CALIFORNIA FIRE SAFE COUNCIL

MEETING MINUTES
www.firesafecouncil.org
DATE:
October 27, 2005
PLACE:
US Forest Service Fire Training and Conference Center
Sacramento 
TIME: 
1:30 p.m.  – 3: 30 p.m.    Hamm Room A & B
Note:  A new agenda format is being used as of September 2005 and each meeting is expected to have a guest speaker and presentation on various topics relating to grants and fire prevention activities.

I.
CALL TO ORDER - WELCOME
The meeting was called to order at 1:35 p.m.  
     1.
ATTENDANCE 
Bill Brandt




Auburn Lake Trails

Tom Brumleue




CA Cattlemen Association

Calli-Jane Burch



Butte County FSC

Bill Cave




Auburn Lake Trails

Bert Coffman




Butte County FSC/Cohasset Community

Marilyn Coffman



Butte County FSC/Cohasset Community
Fred Dean-Turner



American River Trail

Tom Esgate




Lassen County FSC

Michele Frost




Plumas County FSC

Amber Gardner




CA FSC Coast Region Mgr

Susie Heffernan




Yankee Hill FSC/Butte County FSC

Les Day




Fire Safe Council of Nevada County

Tim Jones




BLM Arcata / Guest Presenter
Pat Kidder




Board of Director, CA Fire Safe Council
Cathy Koos Breazeal



Amador Fire Safe Council

John McDonald




Sierra County FSC

Glenn Nader




Yuba County FSC

Don Nelson




Placer County OES

Michelle Phillips



Fire Safe Council of Nevada County

Steve Richmond



Fire Safe County of San Mateo

Brenda Rightmyer



CA FSC Sierra Region Mgr

Caerleon Safford



Fire Safe Sonoma 

Deborah Spurgeon



CDF Sacramento



Mike Staley




Office of Emergency Services
Jeff Stephens




CDF Sacramento/Prop 40 Presenter

Bruce Turbeville



Chairman, CA Fire Safe Council

Susan Werner




Werner Accounting

Matt Willis




Firestorm Wildland Fire Suppression, Inc

Darrel Wilson




Butte County FSC

Vicky Yorty




El Dorado County FSC

II.         CHAIRMAN’S OPENING COMMENTS 
Mr. Bruce Turbeville, Chairman opened the meeting by stating most of the state has had minimal amount of rain which has the light at the end of the tunnel for fire season.
Mr. Turbeville asked Mike Staley if anything was happening with OES.  
Mr. Mike Staley, OES reported, Maria Shriver co-hosted with OES the first annual “Day of Preparedness” Education Fair.  (You can get more information about this event at www.oes.ca.gov)  They have received for the PDM 06 Program 279 notices of interest requesting 351 million dollars.  Of that there were 23 fire mitigation projects for 23.2 million dollars and there is a total of 50 million available in the program nation wide.  So there is a lot of competition.  And Hazard Mitigation Grant Program there are 3 vegetation management plans sent in by OES and 8 FEMA put through totaling 5 million.  In the terms what they might get of the 23 fire grants, not sure but they do always get something.  There are a lot of good projects that need funding; this is where OES can work with funding through FEMA to see how OES can strategically place funding to work with fire safe councils.  
Mr. Turbeville stated to Mr. Staley how he appreciates all his hard work and successes and especially if he brought any money with him. 

Mr. Turbeville asked if there were any other opening comments before moving down the agenda.

III.        UPDATES:
1.  CALIFORNIA FIRE PLAN:
 Mr. Tom Hoffman, CDF was absent at meeting / no update 
2. CALIFORNIA FIRE ALLIANCE:

Mr. Turbeville stated how the work group met last week.  

Before getting any further Bruce stopped here and wanted to change the venue.  He introduced Mr. Pat Kidder, who was absent during introductions, and wanted him to explain where he was the past week.

