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Beyond Fire Protection: Managing Wildlands for Wateshed
Protection and Forest Health

| BACKGROUND |

Defining Forest Health. Forest health is a loosely-defined term for theadrarray of services
provided by the forest environment, including egidal health, economic value, social benefit
and watershed value, among others. California hagged with the management of the state’s
forest health over the years, in particular balagt¢he needs of homeowners in the forested area
with the management of the greater forest ecosysidra Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CalFIRE), is the state’s lead agencyagang this balance, in conjunction with the
Board of Forestry, Natural Resources Agency, Depamt of Fish and Wildlife, State Water
Resources Control Board, and other state ageno@sding state conservancies.

CalFIRE is charged with the management and proteatf the forests and wildlands, and in
particular the specific management of the Statep&esibility Area (SRA) as part of a multi-
agency and government program to manage foresttiamokerlands, including for wildfire
protection. Of the 85 million acres classified akllands in the state, 33 million acres are forest
lands, with 38 percent privately-owned and 62 pargevernment-owned or tribal. The state’s
20 million acres of commercial forest lands grow3 Billion board feet yearly. The five-year
average timber harvest volume and value is apprateiy 1.3 billion board feet and
$326 million.

Forest Science Focuses on Ecosystem Services andtéé&ned Protection In order to
understand the value of wildlands, and in partictdaest health, it is important to identify the
benefits of a healthy forest. A healthy forest joatarly in California, reduces flooding (by
allowing water to infiltrate the ground), improvester quality (in part by reducing sediment
from roads, development or wildfire debris), in@es groundwater recharge, improves air
quality, and adds value of aesthetics and increasgserty values, including timber values. One
of California’s primary goals of forest health isatershed protection, as much of the state’s
water is derived from the mountain and forest emmiment from snowpack to groundwater that
feeds into streams and rivers downstream.

According to the US Environmental Protection Ageificys EPA), in its report 841-N-12-004,
“Healthy intact watersheds provide many ecosystemices that are necessary for our social
and economic well-being. These services includeemwéltration and storage, air filtration,
carbon storage, nutrient cycling, soil formatioecreation, food and timber. Many of these
services have not been monetized and thereforee¢dbhromic contributions of healthy intact
ecosystems are often under-valued when making lasel decisions. Ecosystem services
provided by healthy watersheds are difficult tolaep and most often expensive to engineer. An
engineered ecosystem service replacement may oolyde a fraction of the services provided
by highly functioning natural systems.”
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The US EPA goes a step further and defines sontkeofjreater economic values of an intact
forest ecosystem and protected watershed includitjgtower drinking water treatment costs;
(2) avoidance of expensive restoration activitie; sustained revenue-generating recreational
and tourism opportunities; (4) reduced vulnerapiind damage from natural disasters; and,
(5) provision of a long-term economic foundation fiature generations.

The US EPA’s focus on forest and watershed healtin ikeeping with the broad array of

economic and ecological scientific work on forestalth. However, the encroachment of
development, previous timber practices, and lanthagement in the forest environment has
made the realization of these values challenging.t&®, both the increasing risks from climate
change and wildfire suppression tactics over ttarsybave taken a toll on broader forest health.
State agencies have, in some cases, become sieagijve to these immediate threats.

How do Other Entities Pay for Forest Ecosystem Serwes, Particularly Watershed
Protection? Using the premise that watersheds provide an ecmnesfue to downstream water
users, several states and local jurisdictions hienygemented watershed fees to promote non-
wildfire suppression costs. In order to make thgectr the costs to downstream users, these
states had to focus on watershed health as a tgridrhe State of New York, in a 2007
agreement for filtration avoidance, committed torpoting natural resources security by funding
watershed protection programs rather than construaf water filtration facilities. The state
demonstrated the potential for significant costirsgs ($5 to $7 billion) between construction of
new filtration plants and restoring the integritiytbe largest unfiltered water supply system in
the U.S.

Closer to home, both the Tualatin River Basin iregon State and the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission have instituted broad watetshealth programs to avoid downstream
costs. In all cases, the approach started withingltihe watershed as an intact system, and then
focusing on cost reduction to downstream users.

