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ABSTRACT

The increasing frequency and intensity of wildfires across the United States underscore the urgent need for a more robust legal and
strategic framework to mitigate fire risks and enhance disaster resilience. This paper provides a comprehensive examination of how
legal compliance, regulatory enforcement, and strategic litigation can serve as powerful tools for preventing fire-related disasters and
strengthening community preparedness. The discussion begins with a broad overview of wildfire trends and their devastating impact
on lives, ecosystems, and infrastructure, highlighting systemic vulnerabilities in zoning regulations, building codes, utility oversight,
and land management practices. Building on this context, the paper explores the multifaceted legal landscape governing fire prevention,
including federal, state, and local statutes such as the Clean Air Act, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and California's
Public Resources Code. It emphasizes how under-enforcement, fragmented jurisdictional authority, and outdated codes have created
loopholes that heighten risk, particularly in wildland–urban interface (WUI) zones. The paper then narrows its focus to the role of
strategic litigation in holding corporations and public agencies accountable for negligence and regulatory non-compliance. Landmark
lawsuits such as those involving Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) are analyzed as case studies illustrating how civil and class-action
lawsuits have driven both financial accountability and legislative reform. Furthermore, it proposes legal pathways to integrate
community-based disaster planning, equitable insurance regulation, and climate justice into fire risk governance. Ultimately, the paper
advocates for an integrated legal strategy that combines proactive compliance, targeted litigation, and inclusive policy reform to build
fire-resilient communities and a responsive, future-ready regulatory ecosystem across the U.S.

Keywords: Wildfire prevention, Legal compliance, Strategic litigation, Disaster preparedness, Policy reform,
Community resilience

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Contextualizing the U.S. Wildfire Crisis

The United States is experiencing a dramatic escalation in wildfire frequency, severity, and geographical spread,
exacerbated by a combination of climate change, prolonged drought conditions, and human encroachment into high-risk
zones. Between 2000 and 2024, more than 150 million acres of land have been scorched by wildfires, with California,
Oregon, Colorado, and Arizona bearing the heaviest burdens [1]. The increasing overlap between urban development and
wildland areas commonly referred to as the Wildland–Urban Interface (WUI) has intensified the stakes, placing
residential, commercial, and critical infrastructure at unprecedented risk [2].

Historically considered a seasonal and geographically isolated threat, wildfires have evolved into a persistent, year-round
national emergency. Changes in jet stream patterns and shifting climate zones have created conditions conducive to
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longer burn seasons and increased fuel dryness, particularly in western and southwestern states [3]. Additionally, fire
suppression policies adopted over the past century have led to fuel accumulation in forested regions, making ignition
events more catastrophic [4].

Beyond environmental devastation, the societal and economic toll of wildfires is staggering. Disasters such as the 2018
Camp Fire in Paradise, California, which resulted in over 80 fatalities and $16 billion in damages, illustrate the systemic
failures in land-use planning, utility regulation, and community preparedness [5]. Vulnerable populations, particularly
low-income and elderly residents, often suffer disproportionately due to lack of mobility, underinsurance, and inadequate
early-warning systems [6].

As visualized in Figure 1, wildfire events have increased in both frequency and scope, revealing hotspots across the
Pacific Northwest, interior West, and southeastern states. This trajectory signals the need for an interdisciplinary, legally
grounded, and community-informed approach to mitigate the intensifying wildfire crisis.

1.2 Research Aims and Problem Framing

This article seeks to investigate the potential of legal compliance mechanisms and strategic litigation to serve as both
preventative and corrective tools in the face of escalating wildfire risks across the United States. Specifically, it examines
how current laws, regulatory frameworks, and court interventions can be leveraged or reformed to enforce utility
accountability, improve land-use governance, and enhance community disaster preparedness [7].

While the environmental and meteorological drivers of wildfire risk are increasingly well-understood, there is a persistent
policy gap in translating this understanding into effective regulatory action. Existing fire mitigation policies are often
fragmented across local, state, and federal levels, with inconsistent enforcement and minimal integration of equity or
climate adaptation considerations [8]. This paper aims to frame wildfires not merely as natural disasters but as
governance and legal failures, where inadequate risk management intersects with infrastructural vulnerability and legal
inertia.

By analyzing key litigation cases, compliance gaps, and community-level responses, the article identifies both limitations
and opportunities within the U.S. legal system. It makes a case for embedding legal reform into wildfire risk reduction
strategies as a central pillar of national resilience planning, particularly for high-risk, underserved, and climate-sensitive
regions.
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1.3 Methodological and Analytical Scope

The article adopts a multidisciplinary legal-research and policy-analysis approach, combining case study examination,
statutory review, and thematic synthesis across climate resilience, disaster law, and environmental justice domains.
Landmark lawsuits, state regulatory codes, and wildfire data from 2000–2024 serve as the primary sources for qualitative
and quantitative insights [9].

Analytical focus is directed at how litigation outcomes shape regulatory practices, how community advocacy intersects
with formal compliance mechanisms, and how structural reforms could be enacted to create a unified and enforceable fire
governance architecture. Emphasis is also placed on identifying replicable legal strategies to protect vulnerable
communities in fire-prone areas.

2. THE GROWING COMPLEXITY OF FIRE RISK IN THE U.S.

2.1 Climate Change, Urban Expansion, and Wildland–Urban Interface (WUI) Pressures

The intensification of wildfire activity in the United States is closely tied to the intersection of three converging trends:
climate change, urban expansion, and the growth of Wildland–Urban Interface (WUI) zones. The WUI, where residential
and commercial developments abut or intermix with wildland vegetation, has seen exponential growth over the past two
decades. As of 2020, over 49 million homes were estimated to be located within or adjacent to WUI regions, reflecting
poor zoning practices and unregulated urban sprawl [5].

Climate dynamics have further magnified WUI risk exposure. Extended droughts, record-breaking heatwaves, and
decreased snowpack runoff have created conditions for prolonged fire seasons and drier vegetation, which serve as
efficient ignition sources [6]. Scientific modeling predicts that by 2050, fire-prone days in the western U.S. could
increase by 60%, raising concerns about the sustainability of building expansion into fire-sensitive areas [7].