Mr. Kidder stood up and stated how he was in Louisiana last week working with FEMA in Jackson County to assist in getting travel trailers to folks still needing homes.  There were 8,000 trailers and they were putting in 150 per day.  They had to hook them up to sewer systems and deal with the power issues.  Mr. Kidder continued to describe the poor living conditions, very poor folks and the challenges they all face rebuilding after hurricane Katrina.  The Midwest is building about 1,000 trailer homes per day to try and meet the need of people in Louisiana, Mississippi and Alabama.  And still there are millions of cubic yards of debris that is needed to be moved out of the way.  Mr. Kidder is scheduled to go back and continue relief efforts.

Mr. Turbeville commented about a radio show who joked about the new and different Halloween costume, a FEMA costume. However you won’t see it Halloween night it will be several days late. 

Fire Alliance Pick Up:  

Mr. Turbeville asked Mr. Staley if there was anything out of the workshop that he would like to share.

Mr. Staley stated there is an increase focus about fire safe council since the blue ribbon commission report that should support, supporting fire safe councils.
Mr. Turbeville added, how Chief Geldert, Director of CDF, made the comment that the blue ribbon commission report had quieted down and nothing much was being done about it.  So he pushed it back the issue to the governor’s office to get it going again.  He is making an effort to push the blue ribbon commission recommendation to that says they should try and find stable funding for fire safe councils.  It will take state legislation through a bill or a bond.  Recently, the state of Nevada Fire Safe Council has gotten legislative approval for budget out of the general fund.  If they can do it, we can do it so we’ll be pushing hard on that.

IV.     PRESENTATION:   Guest speaker, Tim Jones, Fire Management Officer, BLM Arcata Office, did a 30 minute PowerPoint presentation on Fire Regime Condition Class and how it relates to fuel reduction projects and grant reporting.   The Clearinghouse Concept Paper process asks for the Condition Class and Fire Regime of your project area.  Tim provided definitions, examples and how to calculate these determinations.  Where that is a bit challenging for most of us to do, working with our local BLM or USFS we can get the needed information from them.  You can also go to website and see maps at www.frcc.gov and also find a very large interagency guide book.  The best and simple way is to work with your local agency.  CDF also has a method for determining departure at the FRAP website.  Tim went to a few of the sites to show us what the maps looked like, they don’t provide a lot of detail but could provide the information you are looking for and give you the general sense of what the condition class is.  If you are not having luck with your local agency contact it was recommended going to the supervisor, there is the call to be cooperating and assisting organizations with this type of information for fire prevention projects.  If you have an awarded project, after the work has been done the condition class has been affected.  Talk with your local agency again to determine what condition class you brought your project to after treatment has been applied.  This information will be needed on Clearinghouse projects Progress Reports Accomplishments section.  Tim did an excellent job, his presentation was well received and copies of the PowerPoint can be obtained by contacting Brenda Rightmyer at 800-257-7066 or email sierrafsc@sbcglobal.net.
After the presentation, Mr. Turbeville asked if there were any Legislative Issues to talk about.

Mr. Don Nelson commented about HR2670 and SR217 which is the reauthorization of Title I and III.  Keep sending in letters of support on these issues.  

Several councils currently rely on Title II and Title III funds which help support coordinator positions and there is one more year left in the funding cycle HR2389 Titles II and III.

Mr. Turbeville added, how we are looking for author to introduce legislation for fire safe councils.  We need to work with local community leaders.

