2009 NAFC-FMWG Minutes
APPENDIX 4
Canada-Mexico Project
Tuesday October 6, 2009

Hosted by the US Forest Service

1. Welcome
Meeting called to order by Dale Dague of the US Forest Service, who welcomed everyone on behalf of the North American Forest Commission, thanked them for their attendance, and introduced Randy Moore. 

Randy Moore, Regional Forester, US Forest Service Pacific Southwest Region expressed his pleasure at having this group in California to bring their unique perspective on wildland urban interface (WUI) fire issues. He feels that California is a trendsetter or an indicator rather than an outlier when looking at the future of WUI issues other areas. The two main issues he focused attention on were the problems of explaining to the public how you can save money by doing fuel treatments; and challenges facing fire suppression agencies and other public groups working together outside of their traditions and within a collaborative environment. Finally, he questioned how land and fire managers decide what it is that they are managing toward when we look at climate change. 

2. Introductions
Roundtable introductions completed (see Appendix 1 for list of delegates in attendance) and Dale Dague conducted a review of the agenda. 

3. Meeting Overview
Tuesday, October 6/09
· Country reports – Mexico, Canada, and USA
Wednesday, October 7/09
· Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission’s Interim Report
· 2009 Australia/New Zealand Study Tour Report and Recommendations
· North American Forest Commission Liaison Report
· 5th International Wildland Fire Conference
· Fire Management and Research Information Session: Wildfire in the Wildland-Urban Interface
· Discussion of 44th Annual FMWG Meeting
· Angora Fire Field Trip Introduction
· Review of the 2008 FMWG meeting minutes
· Regional consultations
Thursday, October 8/09
· Field Trip to the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (led by US Forest Service)
· Banquet for meeting delegates

4. Chairman’s Remarks — Tom Harbour (Director, US Forest Service Fire and Aviation Management) 
Pleasure was expressed about new leadership in the US Department of Agriculture and Department of the Interior and their statements about cooperation, collaboration, and the importance of partnerships. There is no better group in which to encourage this than the FMWG. 
· Recognized Kirk Rowdabaugh, Director, US Department of the Interior Office of Wildland Fire Coordination, and Vicki Christiansen, Arizona State Forester representing the National Association of State Foresters and chair of their Forest Fire Protection Committee.
· Pleased that the activity of the FMWG stands as an example that fire management agencies are cooperating across borders and have done a variety of good projects. To date, partnership experienced in this environment has translated into beneficial actions for all.
· Felt that California, including Lake Tahoe, was an ideal place to hold this meeting because of the challenges managing a place that Americans really value. 
· The three North America countries represented at the meeting, plus Australia, have much in common – fire management problems, issues, and resource management. 

Need to elevate our thoughts about the kinds of questions asked and the answers to those questions. With millions of people now living near flammable vegetation, the questions about resource management and citizen protection (and helping them protect themselves) are very difficult. They are extraordinarily difficult political issues at all levels of government. More and more, limits on resource management options are based on species. This impacts management choices. 

As fire management professionals representing 4 nations, FMWG delegates must step forward with thoughts about what the future might hold as populations expand. The USA has engaged in thinking about the future conducting quadrennial fire reviews. In 2005, the development of fire adaptive communities (getting local communities to harden themselves against the threat) was a priority. In 2009, we continue to explore ways to increase the resiliency of natural systems and what we can do to foster a sense of self-reliance. A new intergovernmental framework might work in the USA to define goals and responsibilities between the form of government closest to the citizens at the local level, the form at the highest (federal) level, and all levels in between may help to answer some of these vexing questions. How do we establish rapport that enables us to think thoughtfully about problems and exchange ideas and information as peers, friends, and counterparts across 4 nations with very similar issues and problems? 



5. Country Reports
MEXICO
2009 Fire Season Report and Mexico’s Draft National Policy on Fire—Alfredo Nolasco Morales (Forest Fire Protection Manager, National Forestry Commission of Mexico [CONAFOR]) 
2009 Fire Season Report
Presentation focused on what Mexico should do in the future with earlier starts to the dry season. This season, fire season was very, very long, as much as 6 months in most of Mexico. The average number of fires is almost 9000 per year and increasing as people increase their presence on the wildland. The average area burned is almost 250,000 hectares. Forest fires may be emerging as a threat to deforestation of the wildlands. 

· Fire risk is greatest in states which experience hurricane damaged in 2007 and 2005, with 2 million hectares of very, very high fuel loads. People in these states burn as a part of the culture for cultivation of crops. 
· Northwestern Mexico is becoming drier. Many people live in central Mexico (including Mexico City) and so environmental services are an issue for this city. Cities are facing a declining water supply because of deforestation, and the federal government is trying to solve this problem. 
· Firefighting crew members are getting older, with an upper age of 48-55 years old and there is no program to train younger firefighters. 
· Mexico is facing the economic crisis, mandating more efficient management of firefighting, fire research, and fire education resources. 
· Engaging the fire program with other forest programs to work on sustainable forest management is challenging. 
· Climate change is expected to bring landscape changes, changes in wildfire risk, sea level rise, an increase in average temperatures; stronger hurricanes with more drought, wildfires, and floods; and economic losses. Mexico has a mixture of fire-dependent ecosystems and fire-sensitive systems, but they currently have only one choice – fire suppression – for managing both of these systems. 

Draft National Policy on Fire
The world is recognizing that the role of fire in fire-dependent ecosystems is critical; starting to discuss this concept in Mexico and taking into consideration the Food and Agriculture Organisation’s (FAO) Fire Management Voluntary Guidelines. Mexico plays a role in the Global Wildland Fire Network in both the North American and Mesoamerican regions.  USA changes in fire management policy have been used as an example of such changes. It must be recognized that fire is both a highly destructive disturbance and a powerful management tool at the same time. Central America is working on a fire management and sustainable forestry ideas. 

Forest management policy of Mexico is oriented toward strengthening the sustainable development of natural resources in the forest ecosystems through conservation, protection, restoration, support and production. CONAFOR’s vision about fire management is based on sustainable forest management, and how fire management contributes to that end. Fire management policy in Mexico is still fairly new. It involves looking at the different faces of fire – socially, ecological, and economic. In southern Mexico, fire is a very accessible tool.  Taken in a social perspective, fire may be detrimental when it impacts an urban population.  In the ecological perspective, fire could be good. This is not yet well understood in Mexico More people need to understand the role for fire in the ecosystem – beneficial versus detrimental (tropical versus temperate).  

The vision for fire management in Mexico includes:

· Fire management is part of sustainable forest management
· Fire suppression is still required in certain situations
· Not all wildland fires are detrimental when occurring at fire-adapted ecosystems
· Prescribed fire is an important and cheap tool for fuel management. Many rural communities still using fire as an important tool for agriculture
· Shifting from fire suppression to fire management is a complex and continuing process, and short, medium, and long term actions will be required
· Rural communities in fire-sensitive ecosystems are part of the problem; they should be part of the solution. 
This is a long-term vision—it will take 10, 15, or 20 years to transit from fire suppression program to fire management program 

This year, the federal government introduced fire management. They need funding and promotion of alternatives to educate people so they can understand the ecological role of fire in the ecosystem, and that catastrophic fires have negative consequences. They also need research to know what the ecological role of fire is on the ecosystems, and to base their decisions on this new knowledge. They should improve your capacities for fire management in the national forestry commission, protected areas commissions, and in rural communities. The rural communities are part of the problem so they should be part of the solution. Sustainable agriculture – think about the fire use program, and are in discussions with the agricultural secretary about his use. Through that, they wish to improve fire management on forest lands at the local level. That is the way they improve the fire regimes on the ecosystems. 

Research in Forest Fires in Mexico— German Flores (Researcher, Forest, Agricultural and Cattle Research National Institute, National Center for Forest Fire Research)
Mexico has few forest fire researchers (5 Ph.D., 16 M.S., and 100 B.S). Five to 10 years ago there were few fire research institutions in Mexico, but now universities and private organizations are trying to centralize information. Each year they have approximately 9400 forest fires averaging 28 ha per fire; 97-98 percent are caused by humans. Within the framework of understanding fire phenomena, their main focus is on fuels research. Included in this framework is the impact of weather, vegetation (species, density, structure, fire ecology), fuels (spatial distribution, quality, amount), and fire (how often fire occurs, fire regimes, fire severity). They also approach fire research at the level of scale – cell, organism, landscape, biome, and biosphere. Most work is done at the landscape scale. A third framework involves studying ecosystems and what happens with fires, and without fires (no suppression). They are also working on the biodiversity approach; there are many theoretical approaches that say fire is good for biodiversity but it is difficult to convince people that an area with fire could have more biodiversity than one without fire. 