The expansion into WUI territories often outpaces regulatory adaptation. In many states, local zoning boards continue to
approve high-density developments in ecologically volatile zones without requiring fire-resistant infrastructure or
evacuation pathways [8]. These vulnerabilities are compounded by the fact that fire services and emergency management
systems are frequently under-resourced in these expanding zones, leaving communities exposed to rapid-onset fire events.

This unsustainable intersection of climate stressors and unchecked urbanization demands a reevaluation of land-use law,
fire code enforcement, and real estate permitting policies.

2.2 Infrastructure Vulnerabilities and Utility-Linked Fires

A critical contributor to fire ignition in many high-risk states is aging infrastructure, particularly electric transmission and
distribution systems. Utility-linked wildfires have become alarmingly frequent in regions such as California, where
decades-old power lines, transformers, and vegetation encroachment remain inadequately managed. According to state
reports, over 1,500 fires between 2014 and 2021 were sparked by electrical utility equipment [9].

The 2018 Camp Fire in Butte County, ignited by Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) faulty transmission line,
exemplifies this crisis. The fire killed 85 people, destroyed 18,000 structures, and led to PG&E’s bankruptcy filing,
marking the first time a utility company was held criminally liable for wildfire deaths [10]. The incident prompted
scrutiny of inspection protocols, vegetation clearance schedules, and corporate maintenance records.

However, systemic issues remain. Regulatory bodies like the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) often lack
sufficient personnel or legal authority to enforce utility compliance proactively, relying instead on post-disaster penalties
[11]. Furthermore, risk modeling by utilities has often underrepresented the compounding effects of high winds, droughts,
and community proximity to vulnerable assets.
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Preventative de-energization policies where utilities shut down power preemptively during fire-risk periods have sparked
public backlash due to their impact on medical devices, refrigeration, and communications [12]. This highlights a
delicate balance between risk mitigation and service provision that lacks uniform national standards.

Legal mandates for grid modernization, sensor deployment, and fire-resistant hardware remain inconsistently enforced
across states. These infrastructure vulnerabilities underscore the urgent need for enforceable legal instruments tailored to
utility resilience and fire prevention.

2.3 Uneven Impacts Across Socioeconomic and Geographic Zones

While wildfires may appear ecologically indiscriminate, their human impacts are highly stratified along socioeconomic
and geographic lines. Low-income households, rural residents, elderly populations, and racially marginalized
communities face disproportionately higher exposure, vulnerability, and post-disaster recovery burdens [13].

One major driver of this disparity is housing quality and location. Affordable housing developments are more likely to be
sited in high-risk WUI zones due to lower land costs, where fire-resistant materials are rarely mandated, and fire
insurance is often unavailable or unaffordable [14]. The cost of compliance with fire-safe regulations such as installing
ember-resistant vents or maintaining defensible space places additional burdens on economically strained homeowners,
leading to compliance gaps in high-risk areas.

Furthermore, evacuation readiness varies sharply by community resources. Wealthier populations often possess multiple
evacuation vehicles, alternate accommodations, and insurance coverage, whereas low-income residents may rely on
overburdened public transit, have nowhere to go, or face language barriers during emergency broadcasts [15].

Post-disaster assistance programs also display systemic inequities. FEMA grants and housing recovery aid have
historically been less accessible to renters, undocumented residents, and individuals without formal property titles [16].
Additionally, philanthropic donations and public rebuilding efforts disproportionately flow to high-visibility or politically
influential areas, sidelining marginalized regions.

As summarized in Table 1, disparities in fire risk exposure and recovery resources are stark across U.S. states and income
groups. These patterns suggest that any legal or policy-driven fire mitigation strategy must be embedded with
environmental justice principles to ensure inclusive protection and equitable recovery trajectories.

3. LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS GOVERNING FIRE RISK

3.1 Federal Legislation: NEPA, Clean Air Act, Stafford Act

The federal legal architecture surrounding wildfire risk management in the United States comprises multiple statutes,
each with differing scopes, authorities, and implementation mechanisms. Chief among these are the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Clean Air Act, and the Stafford Act, which collectively define how agencies
assess environmental risk, regulate air quality, and provide federal disaster assistance.

NEPA, enacted in 1970, requires federal agencies to conduct environmental assessments (EA) and environmental impact
statements (EIS) before undertaking major land management actions, including controlled burns or forest thinning. This
ensures that potential fire risks and ecological trade-offs are considered before intervention [11]. However, NEPA has
faced criticism for being slow and overly procedural, sometimes delaying critical fuel-reduction efforts [12].

The Clean Air Act, while primarily an air quality statute, has direct relevance to wildfires. It imposes limits on particulate
emissions and ozone precursors released during combustion events. Consequently, prescribed burns often necessary for
wildfire prevention must navigate emissions caps and reporting requirements set by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) [13].
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The Stafford Act, amended post-Katrina, provides the legal foundation for federal disaster declarations and funding via
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). It outlines criteria for state–federal cost-sharing during major fire
events and governs how federal recovery programs are administered [14]. Although indispensable, the Act is largely
reactive, only triggering resources after disasters have occurred.

As represented in Figure 2, these statutes sit atop a multi-layered jurisdictional map that also includes state and local laws,
forming a complex, sometimes fragmented fire governance landscape.

3.2 State and Local Codes: California Fire Code, WUI Building Regulations

State and municipal fire laws play a crucial frontline role in wildfire risk mitigation, particularly in fire-prone regions like
California, Arizona, Colorado, and Oregon. The California Fire Code (CFC), for example, serves as one of the most
comprehensive sub-national legal instruments addressing fire safety. It mandates defensible space buffers around
structures, regulates vegetation clearance, and requires fire-resistant building materials for new constructions [15].

Local counties and municipalities often adopt customized versions of the state code. For instance, Marin County has
more stringent ember protection rules, while Los Angeles County mandates digital pre-inspection documentation for
compliance certification. However, not all localities have the capacity to enforce these codes uniformly, especially in
under-resourced or rural jurisdictions [16].

In addition to the CFC, California also enforces WUI-specific building regulations under Chapter 7A of its Building
Standards Code. These include detailed mandates for roofing materials, exterior wall coverings, and vent screening to
prevent ember intrusion. Despite their stringency, compliance remains uneven, especially among older structures
exempted under grandfather clauses [17].

Beyond California, states like Colorado and Utah have developed voluntary or advisory WUI codes, relying on
homeowner associations or insurance incentives to drive adoption. This decentralized approach often leads to patchy
coverage and minimal legal enforcement.