V.
  CLEARINGHOUSE:
Ms. Brenda Rightmyer presented a handout (#1) of the Clearinghouse Workshop Schedule for 2005.  Ms. Rightmyer recommended going to the website:  www.grants.firesafecouncil.org  and register for a workshop you wish to attend, space is limited.  The date for the Call for Concept Papers will be announced the first week of November and the deadline will be in the first week of February.  Notices will be sent out when dates are confirmed.
VI.           OPEN FORUM:

1.  Prop 40 Discussion “ Issues and Solutions”  Jeff Stephens and Scotia Bronsnan, California Department of Forestry, were scheduled as guest speakers to assist organizations with the current issues happening with the Prop 40 program being administered by CDF.  Ms. Scotia Bronsnan was absent and Mr. Jeff Stephens was available to address the group.
A handout (#2) of Prop 40 questions had circulated and was composed by the variety of questions and concerns organizations had regarding the program.  This list had been emailed to Mr. Stephens prior to his visit as to prepare what organization’s were hoping to discuss.  
Mr. Stephens, CDF opened by personally apologizing for the problems some folks were having with the program.  Mr. Stephens handed out an operational guide for Prop 40, handout titled Prop 40 Information Package (#3).  The guide is 90% complete, this is why we see “draft” when we open up the package.  He continued to explain when CDF jumped into this program they didn’t realize the complexities involved between the state and federal, which is what you all are used to.  The agreements that are in place right now, they are doing the very best they can with.  He brought a list of the invoices with him so organizations can see where they are at in the system.  
Mr. Stephens continued to explain the documents in the packet, page 1 Task Budget Items and Task & Line Item Budget Breakdown.  There are four categories a.  Project Administration  b. Operating Expenses  c. Compliance with CEQA  and d. Project Implementation.  He presented examples of a phone bill, don’t send the whole bill only a portion of the bill that the Prop 40 funds can pay.  He described this being a current change in direction for them.    CEQA compliance is another major difference between federal and state, the state deals with Categorical Exemption and Negative Declarations.  The Prop 40 Foresters should be helping organizations with direction on the projects.  Also, with in the packet is Prop 40 Invoice Guidelines, note there is no “draft” written on this document.  This is a final expectation on what is required for submitting invoicing so CDF can make it through an audit.  In an audit if they don’t find what they want from CDF then they will go to the recipients.  Mr. Stephens continued working through the packet which has an example of the invoice format they would like to see and the final page is a definition on direct costs versus indirect costs.  The second handout (#4) Mr. Stephens handed out is the Archaeological Review Procedures for Prop 40 Funded CDF Projects.
Ms. Michelle Phillips, FSCNC, asked the question about the budget form that is on the Clearinghouse Concept Paper, if that is going to change to accommodate Prop 40 since we don’t know who is going to select projects?  Is the Clearinghouse adapting to it?
Ms. Brenda Rightmyer, CA FSC responded by saying yes, if CDF uses the Clearinghouse there would be an effort to be sure the budget format would be available.  

Ms. Phillips continued to question about not knowing what funders will select the projects, we all tend to click the button for all possible funders to review the project.  How do we separate it out?

Ms. Rightmyer responded, there is another button underneath that one that allows you to select who you would like to review your project.  You can hand select which agencies you wish to review your project.

Mr. Kidder stated, I thought the idea of the Clearinghouse was to keep it simple and not have the variety of formats and that it was his recollection that CDF was at the table when the current budget format under the Clearinghouse was put together.

Mr. Stephens responded, that was before my time.  I have no idea.

Mr. Kidder continued about the goal of the Clearinghouse and the one stop shop concept was to create a concept paper format to simplify the process and have one format.
Ms. Rightmyer commented, how the concept paper puts down the project idea, whom ever selects the project either fully funded or partially funded an application phase is next.  That is when changes to a budget occur.  The next step is when CDF should have presented budget changes to fit their program.  CDF accepted budgets months after the Concept Paper phase and entering into grant agreements.

Mr. Stephens, commented, that was when things were discovered like indirect costs.

Ms. Rightmyer, asked about the significant changes happening to the budgets after CDF contracted with recipients and what the value of the contract is?

Mr. Stephens responded, we consider the contract binding, we are bound by what we signed.  That is why I made the statement we are working with the budgets as best we can. Now if we encounter something that is contrary to law or to the control agency saying we can’t do this, then we’ll find a way to work around it or perhaps have revised budgets.  It is a bound contract, that is why we are pushing invoices through.
Mr. Tom Esgate, Lassen County FSC, asked how did CDF arrive at the counties who qualify for Prop 40, how were they selected?