Approaches to understanding fire phenomena within these frameworks include consideration of:

· Geomatics, where they are using GIS, remote sensing, and GPS to determine the type of vegetation in which they have the most problems. They are working to map fuels and fire risk. 
· Fuels evaluation, where they are evaluating the amount, quality, and distribution of fuels to identify areas where they can achieve positive results. The average fire size is small, so the scale of fuel maps must begin to match that smaller scale. They are working to define ecosystem conditions based on vegetation type, and hope to develop fuels maps based on field information. 
· Fire ecology, with the need to connect the influence of fire ecology particularly in pine species of central Mexico. 
· Environmental impacts, or what happens after the fire. They are developing a methodology to evaluate forest fire impacts, including its impact of fire on wildlife. 
· Fire regimes, especially in tropical species but also the adaptation methods of individual species to fire.
· Air pollution and the tradeoffs between smoke from prescribed fires and wildfires. Smoke is a special concern near and around Mexico City. 
· Fire behavior and using fire in a controlled situation. They would like to develop fuel models and maps, and then define fire behavior into the future. They wish to connect ecosystems conditions with fire behavior, and then use FARSITE and Behave. 
· Human resources, where a special concern is that of an aging cohort of firefighters. Political leaders need good information to make decisions on fire management, and people in those positions change frequently so education must be an ongoing project. 

Fire Management and Local Participation: A Decade Acting in Protected Areas—Juan Manuel Frausto (Director, Forest Conservation, Mexico Fund for the Conservation of Nature [FMCN]
 
This presentation was based on a paper prepared by Juan M. Frausto and Rossana Landa for a National Congress of Natural Protected Areas in Mexico , and which was provided on a multilingual CD to the group.

· Fire is used as a tool in many regions while at the same time wildfires are more frequent and catastrophic as a consequence of climate change and modification of environmental and social factors such as land use and fire regime alterations. There is a need to analyze exactly what is happening on the ground to understand the drivers of wildfire increasing and the declination of fire suppression strategy effectiveness.
· Adoption of the fire management approach needs to consider environmental and social issues and specific objectives of conservation and management of natural resources. The development of a more holistic fire management strategy must include rural communities in this transition; although fire suppression will remain an important component.
· Improvement is necessary in relationships between ecosystem, fire and local communities. This includes an increasing response to local and regional wildfires with the participation of communities and local NGOs. 
· FMCN is working with USAID, US Forest Service, National Forestry Commission, and the Natural Protected Areas Commission to improve response to wildfires based on the operation of an endowment for USD $4.5 million for funding local initiatives in Federal Protected Areas. The Fire Management Learning Community supports capacity building and web services (www.camafu.net) that together have helped preparedness of about 3000 people and have held exchange events to share knowledge, experiences, and lessons learned between groups and practitioners in Mexico and other countries.
· Federal government initiatives are crucial to impulse changes in policies and programs and include (a) design and implementation of fire management national strategies, (b) support programs for community brigades (c) capacity building for fire management in federal government organizations, state governments, and local stakeholders, and (d) fire management planning in national protected areas. At the beginning of 2009 the federal government decreed the specific regulation of controlled burning by launching of NOM 015, and is working to efficiently consolidate the coordination of operations with institutions that perform emergency management in relation to fires. 
· The Fire Management and Restoration Program of FMCN has focused its work mainly in Chiapas and Jalisco where they have the most experiences in fire management operations and research.  FMCN gave special recognition to the institutions, organizations, and communities that have shared their efforts and work for a decade. 

CANADA
Canadian Interagency Forest Fire Centre Report—Dennis Brown (Director, Canadian Interagency Forest Fire Centre [CIFFC])
His message was that alone, as separate countries, we cannot meet the needs of wildland fires in our own countries because of costs and other factors. More and more we’re looking outward to try and find help. Partnerships are essential to address peak wildfire demands in wildfire globally, as well as to the development of national and international exchange standards. Success is only due to cooperation among agencies, and their willingness to help one another. 

He reviewed the anomalous 2009 fire year in Canada where the number of fires was considerably less than average and, because of the wet season in eastern Canada, focused in British Columbia and the Yukon Territory. All resources were totally committed. If they’d have had another large fire, they would not have been able to resource it properly.

CIFFC is a not-for-profit corporation owned and operated by the 13 federal, provincial and territorial government shareholders. Their mission is to coordinate the movement of firefighting resources between or among member agencies. This arrangement offers the concept of risk pooling among agencies, resource exchanges, data sharing, development of national standards and training, and funding for nationally-recognized projects. It acts as an international liaison in the development of agreements. Four working groups deal with specific issues (resource management, aviation, standardization of equipment, and standardization of training) while two communities of practice (fire science and technology, and weather) provide direction. Canada-wide standards are being developed for training. The mostly-bilingual staff of 6 operates the center 24/7 when needed. 

Experience with the recent fire year, and concern about fully-committed national fire resources in 2009 led to reflection about international resources. They share agreements with the United States and such agreements are now in process with Australia, Mexico, and South Africa. Without such agreements, international emergency response can be very slow, and he related examples of such quick and slow responses. Canada received assistance from New Zealand and Australia in 2009; British Columbia also received assistance directly from the State of Victoria in Australia. 

Future challenges are direct and indirect, and he asked why we weren’t working more closely across borders to resolve some of these challenges and move forward. Boreal forest fire regimes are changing, and fires are predicted to double in Canada by 2050. The WUI is increasingly an issue, while public expectations are increasing and movement north into areas formerly not protected from fire is expected. Budgetary pressures continue, and replacing an aging firefighting force is harder than it has been in the past. 

Canadian Forest Service Research Report—Bill DeGroot (Scientist, Canadian Forest Service Fire Research)
Commented on the importance of the NWFC Fire Management Working Group, its influence internationally, and on the usefulness of study tours that provide opportunities to work together to solve common problems. 

The structure of the Canadian Forest Service organization was presented, as well as strategic directions in the area of economic competitiveness, environmental responsibility and the safety and security of government. Fire research is included in strategies focusing on economic opportunities, ecosystem sustainability, and adapting to climate change; 30 people are actively working in fire research. 

In a review of current projects, a strategic look includes:

· Advancing Canada’s international forest sector interests – An example of that is the developing Canada-Mexico partnership agreement. Many international research activities are going on, including the Global Early Warning System for Wildland Fire. A new prototype system is being developed for Africa; and the intention to provide fire danger information to countries that do not have a fire danger rating system. 
· Assessing and understanding forest productivity and dynamics in support of sustainable development Project looking at long term trends of the drought code (summer moisture and wildfire risk trends 1901-2002) and wildfire risk in eastern Quebec, 1821-2005. changes in fire occurrence over a long period of time (fire history) 
· Provisions of science-based Information and technology in support of the Canadian Wildland Fire Strategy -- 2/3 of the fire research projects are in this section. The wildland fire strategy demonstrated the importance of fire research and showed the need for funding. This project includes:
· Modernizing the Canadian Forest Fire Danger Rating System (CFFDRS), 
· An assessment of wildland fire impacts on Canadian forests and WUI,
· Understanding the effects of climate change on wildland fire, 
· Canadian Wildland Fire Information System
· Developing options for wildland fire hazard mitigation are developed. 

A big part of the effort will be in strategies to design a newer, better more physically-based system (currently semi-empirical).

Components of major projects
· Fire Radiative Energy and Fuel Consumption. Conducted a prescribed burn in Alberta near Banff/Jasper to collect data on fire radiative energy. When the data is aggregated a fire radiative power can be calculated can directly related to fuel consumption. Combined with rate of spread, fire intensity can be calculated and calibrated with various fuel types. This allows the collection of new data off of active wildfires that can relate fuel consumption to carbon emissions. That data lets you build models for prediction of rate of spread and emissions. 
· Fuel Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring in SW Yukon. The goal is to limit crown fire spread by modeling shifts in the crown fire threshold at different levels of thinning. 
· Ecological and Forest Fire Impacts of Spruce Beetle in SW Yukon. Looking to see how fuel components change over time, how does it change potential fire behavior, and what is coming back (what is growing underneath it). 
· Mountain Pine Beetle (Fire Behavior and Effects). This work began with an experimental burning project in central British Columbia, and was expanded following a large fire season. The project is now looking at the change in fire behavior over time in these stands. 
· Stand Dynamics after Mountain Pine Beetle.
· Canadian Fire Effects Model (CanFIRE). There is a need to develop some new fuel consumption and fire behavior models for the “next generation” CFFDRS. To include immediate site impacts and postfire ecology response (mortality, regeneration, succession modeling).  It would be like Behave and FOFEM and second order fire effects.
· Wildfire Evacuations in Canada
· Wildland Urban Interface Mapping in Individual Towns. Mapped structures and vegetation types along with a rating system showing which structures are in the most danger. 
· Area Burned Project. If you use the Canadian model, you expect a doubling of area burned under 3x CO2; other models suggest 6 times the area a 3x CO2. 
· Forest Carbon Research, Reporting and Policy Advice. There is a need to provide carbon balance reporting each year, and to do this they use fire emissions monitoring, accounting, and reporting system (FireMARS). The system was developed by the Canadian Forest Service (CFS) and Canada Centre for Remote Sensing (CCRS) for annual national carbon emissions reporting under United Nations Framework Convention on Climate change (UNFCCC). They are also working with US colleagues on peat fire and carbon balance, North American Carbon Program; impacts of fire on carbon budget of western North America; and spatial carbon emission modeling for North America. 