The divergence between mandatory and optional codes across states leads to considerable variability in preparedness
levels. While some municipalities have integrated cutting-edge risk mapping and predictive analytics into permitting
processes, others lack the basic statutory foundation to prevent irresponsible development in high-risk zones.

3.3 Gaps, Conflicts, and Enforcement Failures

Despite the broad legal infrastructure in place, significant regulatory gaps and enforcement failures persist. One major
shortfall is the lack of statutory harmonization across federal, state, and local levels. For example, federal NEPA
approvals may authorize a prescribed burn, while state clean air regulations simultaneously restrict it due to emissions
constraints, creating conflicting mandates [18].

Additionally, many fire codes rely on self-certification mechanisms for compliance, particularly in the WUI. Developers
and homeowners are often permitted to complete checklists or submit photographs rather than undergoing in-person
inspections. This weakens the reliability of fire-prevention measures and opens avenues for non-compliance, especially
in jurisdictions facing budget constraints [19].

Another key issue is regulatory loopholes for legacy infrastructure. Buildings constructed before the enactment of
modern codes are often exempt from retrofitting requirements, even when located in newly designated high-risk zones.
As a result, entire neighborhoods may remain dangerously non-compliant despite being statistically the most vulnerable
[20].
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Enforcement is further undermined by underfunded municipal fire marshals and code enforcement agencies. In some
states, only a handful of inspectors cover thousands of square miles, rendering site inspections sporadic or superficial
[21].

Moreover, the absence of legal mandates for utilities to underground power lines or replace outdated hardware in fire-
prone areas creates persistent risk exposure. PG&E’s equipment, for example, remained decades old at the time of
multiple fire-related disasters despite prior violations and fines [22].

These systemic failures reveal that legal frameworks, while extensive on paper, often falter at the point of real-world
implementation and inter-agency alignment.

3.4 Role of Federal–State–Local Coordination and FEMA Oversight

Effective wildfire governance demands robust coordination across all levels of government a requirement that remains
inconsistently met. Federal agencies like FEMA, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Department of the Interior often operate
in silos relative to state emergency management offices and local fire departments. This fragmentation becomes
particularly evident during response operations, where delays in resource mobilization, unclear command structures, and
conflicting jurisdictional roles hinder performance [23].

FEMA plays a pivotal role under the Stafford Act, offering financial assistance and technical support once a federal
disaster is declared. However, FEMA’s mitigation programs—such as the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)
and Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC) are often underutilized by states due to administrative
hurdles and lack of local grant-writing capacity [24].

In some cases, the absence of intergovernmental memoranda of understanding (MOUs) leads to duplicated efforts or
missed opportunities for joint action. For instance, while the Forest Service may prioritize prescribed burns in national
forests, state agencies may prioritize evacuation drills or community risk education, with minimal alignment [25].

Federal pre-disaster mitigation funding is also not systematically linked to legal compliance. Communities that fail to
adopt or enforce building codes may still receive FEMA post-disaster funding, creating perverse incentives and
undermining the regulatory framework’s credibility [26].
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As illustrated in Figure 2, legal jurisdiction over wildfire risk is distributed vertically across government levels and
horizontally across agencies. Without formalized, legally binding coordination channels and performance-based funding
structures, this distributed system is unlikely to deliver the unified response that modern wildfire challenges demand.

4. STRATEGIC LITIGATION AS A FIRE RISK MITIGATION TOOL

4.1 Definition, Legal Basis, and Strategic Use of Civil Litigation

Civil litigation has increasingly emerged as a strategic tool for catalyzing accountability and reforms in the realm of
wildfire prevention and disaster recovery. At its core, civil litigation involves the filing of lawsuits by private parties
including individuals, advocacy groups, and municipalities seeking redress for damages or injunctive relief against public
and private entities. The legal basis for such actions typically rests on tort principles, including negligence, public
nuisance, and strict liability doctrines, particularly when the defendant is a utility provider with a legal duty of care to the
affected community [15].

In wildfire-related litigation, plaintiffs often argue that utilities failed to take reasonable preventive actions such as
trimming vegetation near power lines, replacing aging infrastructure, or de-energizing during red flag conditions. Courts
have generally held that foreseeability of harm combined with failure to mitigate constitutes a breach of duty, thereby
opening the door to significant compensatory and punitive damages [16].

Strategic litigation extends beyond damage compensation; it can shape corporate behavior, drive regulatory scrutiny, and
alter public discourse. When large-scale suits result in multi-billion-dollar settlements or bankruptcy filings, the ripple
effect is not merely financial it influences utility policy, investor decision-making, and legislative agendas [17]. In this
sense, litigation functions both as a corrective and preventative mechanism, aligning legal pressure with public safety
goals.

As documented in Table 2, the most impactful lawsuits over the last decade illustrate how communities are increasingly
turning to the courts not only for restitution but also as a lever to advance fire-safe practices and structural reform.



International Journal of Advance Research Publication and Reviews, Vol 2, no 7, pp 123-145, July 2025 130

4.2 Key Precedents: PG&E, Southern California Edison, and Public Utilities

One of the most defining precedents in wildfire litigation is the case against Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) for its role
in the 2018 Camp Fire, which destroyed the town of Paradise, California, and claimed 85 lives. Investigators found that
PG&E’s aging transmission equipment had sparked the fire an outcome deemed entirely preventable. In 2020, PG&E
pleaded guilty to 84 counts of involuntary manslaughter and settled civil claims for over $13.5 billion to wildfire victims
[18].

This landmark case marked a turning point. Not only did it force the largest utility in the United States into bankruptcy,
but it also led to significant regulatory oversight by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Moreover, the
settlement included provisions for future infrastructure investments and real-time monitoring systems to prevent
recurrence [19].

Similarly, Southern California Edison (SCE) faced multiple lawsuits related to the Woolsey Fire of 2018. SCE ultimately
agreed to pay over $2 billion in settlements without admitting liability, although internal documents revealed delays in
modernization efforts and gaps in emergency shutdown procedures [20]. These cases raised critical questions about
corporate governance and public safety obligations within privatized utility sectors.