Mr. Stephens responded, management was sold on the idea from a couple of folks in the department that the sierra country was in need of a lot of work.  Especially that there has been a lot of money earmarked for the south as a result of the 2003 fires.  CDF took a look at how much money we could ask from the legislature and we spread it over a landscape and needed enough money to do significant work.  That is pretty much how it played out.
Mr. Esgate asked if they have a shot for getting into the Prop 40 program if they tied a project into watershed protection?
Mr. Stephens responded, not at this time.  It would take another budget change proposal.  When they selected the area they used FRAP and overlaid maps with various resources that are at risk, incorporating watershed values along with land improvements and fire danger rating and wanted to keep it one continuous area.
Mr. Bill Cave asked about how they could work with the in-mate camps.  They were planning on using the crews for their project and now are told the crews are all taken up and that Prop 40 funds cannot be used to hire them?

Mr. Stephens responded,  how he wasn’t aware of Mr. Cave’s specific problem.  There are four ways they use the Prop 40 program 1) community assistance grants, 2) CFIP program, using RPF’s in the private sector to put those projects together, 3) VMP and Pre Fire Management both programs that are internal to the department and CDF has set up to funnel money out of Prop 40 to reimburse units for their costs.  They can use the crews under these programs he wasn’t sure how you would use them with community assistance grants.
Mr. Stephens continued how it has been a rough road.  Major milestones for example we went from a contract to a grant agreement mid stream.  We fought hard for that, it would have taken 6-8 months to get a contract where a grant program would take two weeks.  At one point we were losing the ability to use CEQA and VMP, we very much want the program to work, I personally apologize for the problems you are having.

Ms. Phillips commented how the Washington Ridge group committed 10 days of crew time to match against the Prop 40 project.

Mr. Stephens asked, at that time were you under the impression a match was required for Prop 40?  There is no match requirement for Prop 40 even though it is encouraged.

Ms. Phillips asked about the problems with cash flow with Prop 40, the turn around time on the invoices is crippling one of their programs and we are about to lose one of our staff, at this time.  Is there a time frame we can expect from the time we submit an invoice to the time it gets turned around?  

Mr. Stephens responded, let me give you a little bit of back ground for how they flow.  When you submit an invoice to CDF we have 30 days to process the invoice and send to the controls office.  They have two weeks to cut a check, beyond that I don’t know.  There is a percentage that penalizes them if they don’t uphold.  We are saying it will be 6 – 8 weeks to get paid.  I have some invoices on my list that were paid in 10 days.  It depends how back up people are and cash availability.  Within 45 days you should have a check.

Ms. Susan Werner, Werner Accounting, when does the 30 days start?  Does it start when we put it in the mail, when it hits Sacramento?

Mr. Stephens responded, when you bring it to your Prop 40 Forester and he accepts it that is when it starts.  Send it direct to us, we receive it that’s when it starts.
Ms. Phillips asked, about the direction given to her about invoicing by task provisions vs actual costs?  We were directed by the local unit to do tasks.  Exhibit C breaks down a budget, we have a chipper coordinator who is billed 1/12 units and bill each month.  The local unit told us to bill for the 1/12.  So how do we bill?

Mr. Stephens responded by saying he doesn’t want to get involved with something he isn’t familiar with.  I will get you in contact with Scotia.

Ms. Cathy Koos Breazeal, Amador FSC, read an email on behalf of Jim Simmons, retired CDF and Amador Fire Safe Council Treasurer who was unable to attend the meeting.  It stated, A major problem is the lack of partial and periodic up front funding similar to the federal grant process.  It appears that CDF is attempting to prevent misuse of funds through a top down control process rather than put the onus on the grantee to follow a set of established expenditure rules.  As a result, councils have potential cash flow problems and problems with their contractors.  There are certainly enough existing laws for CDF to apply if misuse is discovered.  Instead of a top down control system, why not make a part of every grant request a budget item to provide CDF with a final audit by a certified auditor of the monies expended.  Add to this a requirement for periodic progress reports during the life of the grant?  Councils are familiar with these types of progress reports and the reports could be used by CDF to identify problems before they get too far out of hand. 