Research priorities:
· Health and safety of Canadians (evacuations, smoke, fire)
· Property and timber losses due to fire
· Balancing the positive and negative effects of fire
· International agreements (carbon, UNFCCC, Copenhagen)
· Canada has vast reserves of carbon in peatlands and these could be vulnerable to fire in a warmer world. 
· Wildland urban interface

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
US Wildland Fire Season Summary—Dale Dague (Branch Chief of International Fire, US Forest Service State and Private Forestry)
US drought monitor map showed driest areas that time of the year. Season started early in parts of the country (South and East) and by the end of May the first serious WUI fire started in Santa Barbara County in California. It burned 77 homes and damaged 22 more.

Season Statistics
As of the end of September, the USA experienced over 70,000 fires that burned 5.5 million acres (2.3 million ha); historical average is 1.6 million ha. Large fires accounted for 1.44% of all fires. Overall, most areas were below normal in the number and size of fires. Alaska, the Southeast, and the Eastern states were above normal in both the number of fires and area burned; the Northwest and California had a normal fire season. The 2009 map of potential fire showed above-normal potential in the Southwest, Florida, and the east coast in general. The Station Fire was one of the largest 160,000 acres (65 000 ha, 2 fatalities. 37 cities threatened). The National Preparedness Level never reached 4, so across most geographic areas the fire season was less severe season than average.

Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy
The 1995 Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy remains the same but with redefinition of terminology – wildfires and prescribed fires remain, wildland fire use deleted. Wildfires result from unplanned ignitions, and include events formerly termed wildland fire use and escaped prescribed fires. Fires can be concurrently managed under more than one objective, and that objective can change through the life of the fire as it moves into different fuel types, climate zones, etc. Allows more flexibility. The intent remains to prevent a fire from burning into a jurisdiction that does not want that fire. 

Fire Management 
In 2009, 21 incident responders died, there were 7 aviation accidents, and over $1 billion spent. Initial attacks were successful 98% of the time. National forests around the country that have the most serious threat of long-term fires have been trained to do gaming and encouraged to develop objectives to reduce the risk to the public and responders, produce better results for the land, and make more prudent risk decisions. An above-average number of prescribed fire acres were burned 2.2 million acres (0.9 million ha), with only 60% of normal ignitions. 

Acceptance of the use of prescribed fire is still growing across the country, with the main issue being smoke management. California was able to use prescribed burning to treat 300,000 acres. The more urban areas are afraid of using prescribed fire; the more rural ones are becoming less tolerant because of smoke incursions. They’re seeing the playing field growing smaller and smaller in terms where prescribed burns can be done, related environmental issues, and political and emotional considerations.  

International Assistance
In February, 3 burned area emergency response (BAER) teams, 1 handcrew, and 15 overhead personnel were dispatched to Australia. One incident command team assisted British Columbia, Canada along with a contingent of smoke jumpers. California assisted after the tsunami in Samoa. Hurricane season is the same time as our wildland fire season, so need to watch allocation of resources. 

US Department of the Interior Report—Kevin Hamilton (National Aviation Manager, Bureau of Land Management
Aerial Task Forces
Under the Incident Command system (ICS), task forces are temporary and associated with a specific task. An “aerial task force” is a permanent or temporary collection of aircraft used for initial attack. The optimal configuration for an aerial task force is 1 air attack platform, 3 single-engine air tankers, and one type 2 (medium) helicopter. Benefits accrue as these forces jointly train and conduct after-action reviews. Their potency in initial attack comes from conducting sustained helicopter bucket work and retardant application, along with an incident commander, aerial supervision, and firefighters on the ground. Such task forces are mobile across the country, and flexibility in their configurations means they can work in any fuel type. The key is not the mix of resources, but that they function as a cohesive unit. 

Each part of an aerial task force has great value, and together they provide additional “force multiplier” that benefits resource management (unity, comfort, known capability/experience, after action reviews) dedicated aerial supervision, training opportunities, common contracting officer, and maybe reduced cost and efficient maintenance, common fuel requirement, consolidation of resources, mobility and flexibility. These AFTs have saved an estimated 15 to 20% of the cost of managing individual resources. 

National Association of State Foresters Report—Vicki Christiansen (Chair, National Association of State Foresters, Forest Fire Protection Committee; Arizona State Forester)
Across Boundaries and Borders: State Forestry’s Role in Wildland Fire
The National Association of State Foresters (NASF) represents the interests of states in influencing policy and promoting healthy and sustainable trees and forests. State forestry agencies protect state and private forests across the U.S., which encompass 2/3 of the nation’s forests.  State Foresters provide leadership and build partnerships among federal land managers, private landowners, local governments, tribal nations, the forest industry, and conservation organizations.  These partnerships build community capacity, promote accountability, and address a wide range of threats to our forests.  At the forefront of those threats is catastrophic wildland fire. The wide variety of mandates, missions, and jurisdictions among federal, state, territorial, district, municipal and rural fire departments create tension and conflict within public communities and amongst fire management organizations; the challenge is to work together proactively. Although there is a long history of such collaboration, increasing demands and challenges make it increasingly important to develop a mutual understand of roles and responsibilities. The wildland fire community has come together to examine our nation’s current intergovernmental structure for wildland fire protection and response, and to build a greater understanding of the responsibilities and authorities of all wildland fire protection organizations across our country. 

State foresters generally provide wildland fire protection services on state and private lands. Many private landowners pay a fee to the state for fire protection; including private commercial forest land owners. There is an expectation of a certain level of protection that goes along with those payments. As a national average over 10 years, 77% of reported wildfires and 30% of the acres burned came under state jurisdiction. In 2008, 80% of the reported wildfires were under state jurisdictions. 

On federal lands, federal agencies are both the land manager and fire manager on the same piece of ground, allowing an integrated approach to management of both. States must protect land belonging to others, and are most often not the land managers on lands that they protect for others. Protection of life and property is the paramount expectation of the public. Local fire departments play a pivotal role in initial attack and structural protection in the Wildand Urban Interface (WUI). Federal partners recognize that, and have been providing federal funding to state foresters to administer programs to build capacity in rural fire departments. 

State foresters have three options for resource mobilization: (a) using the national wildland fire resources mobilization system using the resource order and status system to get resources from states and other federal partners, (b) relying on forest fire compacts, including 8 interstate forest fire compacts within the USA with 44 states participating.  Three of the compacts are international and include specific Canadian provinces, and (c) emergency management assistance compacts that cover all-hazard emergencies in which the governor of a state declares an emergency, using the emergency management assistance compact (EMAC) procedures. 

Efforts in the area of wildland fire mitigation  include (a) wildfire risk assessments completed or in production for the South, West, and Northeast U.S.; (b) creating fire-adapted communities that are prepared and ready to live with fire by working with the local community in the development of a community wildfire protection plan (CWPP) and engaging them in options for fuel treatments when possible, (c) the Firewise Communities program and specific outreach to developers and planners when tying into the CWPP in more than 400 communities in 38 states.

State foresters believe in a shared vision for wildland fire protection through a) interagency cooperation and collaborations, b) leveraging effective partnerships and c) a clear framework of principles, strategic direction and roles and responsibilities. The challenges of decreasing budgets, longer fire seasons, more people living in the WUI, and fires crossing jurisdictional boundaries all suggest there is some work to do in addressing differing missions for the various agencies and in addressing these stresses and strains so they become opportunities.  Effective partnerships with responsibility shared among all partners will prepare communities and create healthy and resilient landscapes at acceptable cost. 

The main challenge for rural communities is probably in managing expectations. Folks say that they want healthy and resilient landscapes, but they do not always understand the landscape treatments involved to reach that point. 