Another precedent involved San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) and the 2007 Witch Creek Fire, in which the utility
paid $2.4 billion in damages. Despite substantial evidence of negligence, SDG&E failed to secure CPUC approval to
pass these costs on to ratepayers, illustrating the financial consequences of safety failures even when regulatory recovery
routes are blocked [21].

These legal battles have collectively reshaped how utilities approach fire risk, asset inspection, and system hardening,
embedding legal liability directly into infrastructure decisions.

4.3 Corporate Accountability and Shaping Utility Practices

Strategic litigation’s most enduring legacy lies in how it influences corporate accountability frameworks within the utility
sector. While regulations offer standardized minimum requirements, litigation operates as a performance-based feedback
loop, penalizing failures while rewarding proactive risk mitigation. The scale of recent verdicts has reoriented boardroom
priorities, shifting wildfire prevention from a peripheral compliance issue to a core operational concern [22].

Many utilities now integrate legal risk mapping into their enterprise risk management strategies. This includes predictive
modeling of ignition probabilities, analysis of vegetation density, and real-time weather monitoring. These efforts are
designed not only to prevent physical damage but also to pre-empt future liability exposure, a calculation increasingly
relevant to insurers and investors alike [23].

PG&E’s bankruptcy restructuring plan, for example, required the utility to implement court-supervised risk reduction
initiatives, including power line hardening, advanced meteorological analytics, and microgrid investments. In effect,
court mandates have become a parallel governance structure, supplementing regulatory oversight with judicially enforced
commitments [24].

Moreover, litigation pressures have accelerated the development of Public Safety Power Shutoffs (PSPS) programs,
where utilities proactively cut power during high-risk conditions. While controversial, these programs reflect a
recalibration of risk tolerance under legal duress.

Beyond internal changes, legal accountability has also forced utilities to engage in community-level risk dialogues,
partnering with local agencies and residents to develop transparent fire mitigation plans. These collaborations previously
rare now stem from a legal necessity to demonstrate good-faith efforts in reducing risk [25].
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Thus, through litigation, the legal system is increasingly functioning not just as a mechanism for retroactive justice but as
a structural driver of risk-informed governance.

4.4 Influence on Legislative Reform and Policy Incentives

The reverberations of strategic wildfire litigation extend well beyond courtrooms into the legislative arena, where high-
profile cases often prompt statutory reform and expanded regulatory tools. Following PG&E’s liability crises, the
California legislature enacted Assembly Bill 1054, creating a $21 billion wildfire insurance fund and tightening safety
certification protocols for investor-owned utilities [26].

The bill also established an independent Wildfire Safety Division within the CPUC, tasked with reviewing utility wildfire
mitigation plans and coordinating enforcement. In this way, the fallout from litigation directly reshaped governance
architecture, shifting the focus toward pre-disaster planning and transparent risk disclosures [27].

Litigation outcomes have also catalyzed policy experimentation, such as incentivizing undergrounding of transmission
lines, subsidizing microgrid deployment in remote communities, and adopting AI-powered risk assessment tools. While
these initiatives are often pilot-scale, they reflect a broader policy trend linking innovation to legal accountability.

At the federal level, litigation-induced scrutiny has influenced FEMA’s mitigation funding guidelines, encouraging
alignment with state-level legal mandates on defensible space, building code adoption, and vegetation management [28].

Moreover, the legal exposure faced by utilities has strengthened the hand of municipalities and state attorneys general,
who now actively use litigation not only for compensation but to push for infrastructure modernization. Cities like Santa
Rosa and Paradise have demanded binding agreements on utility investments in exchange for settlement reductions,
leveraging their plaintiff status for long-term gains [29].

As Table 2 illustrates, the cascading policy consequences of these legal victories have collectively forged a more
proactive and legally grounded wildfire risk governance framework across the United States.

5. COMPLIANCE MECHANISMS AND ENFORCEMENT CHALLENGES

5.1 Building and Zoning Code Compliance

Compliance with building and zoning codes is one of the foundational mechanisms for reducing wildfire risk in high-
exposure regions. Local jurisdictions across the U.S., particularly in western states like California, have instituted
Wildland–Urban Interface (WUI) building codes that mandate fire-resistant materials, roof standards, ember-resistant
vents, and defensible space requirements. However, the effectiveness of these codes hinges on uniform enforcement and
timely inspection, both of which are inconsistent across counties and municipalities [19].

A significant challenge lies in legacy structures that predate current regulations, many of which remain unretrofitted and
vulnerable. In jurisdictions where housing affordability is already under pressure, mandates for retrofitting often face
community pushback and political inertia [20]. Additionally, code enforcement agencies are frequently under-resourced,
lacking the personnel or digital tools necessary for geospatial risk analysis and proactive compliance monitoring.

Zoning practices further complicate compliance. In many WUI regions, outdated land-use plans have allowed residential
and commercial developments to sprawl into fire-prone areas without requiring upgraded building standards. Efforts to
amend these plans are often stymied by property rights arguments and local resistance, leaving vast tracts of vulnerable
infrastructure outside the scope of recent fire code advancements [21].

States such as Colorado and Oregon have begun deploying state-level mandates to circumvent local stagnation, linking
funding for post-disaster rebuilding to compliance with fire-smart codes. Nonetheless, until federal, state, and local codes
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are harmonized and backed by enforcement capacity, building and zoning compliance will continue to be a patchwork,
limiting its preventive impact.

5.2 Environmental Review and Utility Inspection Protocols

Environmental review processes and utility inspection protocols serve as additional pillars for proactive fire risk
mitigation. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and state equivalents such as the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) require rigorous evaluation of environmental risks including fire hazards prior to approval of
development or infrastructure projects. However, in practice, many of these assessments focus heavily on ecosystem and
pollution concerns while giving insufficient attention to long-term fire vulnerabilities [22].

Moreover, utility inspection protocols have faced heightened scrutiny in the aftermath of several major fires linked to
neglected or poorly maintained power infrastructure. Audits of PG&E’s safety record, for example, revealed chronic
underinvestment in visual line inspections, vegetation clearance, and replacement of high-risk hardware failures that were
instrumental in igniting the 2017 and 2018 wildfires in Northern California [23].

To address these lapses, California has instituted Enhanced Oversight and Enforcement orders, allowing regulators to
review and approve wildfire mitigation plans before implementation. Still, this remains a reactive posture, often initiated
only after significant disasters have occurred. The challenge lies in developing real-time, dynamic inspection protocols,
supported by sensor networks, drone surveillance, and AI-based diagnostics that can predict equipment failure and
ignition risks before they manifest [24].