How Does California Pay for Broader Forest Health Eosystem Services€alifornia has a
piecemeal approach to forest ecosystem healtheTdtede conservancies (Tahoe, Sierra Nevada
and Coastal) provide grants and projects for opitst forest health projects. These are
dependent on voter-approved bonds and annual ajpgtiop by the Legislature. Similarly, the
Wildlife Conservation Board provides land acqusitiand conservation easements, again
subject to voter-approved bonds and one-time apatogns. AB 1492 (Blumenfield),
Chapter 289, Statutes of 2012, was passed to ingplefiorest restoration components of a
timber regulation and forest restoration prograforma. A portion of funding derived from the
tax on lumber is intended to provide funding forefst health projects. This, too, is subject to
one-time appropriation. In the 2015 Budget Act,2$million was appropriated from the AB
1492 funds to CalFIRE for forest restoration gramithin the California Forest Improvement
Program. Other programs at CalFIRE focus mainlyfi@prevention, rather than the broader
focus outlined by the US EPA.
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State and Federal Focus on Fire Prevention and Supgssion of Wildfires. Over the past few
decades, the state and federal government haveddauuch of their efforts on suppression of
wildfires. In a commentary led by UC Davis scietgtipublished in the Journal Science, the
investigators report that annual funding for foresanagement consists mainly of wildfire
suppression funding. This is consistent with tteess approach to forest management. In part,
this can be explained by the high economic andasa@ilues lost when major wildfires take
place. The report states that 98 percent of wedfaire suppressed before reaching 300 acres, yet
the two percent that escape containment accour@®quercent of fire-fighting costs and total
burned areas. State and federal funding for fusdiction, prescribed burns and intact forest
health are not provided annually and regularlydieg to further imbalance. The cost to
individuals and communities goes beyond econonst, @nd losses are often not replaceable.

Shift to Wildfire Suppression Increases Costs to QeIRE. Consistent with the national focus
on wildfire suppression, CalFIRE has shifted to @enaggressive wildfire suppression method.
As evidenced by the number of firefighting actegifunded in the budget, the state’s main
foresters have a primary focus on life and propprotection, in part due to public expectations
for fire and emergency rescue. The departmentadsgp its mutual aid approach, responds to
numerous life emergencies, including health calfg] manages the growing number of calls for
wildland fire suppression. Employees of the deparirare all required to train in firefighting,
even if they are solely focused on forest healtheWmajor incidents occur, it is not uncommon
for “all-hands” to be assigned to a fire suppresseffort. CalFIRE has a long record of
managing major wildfire incidents in a professiormald efficient manner, often taking on
suppression activities in federal or local jurisdios (as part of mutual aid) in order to protect
the state’s economic and social values associaitbdmwtdlands. Although most known for large
wildfire incidents, CalFIRE is also often directéy the Governor to handle the incident
command for man-made or natural disasters sudoad, fearthquake, or other events.

| GOVERNOR'S PROPOSAL |

Governor’s CalFIRE Forest Health Proposal.The budget requests $180 million (Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Fund [GGRF]), one-time, with positianthority and associated funding

(approximately $8 million per year) through 2021-2% a forest health program that is intended
to secure forest carbon and reduce greenhouseGid&)(emissions. Funds will support the

expansion of the Urban and Community Forestry mogy, and Forest Legacy Program, and
target landscape-scale forest health projects gh-priority forested upper watersheds in

coordination with the Department of Fish and Wikll(DFW), to realize the largest direct

benefit for GHG reduction, forest resilience anebemefits, such as protection of water, wildlife

habitat, and rural economic stability. Of the amoproposed in the budget, $140 million is

directed to the Forest Legacy Program and landssegle forest health projects, which directly

funds projects within the forest (other programe arainly to address urban greening and
forestry issues).

The proposed funding is intended primarily to addreildfire risk. In coordination with federal
counterparts and research institutions, CalFIREdadiscted forest land spatial data showing a
significant increase in insect (beetle bark) diseard moisture stress-related tree mortality
during the current extended drought. The best abiglscience indicates that these areas are
more prone to high severity fire. In addition, ttead, decaying and dying trees emit greenhouse
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gases and lose carbon storage. On the other hddrgsaing this situation could work against
the benefits derived from allowing a certain portif dead and decaying trees to populate the
forest in order to increase water storage and baodity.