US Forest Service Research Report—Mike Hilbruner (Program Leader, US Forest Service Research, Fire System Research)
Joint Fire Science Program
The Joint Fire Science Program, created by the US Congress in 1998, is required to conduct reviews every 5 years; one was just completed in 2008. The governing board has 10 members and a budget of $14 million dollars a year. New approaches of this program are to support the development of a fuels framework which brings together in a design favoured by managers, to establish regional science consortia to deliver science-based managerial tools for land and fire managers, and to provide scientific information in the form of syntheses. The Interagency Fuels Treatment – Decision Support System, one of the tools being developed, will synthesize reduce the science so that managers can easily and routinely use 

· Fundamental Fire Science – Clearly identified need in both the JFSP 10 year review and a review of FS fire R&D. Some topics of interest: spread rates, energy release and heat transfer mechanisms, firebrand production and transport, atmospheric coupling, combustion process transitions (surface to crown fire…). Comments; move forward and address assumptions and limitations in the previous modeling systems.  Workshop was held in June 2009 to develop a plan to advance the core fire science. Work was done over the last year and a half between folks interested in this, and the JFSP, for a coherent way to advance this area of science. Goal was to develop the “schematics” to represent the combustion process. Will be used to advance our understanding and provide a framework for research investments. The process was long and involved and grew out of a need indentified in a JFSP Science Plan. The current status is a workshop product that will be reviewed by participants soon. 
· Fuels Treatment Planning – Decision Support Process. Trying to reduce several models down so that mangers can use them routinely, easily, and in a synthesized modeling framework. 
· Recent JFSP Syntheses – Syntheses have been funded around the topics of fire and climate change in western US, fire history and climate change, extreme fire behavior state-of-the-science, comprehensive guidelines to fuels management practices for ponderosa pine, etc. 
· Science Application – Regional consortia are being developed for science delivery. A number of groups have been funded to develop full proposals to better provide for the incorporation of science into management. 
[bookmark: appendix1]
Wednesday, October 7, 2009

6. Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission Interim Report—Gary Morgan (Chief Executive Officer, Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre)
The Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre (CRC), a private company, has been operating for 6 years and has built a capacity of 130 researchers; before this center, there were few fire researchers in Australia. Their goal is to deliver industry-driven research with a strong technology transfer program. With yearly conferences and posters from each of their programs, they work with industry to ensure results are adopted into national policies in the areas of fire behaviour, managing prescribed fire, community self-sufficiency for fire safety, and protection of people and property (structures). www.bushfirecrc.com 

The Victorian Bushfire CRC initially had a sunset clause of 2010, but that has now been extended to 2013 with the intent that a Bushfire Research Institute shall be established to follow on with the national bushfire research.

Fire Season Report
In 2003, fires burned 2 million ha in an alpine area near Canberra. A much larger area of northern savannas burns each year. However, high fire risk is relative to property and people and rests in the Southeast, with Victoria being the hot spot (similar to California). In the savannas, they’re emitting less carbon by burning earlier in the season.

Predictions of very high fire danger leading into Black Saturday were presented. Victoria was suffering a drought, with over 13 years of below average rainfall, with a prolonged heat wave leading in to Black Saturday. Normally the extreme fire weather in southern Australia follows the pattern of temperatures becoming hot under strong north westerly winds followed by a quick cooling under initially strong south westerly winds arriving with the Cool Change. On the 7th of February 2009, the winds changed in the unusual pattern of events but in the worst location possible. The SW Change sent the Kinglake fire up a steep slope containing houses set amongst tall trees. As a result many people were killed. 

Fire management and community defence policy in Australia will be reviewed in light of the findings in the 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission reports. However, it was significant that firefighter injuries were very low on Black Saturday considering the conditions. There has been strong emphasis in firefighter safety in the last few years, and there is an indication that may have helped. 

For more details on Black Saturday, please visit: http://www.royalcommission.vic.gov.au/

The Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission is due to hand down its final report on the 31st July 2010 although an Interim Report has already been delivered. The Bushfire CRC has been engaged by the Royal Commission to use Bushfire CRC researchers as their experts. In this manner, Bushfire CRC researchers are supported by the Royal Commission and their legal team. Consequently, the Counsel assisting treats scientist in high esteem. 

Forecasting Fire Danger
Forecasting fire danger involves fire behavior predictions, impact assessment, and call to action.  Australia has now set up a fire warning system with alert messages built upon fire danger ratings and the time before the fire impact is expected in an area---red (emergency warning) green (watch and act) purple (advice). There is also a portion that deals with late evacuation.

Data Sharing and Collaborative Research
The Bushfire CRC wishes to expand the collaborative research and data sharing. There is a global opportunity now to establish a voluntary regional/global data laboratory. This being an electronic research database, contributed to only by those progressive scientists willing for others to access and analyze collected data. The benefits would include no loss of data, synergistic, analysis, increased scientific debate, greater outputs from research investment. This could be something that FAO could assist with under COFO.

Discussion
Tom Harbour commended Gary Morgan for his movement from scientist into management, and for his leadership. He discussed scrutiny being put on the actions of firefighters and legal issues. Maybe, with the 5th conference coming up, it is time to put some energy into the issue of best management practices again, and critically examine the voluntary guidelines that FAO requested. Maybe the FMWG group could propose as an action item is take a critical look at the voluntary guidelines, ask ourselves about some of the best management practices we’re dealing with, and devote some time in South Africa to get our minds around internationally accepted best management practices. 

 
7. 2009 Fire Management Study Tour to Australia and New Zealand—Larry Sutton (Fire Management Risk Operations Officer, US Forest Service, National Interagency Fire Center)
A complete 29-page report was handed out to all delegates, and summarized during the meeting. Eight people travelled from the USA and Canada to Australia and New Zealand to examine their fire management practices and return with recommendations. The absence of participants from Mexico was lamented. Gratitude was expressed to the hosts for their time spent in sharing challenges and the successes of their programs, and delegates reciprocated in sharing their knowledge. 

Major themes were the use of prescribed fire (with 4 recommendations made), fire research (1 recommendation), fire and people in the WUI (1 recommendation), and the use of equipment (2 recommendations). The challenges of Implementing these recommendations, and the role of NAFC-FMWG was discussed. It was noted that the recommendations may lend themselves to a pilot project (single agency, single unit).  Examples of recommendations 1 and 2 were handed out.

Larry Sutton felt that it might be beneficial in future tours for participants from the host country to be included in the tour. The group discussed the length of the trip, and concerns that study tour members were overwhelmed with absorbing so much information in such a little time with constant travel. Suggestions included either visiting fewer locations, or planning some recovery time into trips. 

Juan Manuel Frausto suggested that the report be translated into Spanish and posted on the NAFC website; he volunteered to try and translate it. Nancy Guerrero suggested that the recommendations also be posted on the Forests and Rangelands website, and offered that she is able to get translations done.


*Bin item. Bill deGroot, maybe these recommendations should be put in the workplan and try to work on them. Add to the workplan to the group to further then. 

8. North American Forest Commission—Rick Scott (NAFC Liaison)
NAFC was organized by Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations as one of six regional forestry commissions. NAFC is composed of a board of commissioners, board of alternates, working groups and members who support this work.  The commission meets every 2 years. Roles of the Board of Alternates, the operational arm of NAFC, were reviewed. NAFC is different from other forest commissions because it has working groups that work year after year; the other commissions may have temporary committees. Also, many of the other commissions have far more countries involved than does NAFC. 

NAFC is very proud of the FMWG, one of the oldest committees and good example of what a working group should be. Current and defunct working groups were listed. 

An assessment done of the NAFC in 2006 which found there was little connection between the various working groups.  Based on that result, an integrated working group meeting was held in March 2008, and recommendations going forward included placing emphasis on the NAFC website and creating a liaison position to attend all the working group meetings and share some history of NAFC and other pertinent information.  Thematic working groups were brought together at the meeting – the 3 themes were database, forest resilience, and forest competitiveness. The first two were later combined, and Steve McNulty is a chair of that group. They haven’t been able to convene, so only had a preliminary look at databases and are looking toward the Inventory and Monitoring group to organize that first. The forest competitiveness group is now focusing on necessary research, and if they do go forward they want to have a 1-day session attached to the next Society of American Foresters meeting. 

There are more working group meetings on the calendar, the board of alternates will have a conference call, and the board of commissioners will meet in 2010 in Mexico. The chair of each working group is generally invited. 

Gary Morgan added that part of the success of these working groups is development of relationships through other channels to FAO and not just through the Forest Commission itself. Fire is one of the things that the forest commission is very proud of because of all the international activity. 

9. International Liaison Committee and 5th International Wildland Fire Conference—Dennis Brown (Director, Canadian Interagency Forest Fire Centre) 
Talked about the Fifth International Wildland Fire Conference in Sun City, South Africa, in 2011, one a series of symposia organized by the International Liaison Committee. Dale Dague is the leader of the international liaison committee which also includes Bill DeGroot, Gary Morgan, and Dennis Brown. The meeting site is very near Pilansberg National Park, giving opportunities for some spectacular prescribed fire and technology/product demonstrations. The objectives of this meeting are to: 
· Provide a forum for fire management leaders, politicians, professionals, researchers, and practitioners to work on critical fire issues
· Strengthen the effectiveness of regional wildland fire networks, and of international cooperation and exchange of fire management practices.
· Provide a platform for fire management, industry, research organizations and fire specialists to display innovations, new technologies, products and methods for wildland fire management and interact with conference participants. 