Additionally, the fragmentation of regulatory oversight split between environmental agencies, utility commissions, and
public works departments creates accountability blind spots, enabling project proponents to bypass or dilute fire risk
assessments. Unless review mechanisms evolve to incorporate fire risk as a core environmental consideration, and utility
inspections adopt predictive technologies, structural vulnerabilities will persist across the grid.

5.3 Challenges in Monitoring, Penalties, and Interagency Accountability

Even when regulations are clearly codified, the implementation gap remains a significant obstacle. Monitoring
compliance with building codes, environmental assessments, and utility safety measures is a resource-intensive process
that often falls short due to budgetary constraints, administrative inertia, or political influence [25]. Small counties in
fire-prone regions may rely on outdated software, paper-based filing systems, and sporadic field visits, making consistent
enforcement virtually impossible.

Furthermore, penalties for non-compliance are frequently insufficient to deter violations, particularly for large developers
and utility providers whose operational scale dwarfs the fines imposed. For instance, prior to its bankruptcy, PG&E had
accumulated hundreds of safety citations, yet the financial repercussions were negligible compared to its annual
revenue—only massive litigation following catastrophic events compelled structural change [26]. This underscores the
need to reassess penalty calibration, ensuring that sanctions are proportionate to both risk and capacity.

Another complicating factor is the lack of horizontal and vertical accountability among agencies tasked with wildfire risk
mitigation. Coordination gaps between state fire marshals, city planning departments, environmental agencies, and utility
regulators often result in duplicated efforts or overlooked hazards. The absence of shared compliance dashboards,
interoperable data systems, and mandated reporting standards hampers interagency synchronization and blunts response
efficiency [27].

Pilot programs in Arizona and Colorado are exploring integrated wildfire compliance platforms that track inspections,
violations, and remediation efforts across jurisdictions. These models highlight the potential for data-driven
accountability frameworks, yet their national scalability is still in question.
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In the absence of systemic reforms that strengthen monitoring regimes, elevate penalty frameworks, and foster
interagency cohesion, regulatory compliance will remain inconsistent undermining the resilience of at-risk communities.

6. COMMUNITY-BASED PREPAREDNESS AND LEGAL EMPOWERMENT

6.1 Community Right-to-Know Laws and Disaster Education

Legal empowerment begins with access to transparent and actionable information. Community Right-to-Know laws,
initially designed for environmental hazard disclosures under the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know
Act (EPCRA), have increasingly been expanded to include fire risk communication. These laws oblige agencies and
utility companies to provide clear data on wildfire-prone areas, fuel loads, evacuation zones, and potential ignition
sources [23].

However, interpretation and accessibility remain substantial barriers. Many risk disclosures are couched in technical
jargon, buried in zoning documents, or scattered across multiple platforms. For vulnerable populations such as low-
income residents, elderly individuals, and non-English speakers these legal tools are only as effective as their translation
into digestible public education campaigns [24].

Successful examples include Oregon’s “Fire Aware. Fire Prepared.” program, which pairs hazard disclosure mandates
with multimedia campaigns, town hall meetings, and interactive wildfire simulation tools [25]. Similarly, California has
updated its Cal Fire Zone Descriptions to align with EPCRA principles, requiring that localities publish detailed,
georeferenced wildfire hazard maps online.

Despite these advancements, many jurisdictions still lack enforceable statutes mandating community engagement beyond
passive disclosure. Experts argue for codifying proactive community education within wildfire mitigation plans, making
disaster literacy a legal requirement rather than a public relations effort.
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Figure 3 illustrates the flow of legal empowerment at the community level, showing how statutory transparency,
education rights, and enforcement channels interact to improve preparedness and accountability.

By embedding legal awareness into education frameworks, Right-to-Know laws can transcend information release and
become powerful levers for wildfire prevention and survival in high-risk communities.

6.2 Role of Local Fire Councils, Tribes, and NGOs

Decentralized community actors including local fire councils, tribal governments, and non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) play an increasingly critical role in wildfire preparedness and resilience. Although not formal regulatory bodies,
these groups operate at the intersection of law, advocacy, and implementation, translating top-down mandates into locally
relevant actions [26].

Local fire councils often collaborate with county fire departments, offering fuel reduction programs, organizing
defensible space inspections, and promoting home hardening workshops. In California, more than 140 Fire Safe Councils
(FSCs) are active, many of which leverage California Public Resources Code 4291 to educate residents on vegetation
clearance laws and defensible perimeter standards [27]. However, these councils frequently struggle with funding and
liability uncertainties, particularly when volunteer members conduct assessments that lead to enforcement actions.

Tribal governments have unique authority and responsibility over ancestral lands, which are often adjacent to public
forests. Tribes such as the Karuk and Yurok in Northern California have implemented cultural burning practices that
reduce fuel load while maintaining ecological balance. These practices are increasingly recognized in state-level
legislation, yet legal ambiguity persists over cross-jurisdictional fire management and federal recognition of tribal
sovereignty in emergency scenarios [28].

NGOs, meanwhile, serve as watchdogs, educators, and litigants. Groups like the Center for Biological Diversity and
Western Fire Chiefs Association have filed lawsuits against federal agencies for failing to uphold their obligations under
NEPA or the Endangered Species Act in fire-prone zones. They also support grassroots organizing by providing legal
toolkits, climate adaptation workshops, and resilience grants.

A more formal integration of these decentralized actors into statutory frameworks could enhance local accountability and
ensure that preparedness is not only top-down but also community-rooted.

6.3 Legal Tools for Community Risk Mapping, Insurance Advocacy

Community risk mapping and insurance access are two areas where legal interventions can meaningfully reduce fire
vulnerability and socioeconomic disparity. Wildfire risk maps serve as planning, insurance, and zoning instruments.
However, many are outdated, lack high-resolution data, or fail to include climate-adjusted projections [29]. The Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the U.S. Forest Service have developed interactive mapping platforms
like the National Fire Danger Rating System (NFDRS), but these are often siloed from local planning departments and
not subject to statutory update cycles.

