest productivity—linking dendroecology with forest 

landscape modeling. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, 46(8), 1026-1034.  

https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2016-0103 

Parton, W.J., D.W. Anderson, C.V. Cole, J.W.B. Stewart. 1983. Simulation of soil organic 

matter formation and mineralization in semiarid agroecosystems. In: Nutrient cycling in 

agricultural ecosystems, R.R. Lowrance, R.L. Todd, L.E. Asmussen and R.A. Leonard (eds.). 

The Univ. of Georgia, College of Agriculture Experiment Stations, Special Publ. No. 23. 

Athens, Georgia. 

Pierce, D.W., Cayan, D.R. and Dehann, L., 2016. Creating climate projections to support the 4th 

California climate assessment. University of California at San Diego, Scripps Institution of 

Oceanography: La Jolla, CA, USA. 

Scheller, R., Kretchun, A., Hawbaker, T. J., & Henne, P. D. (2019). A landscape model of 

variable social-ecological fire regimes. Ecological Modelling, 401, 85-93.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2019.03.022 

Scheller, R.M., Spencer, W.D., Rustigian-Romsos, H., Syphard, A.D., Ward, B.C. and Strittholt, 

J.R., (2011). Using stochastic simulation to evaluate competing risks of wildfires and fuels 

management on an isolated forest carnivore. Landscape Ecology, 26(10), 1491-1504.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-011-9663-6 

 


	Title
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Management scenarios and landis-ii landscape dynamics modeling
	Climate scenarios
	The water erosion prediction project model and the weppcloud interface
	Watershed selection and modeling approach
	Soils, land cover, and management conditions
	Weather data
	Total phosphorus and very fine sediment calculations

	Overlay with landis-ii outputs of disturbance

	Results
	Water erosion prediction project model results for undisturbed conditions
	Effects of forest treatments and wildfire on sediment and phosphorus yield
	Effects of alternative management regimes under different future climate scenarios on sediment and phosphorus

	Discussion
	Spatial variability in sediment and phosphorus yields across watersheds
	Effects of increased treatment
	Assumptions regarding burn severity
	Effects of changing climate on storm intensity and future pollutant loading
	Strategies for treating highly erodible areas
	Uncertainty associated with burning large areas

	Conclusion
	Responses to this article
	Acknowledgments
	Data availability
	Literature cited
	Figure1
	Figure2
	Figure3
	Figure4
	Figure5
	Figure6
	Figure7
	Table1
	Table2
	Table3
	Appendix 1