Shared the variety of program themes that has something of interest for everyone. All present were encouraged to attend, and was given cards that they could mail back to indicate interest in further information. The website is www.wildfire2011.org


10. Fire Management and Research Information Session: Wildfire in the Wildland Urban Interface— Mike Hilbruner, Moderator (Fire Systems Research Program Coordinator, US Forest Service Research)

Ready, Stay and Defend, Go Early, or WHAT? —Bob Roper (Fire Chief, Ventura County Fire Department, California)
Increasingly, people are moving into rural areas but not taking personal responsibility to prepare their homes for a wildfire situation. More and more people are remaining in their homes when a fire comes, often without understanding the potential consequences. Fire suppression costs are escalating because fires are getting larger, and more resources are required for WUI protection than in either landscape individually.  Public expectations of firefighting agencies and the actual capabilities of those agencies are out of synch.  

The goal of WUI fire management planning is to protect life and property, ensure firefighter safety, and design fire-adaptive communities (communities that can stand on their own without any fire protection). This can be attained by encouraging personal responsibility, creating a common media message, and promoting evacuation and early return as a “baseline” message. 
New building codes are great for new construction, but aren’t addressing WUI fire issues around existing homes. Populations in the WUI are very transitory; about half the people in these areas were not there the last time a wildfire came through. 
As a first step, Bob Roper suggests considering structures as a fuel model. Like bushes and trees, structures need to be managed and maintained, in addition to being retrofitted to current fire codes. A second step is social marketing, communicating effectively with the public, involving the public in WUI solutions, and getting across the message about the need for early evacuation. 
Options studied to achieve these goals include:

· “Prepare, Stay and Defend, or Go Early” (e.g., the Australian model). This policy has a lot of merits, but there is a vast difference between Australia and the United States in terms of how the programs were developed, government infrastructure, and expectations of personal responsibility. Black Saturday halted progress on this strategy. The after-action report of that incident listed changes to make based on lessons learned, but this model has been tarnished from the United States point of view. 
·  “Ready! Set! Go!” was designed to deal with public and firefighter safety. The simple title focuses on prevention, preparation, and then leaving early.  Preparation includes such things as moving firewood away from homes and removing leaves from gutters. This strategy can work if there is a history of fire in a community and that community is ready to accept reality. 
· Do what we’re doing today
Implementation of “Ready! Set! Go” means sending a message of personal responsibility and getting people focused. This could include multimedia approaches with videos, brochures, and risk assessment forms along with some local strike teams to conduct door-to-door assessments via one-on-one interactions where residents can ask questions. It is an educational process to explain about fire behavior, home risk assessments, and to do defensible space inspections. Firefighter visits are the best mechanism to go door to door because firefighters are trusted in their community. FireSafe councils could also play a role. 

The impact of this project will be to raise awareness of people, and change their attitudes and behavior. It involves looking for different results using a new way to approach the program that is not regulation-based and top-down. 

Pilot projects are being conducted in southern California for 2009; a review will be done of the review Australia’s Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission report; developers will participate in a national summit fall/winter 2009-2010; and the program will be unveiled he program at the Reno WUI 2010 conference. Development of the program has been by consensus through negotiations with labor groups, fire management groups, and governments. Generic materials will be developed that can be used anywhere with anyone’s logo. The program is expected to be successful because it is:

· Simple and easy to understand
· Cost effective
· Can be passive if needed
· Easy to implement, individually or community
· Attracts partners, local FD able to implement
· Can be transitioned to other hazardous situations
Status quo is not an option. The goal is to create fire-adaptive communities. Ready! Set! Go! is a simple program that can be applied to a mass population and not a major cultural shift. 

The WUI Problem – Current Approaches and Research Needs—Ruddy Mell (Research Scientist, National Institute of Standards and Technology)
Ruddy Mell gave the group an overview of the mission of the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) and gave examples of the kind of work they do. 

He highlighted the need for additional physical science research in the WUI with key points:

· WUI fires spread through both wildland and community fuels
· Overall goal is to reduce structure losses.
· The need for characterizing a structure’s exposure conditions (heat and firebrand fluxes) and response to exposure conditions in representative WUI fire environments,
· Creation of implementable risk reduction practices whose effectiveness is evaluated. 

Current risk reduction strategies, and their basis and limitations were reviewed, and are seen as the starting point to highlight where more research is needed. In the area of economic modeling, they are looking at how treating targeted structures influence costs and risk to the entire community. 

Managing Wildlife and Wildfire Risk in the Wildland/Urban Interface—Alan Westhaver (Fire and Vegetation Specialist, Parks Canada, Jasper National Park)

Interface area is increasing in Canada as it is in the US. 2003 was their benchmark year for fires, although 2009 was also noteworthy for things like greater fuel accumulation and longer fire seasons. The document FireSmart was handed out that gives information about to protect homes. Implementation of these known solutions is slow. Why? 

· Lack of knowledge to reduce risk
· Perceive wildfire risk to be low
· Limited ability to reduce risk
· Skepticism about effectiveness
· Lack of trust in agencies
· Fuel management conflicts with other resource values and quality of life
Weather in Jasper funnels fire directly toward the town down 3 valleys.  Fire has been excluded for the past 80 years, so forests have shifted to a more homogeneous and higher fire intensity fuel complex. 
They have 3 problems:
· Must protect communities and values by reducing community wildfire risk
· Restore the structure and composition of those forests
· Restore fire to the landscape
They are tackling this problem at multiple scales, and the crux of the problem was the resolution of the conflicts between managing fuel and protecting habitat and other values. Current fuel management standards don’t have consideration for those characteristics in them. Vegetation is more than just fuel – it is habitat, forage, and other values. 
Research goals are:

· Develop, implement, and assess practical ecologically-based approaches for managing interface fuel in ways that optimize conditions for wildlife
· Establish a methodology for monitoring long-term effects of fuel management on wildlife habitat and wildlife use

Have now treated about 1000 ha around town, and some outlying developments. There are a tremendous number of opportunities for building wildlife and other considerations into fuels management to eliminate or greatly reduce the change of concepts. Need to take some consideration almost on a tree-by-tree basis on what we’re doing.  Ecological restoration and fuel management are very compatible.

FireSmart Initiative—Alan Westhaver (Vice-President, Partners in Protection)
Partners in Protection (PIP) is a non-profit association of fire professionals dedicated to the WUI for the last 15-16 years. Its mandate to engage people in the WUI, have them share responsibility, and get people working together to reduce fire risk. PIP developed the FireSmart manual as part of the FireSmart project required by the Canadian Wildland Fire Strategy. 

The project has three key initiatives:
· Enhance FireSmart communications and educational tools as ways to get knowledge to end users.
· Development and implement a FireSmart Neighborhoods recognition program
· Convene a national FireSmart conference in 2011.
Benefits of the program are to:
· Get the public engaged and sharing responsibility
· Reduce risk where it counts the most, in backyards
· Stimulate economic activity in forestry, landscaping, and home renovations
· Increase firefighter safety
· Conserve wildland firefighting resources for wildfires
· Build social capacity in WUI communities

FireSmart neighborhoods are closely pattered after the US FireWise program, and cooperation has been developed between the two organizations. 



What Should People do During a Wildfire? Assessing Australia and American Discussions—Sarah McCaffrey (Research Scientist, US Forest Service Northern Station)
Comparative social science research can assist in answering questions about what people should do in a wildfire. It can assess the reality of conventional wisdom about the public, and how these questions are addressed in other countries identify commonality and differences. Such international studies can lead to:
· Better research questions by identifying blind spots
· More powerful results to determine how much you can generalize results. 
· Policies informed by on actual dynamics rather than assumed dynamics

Conducting this research, she compared cultural differences and governmental structures collected from her time in Australia 3 years ago, as well as US studies in California, New Mexico, and Montana. 

Some preliminary findings from Australia indicate reasons for not evacuating were:
· People thought they would get warning and would have time to act (similar to findings in the US)
· Many didn’t hear warnings for a variety of reasons (similar to US)
· Felt they lived in low risk area, which is why they moved there
· Saw it as just another fire ban day
· Had prior experience with fires
· Waited to see flames or what fire was like to decide
· Didn’t maintain situational awareness

In looking at the preparedness of people for wildfire, points include:
· Make sure preparedness efforts are adequate for expected fire
· The weak link in reliance on equipment
· Greater emphasis on the psychological aspects of preparedness, with a strong emphasis on the risks of staying as well as the risks of leaving late. 	