To address these gaps, states such as Colorado and Oregon have legislated the mandatory integration of community-scale
risk maps into local land use plans, ensuring zoning boards and developers base approvals on real-time hazard
intelligence [30]. Legalizing open-data mandates can further democratize access to these maps, enabling NGOs,
researchers, and residents to co-create hyperlocal overlays that reflect on-the-ground realities.

Risk mapping also intersects with insurance regulation. In recent years, insurers have withdrawn from high-risk markets
in California, citing rising costs from frequent wildfires. This has led to insurance redlining, disproportionately affecting
low-income and minority neighborhoods. California’s Fair Access to Insurance Requirements (FAIR) Plan, a state-
mandated insurer of last resort, has been expanded legislatively to ensure coverage continuity, but its premiums remain
unaffordable for many [31].
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Legal advocacy is crucial here. Public interest law firms and climate equity groups are lobbying state insurance
commissioners to introduce rate regulation, fire mitigation discounts, and climate resilience incentives. Additionally,
legal action has been taken against carriers accused of algorithmic bias in wildfire risk scoring.

Community-based organizations can be empowered through Community Legal Mapping Ordinances, whereby
jurisdictions pass local laws enabling neighborhoods to commission third-party hazard assessments and challenge
exclusionary insurance practices.

When combined, risk mapping and insurance equity represent vital pillars of legal empowerment, ensuring that hazard
awareness translates into tangible protection for vulnerable communities.

7. POLICY INNOVATION AND REFORM PATHWAYS

7.1 Restructuring Insurance Frameworks for Fire Risk

The escalation of wildfire severity has destabilized traditional insurance markets in fire-prone regions, revealing
foundational flaws in how risk is assessed and underwritten. In California, for instance, several major insurers including
Allstate and State Farm suspended new homeowner policies in 2023, citing unsustainable wildfire exposure and outdated
risk-rating models [27].

The reliance on historical claims data and coarse geographic risk zones has proven inadequate in a climate-altered
landscape. Insurance frameworks must now evolve toward granular, dynamic, and mitigation-sensitive pricing models
that reward proactive risk reduction. This includes integrating community-level defensible space compliance, home-
hardening retrofits, and neighborhood fire brigade certifications into premium calculations [28].

Additionally, the legal architecture governing insurance oversight typically housed within state Departments of Insurance
requires modernization. Many states lack statutory provisions mandating wildfire coverage or restricting abrupt market
exits by insurers. Colorado’s 2022 “Insurance Resiliency Act” sets a precedent by authorizing public reinsurance pools
and fire-specific solvency requirements [29].

Regulatory harmonization is another priority. While the federal FAIR Plan offers coverage in last-resort scenarios, its
coordination with state mandates remains inconsistent. A national wildfire insurance framework, akin to the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), could provide a reinsurance safety net while enforcing uniform underwriting criteria.

Importantly, legal reform must also address equity gaps. Low-income and tribal communities, often situated in the
highest risk zones, experience underinsurance or unaffordable premiums. Subsidized insurance mechanisms, paired with
litigation tools to challenge discriminatory redlining practices, are critical to closing the protection divide.

Effective legal reform in the insurance domain can serve as both a resilience enabler and a behavioral incentive for fire
risk mitigation.

7.2 Risk-Based Zoning and Development Controls

Zoning laws and land-use policies play a decisive role in either exacerbating or mitigating wildfire vulnerability. In many
western states, decades of permissive zoning have allowed residential sprawl into the wildland–urban interface (WUI),
exposing millions of homes to escalating fire danger [30].

To counter this, legal reform must prioritize risk-based zoning overlays that integrate fire hazard mapping, fuel load
assessments, and egress constraints into municipal land-use ordinances. California’s SB 182, for instance, requires local
governments to incorporate wildfire risk data into their general plans, yet enforcement is uneven and varies widely by
county [31].
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Furthermore, development control tools such as conditional use permits, moratoria, and downzoning mechanisms can
help restrict high-density construction in extreme fire risk zones. Oregon’s Wildfire Risk Reduction Bill of 2023
empowers municipalities to delay permitting where infrastructure cannot support emergency response thresholds [32].

Building codes are equally critical. While many states have adopted International Wildland–Urban Interface Code
(IWUIC) provisions, these remain optional or inconsistently applied. Legal mandates should require compliance with
fire-resistant roofing, ember protection, and perimeter clearance standards in all new WUI developments.

Importantly, these controls must balance risk mitigation with housing equity. Blanket prohibitions on construction in fire-
prone areas could inadvertently worsen affordability crises. Legal remedies should include density transfers, wildfire
mitigation offsets, and incentives for infill development in low-risk zones.

Judicial precedents support the authority of localities to regulate fire-prone development under their police powers.
However, state preemption laws and developer litigation often challenge these controls, necessitating clearer statutory
protections for municipalities engaging in risk-based zoning.

Table 3 provides a comparative overview of existing versus proposed regulatory frameworks across key fire-prone states.

7.3 Legislative Recommendations: Model Fire Risk Mitigation Bill

Drawing on the gaps and inefficiencies identified in insurance, zoning, and enforcement frameworks, this section
proposes a Model Fire Risk Mitigation Bill designed for adoption at the state level. The bill comprises five legislative
pillars aimed at unifying fire resilience across sectors while upholding equity and enforceability.

1. Comprehensive Hazard Integration in Planning Laws

The bill mandates the inclusion of climate-adjusted fire risk overlays into general plans, zoning maps, and building code
references. This includes updates every five years using satellite and predictive data from the National Interagency Fire
Center (NIFC) [33].

2. Statewide Adoption of WUI-Specific Building Codes

All jurisdictions must comply with IWUIC or equivalent codes, enforceable through building permit audits. State funding
is tied to local adoption and demonstrated compliance rates. An exemption clause exists for tribal and sovereign lands,
provided equivalent indigenous fire mitigation strategies are demonstrated [34].

3. Fire-Responsive Insurance Reform

The bill authorizes the establishment of a State Wildfire Insurance Authority to provide reinsurance and subsidized
coverage for underinsured communities. Private insurers are legally required to factor in home-hardening and vegetation
management efforts when setting premiums. Discriminatory denial of coverage based on income or zip code becomes
grounds for regulatory review [35].

