FRASC November 20, 2014
Meeting Notes

On November 20, the last in a series of information-gathering public meetings sponsored by CALFIRE’s Forest and Rangeland Assessment Steering Committee (FRASC) addressed the topic of community wildfire planning.  The previous FRAP Assessments focused on planning infrastructure and community capacity. For the 2015 Frap Assessment, we invited four empaneled Speakers with unique wildfire-related knowledge in the fields of land use planning, insurance, and fire science. Some forty persons participated, twenty-three online via Webinar.

Attendee List
In Person:
John Buckley, CSERC; David Bakke (USFS), Rob Griffith (USFS). Rob Griffith (USFS), Phil Bowden (USFS), George Genttry (BOF). 
Via Webinar: 
Jeffrey	Brewer	(CAL FIRE), Jonathan Cox (CAL FIRE), Jeff Isaacs (CAL FIRE), Kevin	Lindo (Cal Fire),Russ Kane, Sarah McCaffrey (Mono County), Scott Burns (CAL FIRE), Chad Moxley, David Stoms (CAL-FIRE), Brian Barkley (usda oig), Scott Lockard, Nicholas	Kunz (SWRQCB), Carol L	Rice (CAL FIRE), Raymond Martinez (CAL FIRE), Jason Neuman , Bruce Gwynne (Department of Conservation), Mark Rosenberg (CAL FIRE FRAP), Tiffany	Meyer (CAL FIRE FRAP), Nick Wallingford (CAL FIRE), Rebecca Ferkovich (CAL FIRE FRAP), Jim 	McDougald (CAL FIRE), Rachael	Brady (CAL FIRE), David Myers, Scott Lockard (USDA Office of Inspector General), David Carlson (County Planning Dept.), Rachel Wyse (Stanislaus County Planning Department), Keith Barton (CALFIRE), Dennis Mathisen (CAL FIRE),Bill Stevens (NMFS),  Susie Kocher (UC Cooperative Extension), Greg Suba (CNPS)

[bookmark: _GoBack]Here are some key suggestions from our panelists and participants: 
· Build-out planning: When a wildfire threatens, development patterns and housing density matter.  Compact, blocky development could be safer than spread out, due to the latter creating more “edge” susceptible to wildfire.  There may be more opportunities (and tools) for new development.
· Infill: There are opportunities to reduce risk by building in open space with urbanized landscapes, replacing a porous community with a high degree of edge and wildfire exposure with a more compacted and blocky arrangement like that outline above. Defensible space verification and structure hardening are necessary – not only to protect developments but to protect wildlands from house fires.  Long term economic drivers should be considered. Existing development may be the result of lot splits, which are common and may have a lower level of regulation. Consider the risk of house to house fire propagation for areas where intiation of fire due to proximity to ignition mechanisms are present.
· Collaboration: Responsible parties should be part of the solution.  Local buy-in is important.
· General Plans: In addition to the General Plan Safety Element, wildfire should be considered in the Housing (ingress/egress) and Open Space/Conservation Element (fuel breaks and safety zones).  Areas that present significant hazards need to include a mitigation component.  Consider downstream effects. 
· Place: The fire environment should be understood as a local set of conditions, reflecting critical weather patterns (such as high wind corridors) and topography (such as steep slopes).  New development should consider topography – study has shown houses built above steep slopes are especially at risk.  One size solutions are not likely to work across the varying range of fire environments in California. 
· Hazards: Vegetation/fuel hazard management needs to be targeted and focused, with attention to possible ecological impacts and invasive species and clear understanding of maintenance requirements.  
· Tools: There are no “one size fits all” solutions. A variety of tools are available to tailor a community preparation for wildfire. Maps and data are available from public and private sources. County priorities and strategies vary, and some could make better use of fire hazard maps and more strongly enforce defensible space regulations.
· More “Carrots”: Communities should try to help individuals “do the right thing” by identifying needs and funding sources for chipper programs, debris removal, etc.  Social science research indicates that the public, when informed, usually acts in its best interest.  Neighborhood effects can come into play. 
· Best practices: A five foot non-combustible zone immediately at the house may be very effective. A local policy on retrofits such that a 10% or more increase in assessed value triggers new building material/code requirements would be advisable.
· Ignition management: Where fires are too frequent, ignition management planning should identify the main causes and solutions. Consider converting chaparral to oak woodland (instead of grassland). Higher moisture = less hazard. Reducing unwanted ignitions is critical as is fuel management s within a dynamic and continually changing fuel hazard environment.
· Insurance: Insurance companies looking at wildfire risk with a variety of tools and approaches, and encourage community wildfire planning. There are community discounts. The insurance Institute for Business & Home Safety is very involved in Wildfire preparedness and incentives for lowering premiums.  Policies allow for rebuilding in a different (safer?) location.

	