They are still analyzing the actions of those who survive fires and those who perish, but initial indications are that there is a wide range of dynamics. The decision-making of both groups needs to be understood. 

Problems Common to Australia and the US
· People respond differently to the same threat/risk
· People interpret the notion of life safety differently
· There is a fine line between the need to give a simple message, and oversimplification. 
· The future may bring the two countries closer together in the public messages they send about the WUI and fire safety. 



Panel Discussion

The impact of the law enforcement individuals in community evacuation decisions was discussed, including a strong tendency toward evacuation, and that perhaps a better understanding of fire behavior by law enforcement would be helpful. 

Preliminary studies indicate that women tend to evacuate and “husbands” tend to stay and defend. Studies done in Australia show that 50 years ago the majority of deaths were male; today, they are women and children. This may be because of delayed evacuation decisions by these groups. 

There has been some research on the reaction of community members to natural hazard situations, and a perception that fire professionals tend to get upset when the public has a different viewpoint than they do. It has been shown that, in general, it is best to provide a constant stream of information to community members and take advantage of nearby events to highlight possible implications of actions. Conducting research to prove that people will do something in a potential event is harder than proving they will do it in a certain event. For example, they find that people have a wide variety of reasons for creating defensible space around their homes, not just for fire protection. 

The concept of “anchoring” was presented, which occurs when people experience a natural disaster (good or bad) and anticipate having that same experience in all future disasters no matter what the actual implications may be. Reactions are based on previous experiences, both for the public and for firefighters. 

There is lot of damage from fires that are not really in rural communities, but rather a 20-minute commute from a large urban area, and ½ mile from a freeway. Part of the problem is that guidance is geared toward more rural settings. We’re not going to change the demographics of people moving into these environments, nor can we change climate change, but we can change the cultural understanding on what to do and their responsibilities. 

Findings from Sarah McCaffrey’s work are fairly limited. Findings from US research were from interviews done in various locations, 12-15 at each location. Findings from Australia were based on interviews over a 3-month period along with Alan Rhode’s knowledge of Australia, data from the Royal Commission about Black Saturday, and Sarah See’s research. 

11. 2009 NAFC Fire Management Working Group Meeting—Alfredo Nolasco Morales (Forest Fire Protection Manager – CONAFOR)
Two locations were presented as options for the 2009 meeting, the state of Puebla in central Mexico, and the state of Quintana Roo on the Yucatán Peninsula. After discussion about the pros and cons of both locations, as well as potential windows of time for the meeting, the capital city of Quintana Roo, Chetumal, was chosen, with a date in November after the hurricane season has passed. The potential exists for field visits to explore areas of tropical forests with very high fuel loads, hurricane-damaged forests, the organization of communities and fire management, agricultural burning, and mahogany timber production. 
 
12. Fuel Treatment Effects on Fire Behavior, Suppression Effectiveness, and Structural Ignition on the Angora Fire (Angora Field Trip Introduction) —Kathy Murphy (Regional Fuels Officer, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit)

This presentation was an overview of a report by Kathy Murphy, Tim Sexton, and Tim Rich on the Angora Fire at the southern end of Lake Tahoe. 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/angorafuelsassessment/

Fire Behavior
The 2006 Angora Fire began very early in the fire season for that area, travelling north to Lake Tahoe and up Angora Ridge. Most of the fire area was burned in the first day, June 24. Most of the damage occurred in the first six hours, 254 homes were lost. Fuel treatments done from between 1995 and 2006 were very effective in many cases. Fuel treatments reduced the crown fire to a surface fire and reduced the size of what would have been the ember zone absent fuel treatments.  There was one fuel treatment on a steep slope that used the same prescription as was given on flatter areas, and it was ineffective. 

Effect of Treatment on Suppression
Treated areas provided safety zones and increased suppression effectiveness which saved houses. In many cases house fires ended up igniting adjacent vegetation rather than vegetation igniting houses. 

Urban Lots
Urban lots are small bits of land purchased and managed by the Forest Service to protect Lake Tahoe water quality. There are approximately 10,000 lots basin-wide, and fuels have been treated on a lot of them. Eighty percent of the Forest Service and California Tahoe Conservancy lots within the Angora fire had burned with surface fire. Eyewitness reports said flame lengths were less than 4’ in the urban lots; that enabled direct attack of spot fires. The stream environment zone carried the fire; fuel treatments had not been applied in those areas in an effort to protect water quality; there was almost 100% mortality in the stream zone. 

Summary
· Most fuel treatments worked as intended, by reducing fire intensity from a crown fire to surface fire. 
· One partial treatment showed no significant fire intensity difference from adjacent stands (hand piles had not been removed)
· Fuel treatment on steep slope did not reduce fire behavior from a crown fire to a surface fire
· Where urban lots had fuel treatments they served as fuel breaks, allowing firefighters to save structures. 
· Houses provided a large source of embers for spot fires and additional structural fires. 
Discussion
· Trees in dense stands were thinned through commercial harvesting and hand thinning. Hand thinning were 5-6’ tall, and no pruning was done.  They tried to space out thinning to maintain a healthy number of trees, removed dead and diseased trees. 
· Fire hazard is being assessed using fuel models, looking at strategic placement of treatments, placing them next to the areas where they desire protection.  Some thinning prescriptions on steep slopes had been written with mostly water quality and sedimentation in mind, not fire hazard.  After the Angora Fire, prescriptions are being revised to consider both fire hazard and water quality. 
· The type of treatment done at Lake Tahoe might run $800 acre in other parts in California, but up at Lake Tahoe it’s more:  $2,000-3,000 per acre. 
· Many homes that burned were about 30 years old and many were not built with the possibility of wildfire in mind. 
· All fuel treatments within the fire area except one were completed before the Angora fire; some were done that spring and some as long as 5 years ago. 
· After the Angora Fire, the Governors of California and Nevada pulled together a fire commission to look at lessons learned. A lot of proposed changes came out of that to the regulatory agencies such as water districts and air regulatory agencies. This has resulted in some changes. 

12. Review of the 2008 FMWG Meeting Minutes
Minutes were accepted without changes.

13. Regional Consultations
Update to the Canada-Mexico project to develop the Mexico Fire Information System was provided, and a brief on phase 3 of this project was handed out (attached). Original funding was from Canadian Forest Service; additional funding will be sought from the North American Forest Commission. 

Discussion about possible combination of meetings with the Central American Forest Commission’s Fire Management Working Group. 

14. Bin Items and Close-out 

BIN ITEMS and CLOSE OUT
· Add Australia/New Zealand tour recommendations to workplan. 
· Dennis Brown will be taking those recommendations back to all of the directors from all of the provinces and territories in Canada. They have a meeting coming up in January, and he suspects that they’ll at least have a discussion around those recommendations. 
· Bill: The one that jumps out to him is referring to a task force about research and getting countries together. He thinks the more collaborative research arrangement should be pursued, and thinks this group can push this forward. Mike Hilbruner: Thinks this is fine. Dale: Add to workplan
· Dale: Is this something that could be forwarded to NWCG. Action: forward to Office of Wildland Fire Coordination for recommendation and/or implementation.  Dale: Will send to engineering section of tech facilities at San Dimas and Missoula. 
· Dennis Brown: in recommendation 2, he is guessing that not everyone is familiar with those guidelines from western Australia. Can someone take on providing those to this group? 
· Alfredo Nolasco Morales: He wants to mention that the program of the 5th Wildfire Conference because the WUI is becoming a bigger problem in some countries. Perhaps it is a good idea to incorporate that theme into the Wildfire conference. Dale: That could be forwarded as a suggestion to the ILC. Add to action items. 
· Bill DeGroot noticed on page 5 about what to do about recommendations. Suggestions were to assigning the tasks. Action: Mike Hilbruner will deal with the research recommendation. 
· Bill: Best thing that could happen is that the recommendations be spread around. Increased visibility. 
· Translate report/recommendations from study tour into Spanish for posting on website. 
· Nancy Guerrero is going to do that; Juan did ask if it was possible to get it translated into other languages. She’ll ask. Bill DeGroot can get it translated into French. 
· Combine future Australia/New Zealand study tours with in-country study tours. 
· Gary Morgan: there is a concern about having too many people in the entourage going around, and the interaction changes. They are now running tours each year with just NZ and AU folks to build that side of it up. 
· Dennis Brown: that is an excellent thing that Gary Morgan brought up; something we should put on for discussion for  a conference call for the FMWT- perhaps we should have a CA-US-MX study tour in that same vein. There is a lot we can still learn from one another in North America as well as outside. Action: We can bring it back at the next conference call.
· Australia/New Zealand tour length: 3 weeks may be too short (4-5 weeks better).
· Dale: Point well taken and accepted. 