4. Local Governance Empowerment

Counties and cities are empowered to issue temporary moratoria on development in extreme-risk zones. State support
includes funding for hazard mapping, fire inspections, and evacuation infrastructure. Legal protection is extended to local
governments against developer litigation when zoning is modified to reduce fire risk.

5. Community-Based Enforcement Mechanisms
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The bill includes provisions for citizen legal standing, allowing residents and NGOs to file injunctions against
noncompliant developments or agencies. Penalties for non-enforcement are clearly defined, including loss of state funds
and civil liability.

This legislative blueprint aligns legal architecture with fire realities and supports a holistic shift from reactive suppression
to proactive resilience.

8. INTEGRATING CLIMATE ADAPTATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

8.1 Wildfire Burden on Marginalized Communities

Wildfires disproportionately impact marginalized populations, exacerbating existing socioeconomic vulnerabilities and
systemic health disparities. These communities often reside in high-risk wildland–urban interface (WUI) zones due to
historical redlining, housing affordability challenges, and limited relocation options [33]. As seen in Figure 4, overlaying
wildfire hazard data with the Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) reveals that lower-income, minority, and elderly
populations are overrepresented in high-exposure areas.

Emergency response and evacuation processes frequently fail to accommodate residents with disabilities, language
barriers, or lacking transportation access [34]. Studies have shown that counties with elevated SVI scores experience
slower emergency alerts, fewer fire suppression resources, and longer post-fire recovery periods [35]. For instance, after
the 2020 North Complex Fire in California, displaced residents from low-income communities were among the last to
receive temporary shelter and rebuilding support [36].

Legal frameworks have yet to adequately account for this structural disparity. Although federal laws such as the Stafford
Act mandate equitable disaster relief, implementation is patchy, with gaps in data tracking and localized application.
Moreover, zoning laws in affluent regions have been used to block affordable housing, pushing vulnerable groups into
higher-risk peripheries without robust mitigation infrastructure [37].

Addressing wildfire justice requires integrating social equity metrics into fire mitigation policy. This includes prioritizing
fire mitigation grants for SVI-designated tracts, requiring equity impact assessments for development permits, and
enforcing non-discrimination in insurance practices. Embedding equity into the legal scaffolding of fire resilience is no
longer optional it is essential for sustainable recovery and community protection.

8.2 Linking Fire Mitigation with Climate Equity Policies

Climate equity recognizes the uneven burdens of climate-related hazards and the need for targeted policy interventions
that prioritize frontline communities. As wildfires are increasingly driven by climate volatility, legal fire mitigation
strategies must be tightly coupled with broader climate justice frameworks [38].

Programs like the Justice40 Initiative, which channels 40% of certain federal investments to disadvantaged communities,
provide a precedent for fire-related legal integration. State-level wildfire mitigation policies can incorporate similar
mandates to ensure equitable distribution of hazard reduction funding, retrofitting grants, and relocation assistance [39].
This linkage must be codified within both state statutes and agency regulations to prevent politicization or budgetary
erosion during fire seasons.

Furthermore, legislation should expand the definition of critical infrastructure to include schools, clinics, and multi-
family housing in vulnerable zones, qualifying them for pre-fire retrofits and fire buffer zoning under emergency
planning laws. Without such prioritization, fire mitigation efforts will continue to favor wealthier property owners and
undercut resilience in at-risk communities [40].
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Legal frameworks should also facilitate climate-resilient relocation. California’s 2021 Climate Insurance Working Group
recommended the development of voluntary buyout programs for communities exposed to repetitive fire loss, yet uptake
has been limited due to bureaucratic hurdles and lack of local legal authority [41]. Streamlining these programs through
clear legislative mandates and inclusive community engagement can ensure affected populations are not forcibly
displaced but supported in building resilience.

Ultimately, legal alignment between fire mitigation and climate equity can create synergistic protections ensuring that
wildfire adaptation is both environmentally sound and socially just.

8.3 Community-Led Climate Resilience Legal Frameworks

Top-down fire mitigation strategies often overlook or marginalize the expertise and priorities of communities most at risk.
Community-led resilience efforts, when legally recognized and resourced, can offer durable and culturally relevant
solutions [42]. Examples include tribal fire stewardship programs, neighborhood fire councils, and locally driven risk
mapping initiatives.

Legal codification of these community-based frameworks is essential. States like Oregon have piloted legislation that
empowers community-based organizations (CBOs) to co-develop fire evacuation plans and defensible space ordinances.
These laws not only validate community expertise but also require public agencies to engage in formal consultation
processes, creating shared governance structures [43].

Figure 4 visually demonstrates how overlaying SVI metrics with fire hazard zones can guide the strategic placement and
legal authority of such community programs [33].

Moreover, funding mechanisms such as Community Wildfire Defense Grants (CWDG) must be tied to legal mandates
that ensure resources reach frontline actors. Without statutory obligation, allocation remains vulnerable to political shifts
and administrative discretion [44].

Empowering communities through law not only improves fire response but restores civic agency, reinforcing trust in
public systems. The legal future of fire resilience must move beyond enforcement and into collaboration where affected
populations are not subjects of policy, but co-authors of change.
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9. FUTURE-PROOFING GOVERNANCE AND RISK INTELLIGENCE

9.1 Predictive Modeling, AI, and Remote Sensing in Legal Risk Mitigation

Advanced technologies such as predictive modeling, machine learning (ML), and satellite-based remote sensing are
rapidly reshaping how legal systems identify and mitigate wildfire risks. These tools allow jurisdictions to forecast high-
risk zones, detect vegetation anomalies, and simulate fire behavior, making it possible to tie legal obligations to dynamic
risk maps rather than static zoning [38].

For instance, satellite-enabled vegetation monitoring combined with real-time climate telemetry can trigger conditional
requirements for utility inspections or controlled burns under state law, enhancing pre-emptive enforcement [39]. Several
western U.S. states have piloted AI-based fire risk dashboards, integrating legal triggers such as public safety shutoffs
and inspection mandates based on predictive thresholds [40]. As these models improve, they can guide legal
prioritization for mitigation investments, ensuring resource allocation is no longer reactive or politically influenced.

Furthermore, AI is enhancing post-fire legal accountability by automating forensic fire origin tracing, especially in cases
involving utility equipment or code violations [41]. This accelerates litigation timelines, improves evidentiary accuracy,
and reduces dependency on manual inspections historically delayed by bureaucracy or safety restrictions.