We need advance payment, we have to tell our contractors they are going to have to wait until we get paid by the state….Les Day reinforced the message Cathy brought up.
Mr. Stephens responded by saying he didn’t want to spend too much time on this but wanted to provide a little history.  We received this frustration some time back, I went down to our managers because I wanted to go to the horses mouth.  What is the deal on advance payment, he said that it is policy why they cannot do advance payment and is currently in affect.  But I sat with my chief, Bill Snyder yesterday and raised the issue again and it is being looked at.  Prop 40 talks about advancement, it gives you the idea about the guidance as a general rule advance payments in the development of projects is frowned upon.  However, at the sole discretion an agency can honor an advance payment request.  If an advance payment is requested use form 212 in the payment summary.  Interest earned on the grants funds are to be used on the project.  That gives you an idea that an agency can do this.  However, it has been discouraged by the CDF folks in charge.  
Les Day brought up how with CFIP the homeowners cost share and they can go out and get a loan to assist with the process.  What you are asking fire safe councils to somehow use what ever funds they have available to subsidies contractors.

Mr. Stephens asked, what would you like to see in the form of advancement?  75%?

Ms. Phillips responded, by same process that is used by the Clearinghouse.  Our budgets are broken down into quarters by what we expect to spend each quarter.

Ms. Rightmyer further explained, how it is broken out into quarters through the life of the grant and based on how they project the program to happen is how money is requested.

Mr. Esgate, continued to add the difficulties council’s face in small communities who have a small contractual pool to work with and they are held on by bail wire themselves.  BLM and USFS have come up with a process to make it work.  If you want to get fuel reduction done you’ll need to get on board, you can see the frustration in this room.  If you are serious about protecting communities and stopping disasters you are going to need to come up with a way to make this work.

Mr. Stephens responded, I understand it’s about getting the money but the process is what it is.
Ms. Calli-Jane Burch, Butte County FSC, expressed concerns about reporting on the Prop 40 projects, it states in the grant agreements that CDF can call upon a report at any time.  What is the format and what will be required on the report?

Mr. Stephens responded by saying that isn’t even an item on the radar screen at this time.

It probably should be.

Ms. Phillips asked about a 30 commitment to paying government contractors, that her accountant was going through a course to get certified to stamp invoices that would speed up the turn around on invoicing.  Because small communities are using small companies and should we encourage them to do this, would this help them any? 
Mr. Stephens responded, I can’t answer that.  

Ms. Susie Heffernan, Butte County FSC, asked what happens to the funds that get turned back and/or didn’t get used in the program.  Do they get earmarked for the next round? 
Mr. Stephens responded, it goes back into the big pool, only if requested by the legislator.  So what you end up with is a huge block of money.

Ms. Rightmyer asked, How earmarked are the funds?  Is there any form of security?  Is the money going to be there for these projects?

Mr. Stephens, responded the money is there even though you are not being paid.  I know it is really encouraging.  Maybe I better spend a little more time on that.  This business of late payment we didn’t see it coming.  There are several ways to set these funds up in terms of the way for invoicing and the way money flows.  There are advantages and disadvantages which ever way you go.  The way this fund was set up is Prop 40 sits over here funding in-tacked, the law says it can’t be used any other way then its intended use.  This protects, the money is there.  However, the way invoices are paid they are paid out of the general fund, then Prop 40 reimburses the general fund.  When the general fund runs short CDF is unable to pay invoices.  Guess what you get a grid lock, and this is what happened.  Finances ran short and that is why we had this back up.  The steps we have taken now, we had a meeting with our budget office, we now have one person focused on Prop 40 is their highest priority.  Her job is to bundle the invoices and get them to the controller and Prop 40 will get first priority.  I expect things are going to get better for all of us.  But that is why we ran into the problem.  We didn’t see the shortage coming.  