See Appendix 1 for list of delegate attendees
See Appendix 2 for list of action items
See Appendix 3 for 2009 FMWG Workplan
See Appendix 4 for Canada-Mexico Project Phase 3

Minutes of the 43nd Annual Meeting of the
North American Forest Commission – Fire Management Working Group
Sacramento, California, USA
Wildland Fire Training and Conference Center, Inaja room
October 6-8, 2009 

2009 NAFC-FMWG Minutes  

Page 24 of 35

Action Item # 1 Review of 2009 FMWG meeting minutes from Sacramento

Action Item # 2 Glossary of common wildfire terms to be completed for 2009 NAFC-FMWG conference. (Dennis Brown)

· Enhance International/Trilateral fire science cooperative. 
· Fire behaviour science meeting was held and task considered complete.  
· Group would like to see the development of a web accessible North American Fire Science Directory. CIFFC reports that the Fire Science and Technology Working Group have developed a document for Canada and suggested that perhaps we just tie in a link for the other two countries.
· NEW Activity: Provide a compendium (electronic copy) of ongoing research activities in North America. 

Action Item # 3 – Electronic draft compendium of research activities in North America to be completed for October 2009 NAFC-FMWG conference. (Dennis Brown, Bill de Groot, Mike Hilbruner & German Flores)

· NEW Activity: Contact FAO to provide link after compendium is compiled. 
· Responsible parties will be Dale Dague & Dennis Brown. 
· NEW Activity: México Fire Management Information System 
· One page outline for Phase III required ASAP (November 2008).
· Full project proposal to be developed for mid-term conference call (February 2009). 

Action Item # 4 – Complete research on regional consultations and report back to group at mid-term meeting (February 2009). (Don Harrison & Bill de Groot)

Action Item # 5 – Contact the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) to pursue funding for regional consultation projects and report back at mid-term meeting (February 2009). 
(Dennis Brown, Don Harrison & Bill de Groot)
Dennis/Don – to approach CIDA office in Ottawa
Bill – to deal with conference secretariat 

Action Item # 6 – Discuss with upper management at CONAFOR if it will be appropriate to hold a Regional Consultation session (with South America) at the annual NAFC-FMWG meeting scheduled to be held in Mexico in 2010 and report back to group. (Roberto Martinez)

3. Enhance the FMWG committee efficiency and effectiveness 
· Conduct a mid-term conference call
· Discussion on possibility of meeting face to face, but conference call will work better due to traveling constraints. 
Action Item # 7 – Prepare a draft template to potentially assist in the preparation of country summary reports by November 2008 for Don/Dennis to have available for meeting with CIDA (Mike Hilbruner and Bill de Groot). 

Questions were asked about the website: how many hits it receives? Who has access to the site (members or public)? Comment that our work here shows the need for funding and cooperation between the countries. The projects we are committed to are great and we need to show our integrative work. The funding is critical to each phase, especially the later phases. 



October 6, 2009

	NAME
	TITLE
	AGENCY
	E-MAIL

	Alfredo Nolasco Morales
	Fire Manager
	CONAFOR
	anolasco@conafor.gob.mx

	Alan Westhaver
	Vegetation/Fire Specialist, Jasper National Park
	Parks Canada
	alan.westhaver@pc.gc.ca

	Bill de Groot
	Research Scientist, Great Lakes Forestry Centre
	Canadian Forest Service
	bill.degroot@nrcan.gc.ca

	Dale Dague
	Branch Chief International Fire, State and Private Forestry
	U.S. Forest Service 
	ddague@fs.fed.us

	Dennis Brown
	Director
	Canadian Interagency Forest Fire Centre
	director@ciffc.ca

	Ed Hollenshead
	Director,  Fire and Aviation Management, PSW Region
	U.S. Forest Service
	ehollenshead@fs.fed.us

	Ellen Eberhardt
	Technical Information Specialist, Pacific NW Research Station
	U.S. Forest Service
	eeberhardt@fs.fed.us

	Gary Morgan
	Chief Executive Officer
	Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre
	gary.morgan@bushfirecrc.com

	Gordy Sachs
	Disaster/Emergency Operations Specialist, State and Private
	U.S. Forest Service
	gsachs@fs.fed.us

	Hugh Safford
	Regional Ecologist, Pacific Southwest Region
	U.S. Forest Service
	hdsafford@fs.fed.us

	Isidoro Solís
	Fire Management Program Fire Training & Capacity Coordinator
	U.S. Forest Service 
	isolis@fs.fed.us

	José German Flores
	Researcher 
	Forest, Agricultural & Cattle Research , Mexico
	flores.german@inifap.gob.mx

	Juan Manuel Frausto
	Fire Management and Restoration Program Manager
	Mexican Nature Conservation Fund
	jfrausto@fmcn.org

	Kevin Hamilton
	Aviation Manager
	U.S. Bureau of Land Management
	kevin_hamilton@nifc.blm.gov

	Kirk Rowdabaugh
	Director, Office of Wildland Fire Coordination
	U.S. Forest Service
	kirk_rowdabaugh@ios.doi.gov

	Larry Sutton
	Fire Operations and Risk Management
	U.S. Forest Service
	lsutton@fs.fed.us

	Mike Hilbruner
	Program Leader, Fire Systems Research
	U.S. Forest Service
	mhilbruner@fs.fed.us

	Nancy Guerrero
	Public Affairs Program Analyst
	U.S. Department of the Interior
	nancy_guerrero@ios.doi.gov

	Randy Moore
	Regional Forester, Pacific Southwest Region
	U.S. Forest Service
	rmoore@fs.fed.us

	Rick Scott
	Liaison
	North American Forest Commission
	Rscott8338@aol.com

	Ruddy Mell
	Research Scientist
	National Institute for Standards and Technology
	ruddy@nist.gov

	Tom Harbour
	Director, Fire and Aviation Management
	U.S. Forest Service
	tharbour@fs.fed.us

	Vicki Christiansen
	State Forester
	Arizona Division of Forestry
	victoria@azstatefire.org
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	NAME
	TITLE
	AGENCY
	E-MAIL

	Alfredo Nolasco Morales
	Fire Manager
	CONAFOR
	anolasco@conafor.gob.mx

	Alan Westhaver
	Vegetation/Fire Specialist, Jasper National Park
	Parks Canada
	alan.westhaver@pc.gc.ca

	Bill de Groot
	Research Scientist, Great Lakes Forestry Centre
	Canadian Forest Service
	bill.degroot@nrcan.gc.ca

	Bob Roper
	Fire Chief
	Ventura Fire Department, California
	bob.roper@ventura.org

	Dale Dague
	Branch Chief for International Fire, State and Private Forestry
	U.S. Forest Service 
	ddague@fs.fed.us

	Dennis Brown
	Director
	Canadian Interagency Forest Fire Centre
	director@ciffc.ca

	Dennis Orbus
	Retired
	U.S. Forest Service
	dorbus02@yahoo.com

	Ed Hollenshead
	Director,  Fire and Aviation Management, PSW Region
	U.S. Forest Service
	ehollenshead@fs.fed.us

	Ellen Eberhardt
	Technical Information Specialist, PNW Research Station
	U.S. Forest Service
	eeberhardt@fs.fed.us

	Gary Morgan
	Chief Executive Officer
	Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre
	gary.morgan@bushfirecrc.com

	Gordy Sachs
	Disaster/Emergency Operations Specialist, State and Private
	U.S. Forest Service
	gsachs@fs.fed.us

	Isidoro Solís
	Fire Management Program Fire Training & Capacity Coordinator
	U.S. Forest Service 
	isolis@fs.fed.us

	José German Flores
	Researcher 
	Forest, Agricultural & Cattle Research , Mexico
	flores.german@inifap.gob.mx

	Juan Manuel Frausto
	Fire Management and Restoration Program Manager
	Mexican Nature Conservation Fund
	jfrausto@fmcn.org

	Kathy Murphy
	Assistant Fuels Manager, Pacific Southwest Region
	U.S. Forest Service
	kmurphy@fs.fed.us

	Kevin Hamilton
	Aviation Manager
	U.S. Bureau of Land Management
	kevin_hamilton@nifc.blm.gov

	Kirk Rowdabaugh
	Director, Office of Wildland Fire Coordination
	U.S. Forest Service
	kirk_rowdabaugh@ios.doi.gov

	Larry Sutton
	Fire Operations and Risk Management
	U.S. Forest Service
	lsutton@fs.fed.us

	Mike Hilbruner
	Program Leader, Fire Systems Research
	U.S. Forest Service
	mhilbruner@fs.fed.us

	Nancy Guerrero
	Public Affairs Program Analyst
	U.S. Department of the Interior
	nancy_guerrero@ios.doi.gov