Yet, integrating these tools into statutory frameworks requires robust regulatory adaptation. States must ensure AI
models meet transparency, auditability, and non-bias criteria before they can inform legal enforcement or public policy.
Without safeguards, algorithmic predictions may unintentionally replicate existing disparities.

As visualized in Figure 5, predictive analytics can be embedded into a cyclical governance loop, where data-driven
foresight directly informs legal mandates and resource mobilization.

9.2 Multi-Stakeholder Governance Models

The complexity of wildfire governance necessitates multi-stakeholder frameworks that balance federal oversight, state
implementation, municipal enforcement, and community participation. Fragmentation of jurisdiction has often resulted in
legal incoherence, with overlapping rules, contradictory standards, and contested liabilities [42].

Emerging models propose legal mechanisms for shared governance, such as wildfire compacts, interagency MOUs, and
legally binding regional mitigation zones. These instruments clarify duties, pool risk management capacity, and align
funding streams [43]. For example, California’s Joint Powers Authorities (JPAs) provide templates for legal entities co-
managed by multiple cities and counties to jointly administer wildfire preparedness programs.

Federal facilitation is also crucial. FEMA, through hazard mitigation grants and National Risk Index guidance, can
condition aid on intergovernmental compliance with legal standards for preparedness, inspections, and community
engagement [44]. This performance-linked governance incentivizes alignment and accountability.

To be effective, such models must be embedded in state law or regional compacts to ensure enforceability beyond short-
term collaborations. These legal scaffolds foster not only procedural clarity but also trust between actors critical for rapid
disaster response and shared responsibility.

9.3 From Reactive to Proactive Legal Culture

A major transformation required in U.S. wildfire law is a cultural and procedural shift from reactive litigation and
fragmented regulation to proactive risk governance. Current frameworks still largely activate post-catastrophe litigating
blame and distributing aid rather than preventing harm through anticipatory legal tools [45].
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The future demands a jurisprudence of fire prevention, where statutes pre-authorize actions based on forecasted risk and
administrative law embeds preparedness duties into agency charters. This might include dynamic zoning laws that adjust
defensible space mandates based on seasonal fire forecasts, or public health codes that trigger evacuation planning drills
based on air quality projections [46].

Legal doctrines such as the precautionary principle commonly invoked in environmental law should be applied more
forcefully to fire risk, authorizing preventive regulation even in the absence of full scientific certainty. Courts can also
evolve through doctrinal innovation, such as expanding public trust doctrines to encompass fire-adapted landscapes or
recognizing intergenerational harm in climate-related wildfire cases [47].

Figure 5 illustrates a cyclical model where legal, technical, and civic inputs form an adaptive loop. This governance cycle
promotes continual learning and systemic adjustment, rather than one-off litigation or regulation [48].

Embedding proactive legal culture also involves education. Legal professionals, planners, and elected officials must be
trained in anticipatory lawmaking, scenario analysis, and adaptive code drafting. Without these skills, legal tools will
continue lagging behind escalating climate-driven fire risks [49].

10. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1 Summary of Findings and Contributions

This article has examined the critical intersection of legal frameworks, policy enforcement, and wildfire risk mitigation in
the United States. Drawing from environmental statutes, zoning regulations, insurance frameworks, and civil litigation, it
highlights the multilayered legal dynamics shaping wildfire preparedness and accountability. Central to the analysis is the
recognition that fire disasters are no longer isolated natural events but sociolegal crises exacerbated by infrastructural
neglect, corporate malfeasance, fragmented regulation, and unequal socio-economic exposure.

The discussion traced how traditional legal tools such as the Clean Air Act or California’s WUI codes must evolve
alongside climate change realities, dynamic risk profiles, and urban development into fire-prone landscapes. Moreover,
the article demonstrates that civil litigation has served both as a compensatory mechanism and a lever for systemic
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change, influencing utility practices and state regulatory behavior. Through the integration of figures and tables, we
mapped legal jurisdiction, community empowerment pathways, and the technological evolution of legal foresight.

The work ultimately contributes a multi-dimensional policy and legal framework that encourages a proactive, inclusive,
and data-driven wildfire governance paradigm.

10.2 Policy, Legal, and Operational Recommendations

Moving forward, a suite of integrated recommendations is necessary to translate legal theory into practical wildfire risk
reduction. First, federal and state governments should codify dynamic zoning mechanisms that adapt to seasonal fire
forecasts, allowing for real-time defensible space regulation, conditional building permits, and targeted inspection
mandates. These legal instruments must be aligned with AI-enabled predictive analytics and community-level telemetry
systems.

Second, civil liability statutes must explicitly link fire prevention obligations to corporate accountability, particularly for
high-risk utilities. Enhanced statutory penalties, coupled with mandatory disclosure regimes for infrastructure
vulnerabilities, can strengthen deterrence and increase transparency. Legislative bodies should also advance a model
Wildfire Mitigation and Resilience Act that consolidates regulatory authority, funding mechanisms, and enforcement
consistency across states.

On the community side, local fire councils and NGOs must be legally empowered through participatory risk mapping,
public trust doctrine application, and funding tied to insurance rebates. These models should incorporate disaster
education as a legal right codified within public health or environmental justice statutes and administered through
municipal fire resilience offices.

Lastly, interagency governance must be formalized through legally binding compacts or joint powers authorities. FEMA,
HUD, and state emergency agencies should be required to coordinate enforcement benchmarks and resource deployment
within a clear accountability structure.

10.3 Closing Reflection on Future Legal Innovation

Legal innovation must become as dynamic and anticipatory as the climate-driven threats it seeks to regulate. Wildfire law,
in particular, can no longer afford to rely on outdated regulatory cycles or post-disaster remedies. It must evolve toward a
culture of legal foresight—where statutes, litigation, compliance mechanisms, and civic empowerment are integrated into
an adaptive governance loop.

The convergence of data science, environmental law, and climate equity offers an unprecedented opportunity to
transform legal architectures into systems that not only punish after harm but also prevent it altogether. This requires
cross-disciplinary fluency, technological literacy among lawmakers, and a generational shift in how legal systems are
taught, applied, and measured.

The future of wildfire resilience in the U.S. lies not only in drones, models, and hazard maps but in laws that can think
ahead. The time to legislate tomorrow’s wildfires is today.
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