Ms. Heffernan asked how this affects the residents using the CFIP program?

Mr. Stephens responded, the CFIP money comes from Prop 40 funds also and they can run into the same problem.  There is a whole slug of invoices in the state controllers office, money has come in because some body paid their bill.

Ms. Rightmyer, expressed sincere gratitude that Mr. Stephens is here to answer questions.  Groups that got funding like home owner associations, RCD and fire safe councils that are all in the same boat for cash flow.  When you have a program trying to encourage fuel reduction, and to have it happen at a grass root level.  The process needs to be in place to help this happen with this type of recipient.  While you are making an effort to fix the process, in the meantime, these groups are at risk of losing offices, programs and staff,  and is that really worth it?  That is a high risk to ask these groups to take.
Mr. Stephens responded by saying this is why he wants to take this back to his budget office, this is a very important issue to put priority on these invoices.  The priority to pay invoices better should resolve this issue.  However, the cash flow issue we have in the general budget which sporadically happens can still happen, however, these invoices should be paid in a 45 day window.

Ms. Rightmyer continued to describe the problem with some organizations being over 90 days out on some invoices, several that are passed 60 days mark.  A check was received recently that paid 3 out of 9 invoices that are past due.  
Ms. Michele Frost, Plumas County, responded how the information Mr. Stephens brought us today should resolve these issues.

Ms. Rightmyer, responded that the invoice guidelines and draft invoice are items we have seen before.  It is always something new even after we see the information that is being provided.

Ms. Frost continued to talk about the possibility of the revolving account CDF has that can make faster payments.  Ms. Frost is retired CDF accountant.

Mr. Kidder talks about the Clearinghouse system and the advance funding provided through the system and how well a process in place is working and why CDF doesn’t consider using the system to help these groups be successful with their projects.

Ms. Rightmyer commented about the benefits of providing the advance funding, which can be helpful when there are payment delays, it is less stressful for both the awarding agency and the recipient.  It buys you time because unforeseen things happen, that is a reality.

Ms. Vicki Yorty, El Dorado County, asked what can we do to help you?

Mr. Stephens responded on the advance issue send letters to me.  To show the importance of the needed advance payments to operate the projects.  But as it was pointed out it isn’t state wide policy to not do advancements.

Mr. Don Nelson recaps about what he is hearing isn’t just advancement but about getting invoices paid in a timely manner.

Group responded, it’s both.

Mr. Turbeville said, what he is asking for is that the CA FSC get paid the lump sum of Prop 40 and we take over writing the checks, it makes it much easier.  It puts the responsibility on us.  We just got an A+ on our audit so we are clean and free.  We do the quarterly checks to the councils and we write checks.  But the State won’t do it, the feds do it.  I feel 

Mr. Stephens asked the group who checks your work on the federal grants?

Ms. Phillips responded by saying we do quarterly reports, provide maps and getting occasional visits from grant managers.

Mr. Kidder commented on how the collaboration of the agencies working with the councils, this is how they are apart of knowing what is happening with the grants.

Ms. Yorty commented the same, the agencies come to our meetings and are apart of the projects too, so in a way this helps with a monitoring system.

Mr. Turbeville adjourned the meeting at 3:45 pm, and invited folks to hang around. 

This topic could have used more time, not all the questions from the handout from organizations were addressed.  
VI.  
  NEXT MEETING

Thursday, November 17, 2005       Sacramento 

Upcoming presentation:  James Newman, Wildlife Biologist, Fire Management, BLM:  “NEPA process and clearinghouse environmental reviews for fuel reduction projects, USFS projects vs. BLM projects.”   

Meeting Adjourned 3:45 PM