	Rick Scott
	Liaison
	North American Forest Commission
	Rscott8338@aol.com

	Ruddy Mell
	Research Scientist
	National Institute for Standards and Technology
	ruddy@nist.gov

	Sarah McCaffrey
	Research Social Scientist, Northern Research Station
	U.S. Forest Service
	smccaffrey@fs.fed.us

	Tom Harbour
	Director, Fire and Aviation Management
	U.S. Forest Service
	tharbour@fs.fed.us

	Vicki Christiansen
	State Forester
	Arizona Division of Forestry
	victoria@azstatefire.org

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


2009 NAFC-FMWG Minutes (October 6-7)
APPENDIX 1
LIST OF DELEGATES


[bookmark: appendix2]
Action Item # 1 – Review of 2009 FMWG meeting minutes from Sacramento 

Action Item # 2 – Glossary of common wildfire terms to be completed for 2009 NAFC-FMWG conference.                                         (Dennis Brown)

Action Item #3 – Electronic draft compendium of research activities in North America to be completed for October 2009 NAFC-FMWG conference. 
(Dennis Brown, Bill de Groot, Mike Hilbruner & German Flores)

Action Item # 4 – Complete research on regional consultations and report back to group at mid-term meeting (Feb 2009). 
(Don Harrison & Bill de Groot)

Action Item # 5 – Contact the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) to pursue funding for regional consultation projects and report back at mid-term meeting (Feb 2009). 
(Dennis Brown, Don Harrison & Bill de Groot)

Action Item # 6 – Discuss with upper management at CONAFOR if it will be appropriate to hold a Regional Consultation session (with South America) at the annual NAFC-FMWG meeting scheduled to be held in Mexico in 2010 and report back to group. 
(Roberto Martinez)

Action Item # 7 – Prepare a draft template to potentially assist in the preparation of country summary reports by November 2008 for Don/Dennis to have available for meeting with CIDA.
(Mike Hilbruner & Bill de Groot). 
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Summary of Action Items



	Objective
	Activity
	Deliverable
	Timeline
	Responsible

	Improve cooperation on wildland fire between Canada, Mexico, & USA
	Develop glossary of common wildfire management terms
	Initial review/draft proposal
	Oct 2009
	Dennis Brown,   German Flores, Dale Dague to provide contact

	
	Enhance international /trilateral fire science cooperative
	Tri-country project proposal to NAFC, including the terminology proposal 
	Feb 2009 conf call
	Dennis Brown, Roberto Martinez, Dale Dague

	
	
	Provide a compendium (electronic copy) of ongoing research activities in NA
	Draft review Oct 2009
	CIFFC (Bill de Groot), Mike Hilbruner, German Flores, 

	
	
	(1) Contact FAO to provide link with ICS terminology (2) Develop NA fire science directory (web accessible)
	After compendium is compiled
	Dale Dague, Dennis Brown

	
	
	Mexico Fire Management Information System
	Prepare 1-page outline for Phase III (Nov 15); full proposal for mid term conf call (Feb 2009)
	German Flores, Kerry Anderson

	Undertake and/or support cooperative global fire activities



















Undertake and/or support cooperative global fire activities
(cont’d)
	Engage Mexico in the Australia/New Zealand fire study tour.
	Participation by Mexico in hosting the study tour planning 
	Send invitation to Mexico for next study tour 2011/2012 
	Dale Dague or Bill de Groot

	
	
	Combine visiting and host country participants in next study tour
	Next conference call
	

	
	
	Increase length of next Australia/NZ study tour to 4-5 weeks
	
	Dale Dague

	
	Implement Recommendations from 2009 Study Tour of Australia and New Zealand
	Translate entire report into Spanish 
	
	Nancy Guerrero

	
	
	Translate entire report into French
	
	Bill DeGroot

	
	
	Presentation all recommendations to fire directors in Canada 
	
	Dennis Brown

	
	
	Forward all recommendations to Office of Wildland Fire Coordination 
	
	

	
	
	Forward all recommendations to Engineering and Tech facilities at San Dimas and Missoula
	
	Dale Dague

	
	
	Recommendation 3: Create task force of researchers to write a white paper on fostering international collaborative research
	
	Mike Hilbruner

	
	
	Recommendation 2: Provide fire management guideline examples to the group
	
	

	
	WUI Theme in Wildfire 2011 Meeting
	Contact ILC and suggest WUI as a theme
	
	Dale Dague

	
	Regional Consultation
	Contact CIDA to pursue funding for Regional Consultation 
	Provide report by mid-term meeting (early 2009)
	Dennis Brown, (Don Harrison),
Bill de Groot

	
	
	Discuss hosting in Mexico in 2010
	Feb 2009 conf call
	Roberto Martinez

	
	
	Background search on guidelines, purpose, etc;
	Discuss at mid-term meeting at Feb 2009
	Bill de Groot, Don Harrison

	Enhance FMWG committee efficiency and effectiveness
 
	Conduct a mid-term conference call
	Update on action items
	February 2009
	Dale Dague, Roberto Martinez, 
Bill de Groot

	
	FMWG Charter
	Update names and official date for change in chair to Jan 1
	Feb 2009 (needs signature)
	Dale Dague

	
	Develop a North American report summarizing key components of country reports
	Draft template for annual summary report.  
	Draft template February 2009
	Mike Hilbruner, Bill de Groot
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Canada-Mexico Project to Develop the Mexico Fire Information System:
Phase 3
Dr. Kerry Anderson
Fire Research Officer
Canadian Forest Service
Dr. Jose German Flores Garnica
Researcher
Forest, Agricultural & Cattle Researching National Institute
Background
After the extreme 1998 fire season in Mexico, there was a push to create an integrated fire information system in that country. At Mexico's request and under the auspices of the Fire Working Group of the North American Forest Commission (NAFC), the CFS (in partnership with CONAFOR, SEMARANT & INIFAP) developed an operational system for them. Available in Spanish, it was launched to the internet in the spring of 1999 and later deployed to Mexico. Basically, it takes fire weather observations throughout the day and builds maps from which Mexico can produce a daily report.
This project has established collaborative outcomes between all three North American countries and contributed to the strengthening of management capacities, expertise of programs, & international agreements.
The original proposal (2002) defined the collaboration in three phases. Phase 1 addressed system implementation, which involved turning over daily processing to the Mexican agencies, adapting the CFFDRS to Mexican conditions, and making improvements to the web site. Phase 2 addressed training Mexican personnel to run and apply the system and working with Mexican researchers and fire management personnel to develop a network of individuals specialized in fire danger rating system application. These two phases have been completed, the system was installed in the CONAFOR office in Mexico City, and fire agencies in Mexico have begun using the system operationally. The third phase, scientific collaboration, has yet to be addressed.
Proposal
This proposal sets out to complete the third stage of the Canada-Mexico project. This will cover the scientific calibration of the Mexico Fire Information System. This phase of the project will include initiating research in the areas of fire occurrence prediction, fuel model development, fire threat analysis, and fire weather forecasting.
Budget	$30 000
•	$10 000 per year travel expenses
•	0.5 full-time equivalent CFS personnel (in-kind contribution)
•	0.5 full-time equivalent CONAFOR personnel (in-kind contribution)



Duration	3 years
Deliverables
Phase 3 of the Mexico Fire Information System will see the following tasks completed and new extensions developed for the existing system (listed in priority):
1. Operational System Deployment: upgrades and reinstallation of the Mexican Fire Information System will be conducted at the new CONAFOR office in Guadalajara.
2. Fire weather forecasting: improved methods of incorporating CONAGUA weather observations and forecasted weather into the Mexican Fire Information System
3. Satellite-based burn mapping: incorporation of MODIS and NOAA/AVHRR detected hotspot on a daily, operational level as well as seasonal burned area mapping.
4. Fuel model development: a spatially-explicit gridded data layer of fuel types specific for Mexico and Mexican fire behaviour.
5. Fire occurrence prediction: a model to predict the number of fires that will occur within the protection districts of Mexico
6. Fire threat analysis: creation of fire threat analysis maps based on historical fire weather and fire occurrence patterns.
Staff
Dr. Kerry Anderson: Fire Research Officer, Canadian Forest Service
Dr. Jose German Flores Garnica: Researcher, Forest, Agricultural & Cattle Researching National Institute
Juan Arturo Raygoza Martinez: Fire Prevention Assistant manager, CONAFOR
Roberto Martinez Dominguez: Forest Fire Protection Manager, CONAFOR
Dr. Michael Brady: Project Leader Wildland Fire Information Systems, Canadian Forest Service
Richard Carr: Fire Research Officer, Canadian Forest Service
Peter Englefield: Fire Research Officer, Canadian Forest Service