Forest Legacy Program. CalFIRE plans to coordinate efforts to treat foraealth at a
landscape scale, with both in-house and grant pregithat will address reforestation, pest and
disease-affected tree removal, fuel reduction dmdning, and vegetation management. The
specific activities associated with this proposedgpam are unclear, but are outlined in broad
terms focused on forest health and wildfire preiemt

Land Conservation and Easementsi-unds will be used to purchase conservation eassne
prevent working forests from being converted to-famest use (vineyards, housing, marijuana
cultivation), and placed under more intensive lam@hagement to effect net GHG reductions.
The department proposes to work with the Wildlifen€ervation Board (WCB) on real estate
property acquisition processes to facilitate thie sa transfer of real property. The WCB has
managed numerous programs to this effect in regegms. The budget requests two positions: a
level one forester to support program administratmd operational function, and a level two
forester to facilitate conservation easement derebnt, provide public outreach and education
on the application process, assist in conservag@asement monitoring, review and develop
program reports, and make recommendations for durttevelopment implementation. The
budget also requests additional forester and emwiemtal scientist positions to function as
biomass research specialists, and to provide sigo@nvof the overall forest health program.
Pursuant to internal rules, these positions willrbguired to attend the firefighting academy,
regardless of their role in firefighting.

Budget Bill and Trailer Bill Language. Finally, the proposal includes budget bill langeidg
allow the department to use certain funds for eithgport of the department, provide local
assistance or fund capital outlay. Funds are regde® have an encumbrance period of six
years. Trailer bill language would allow the depaett to enter into cooperative agreements
with state, federal, Native American, or local agesa for administration of the programs.

Governor’'s Tree Mortality Task Force. In response to the high wildfire risk associatethwi
tree mortality due to drought, the Governor, thto@alFIRE, instituted a Tree Mortality Task
Force. CalFIRE, as lead agency, created an incianinand structure to accomplish the tasks
set before the task force. The task force is cosedriof state and federal agencies, local
governments, utilities, and various stakeholderat twill coordinate emergency protective
actions, and monitor ongoing conditions to addtessvast tree mortality resulting from four
years of unprecedented drought and the resulting lietle infestations across large regions of
the state. The objectives of the task force arears¢pd into two categories—management
objectives and working group objectives. The atiésiof these two efforts are listed below and
will serve to inform the department’s broader aBofor forest health and landscape-scale
projects.
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Task Force Management Objectives:

Provide for public health and safety of persons praperty in identified high hazard
zones.

Ensure efforts associated with implementation of ftiirectives contained in the
Governor's State of Emergency Proclamation remadndinated.

Ensure continuous communication among state, fedmmd local governments, as well
as with other non-governmental organizations assida the task force.

Provide consistent and coordinated messaging battaesi force member agencies and
the public.

Manage projects and programs in a financially raesfie and efficient manner.

Task Force Working Group Objectives:

Identify existing efforts to mitigate tree mortglin high hazard zones.

Identify an organizational structure and plan dfaac

Establish working groups, as appropriate, to addresious aspects identified in the
Governor’s State of Emergency Proclamation.

Facilitate the information flow between state, fede tribal and local government
utilities, and other non-governmental organizationsefforts towards meeting the items
addressed in the Governor’s State of Emergencyldmation.

Ensure project activities and resources are coatelh

Identify potential funding sources.

Coordinate with other state-level initiatives, sashthe Forest Climate Action Team and
California Forest Biomass Working Group.

Identify and evaluate the availability of wood puots markets, and determine whether
expanded wood products markets can be developed.

Develop and maintain a website for the disseminaticinformation.

California Conservation Corps (CCC) Fuel Reductionand Forest Health ProposalsThe
governor’s budget includes two proposals that seedddress forest health improvements using
the CCC. The first is a $5 million proposal to ieeeGGRF funds from CalFIRE to operate a
GGRF Forest Health Program. The program targetsctemohs by using the existing CCC
structure to train young adults in forest conseovatvork. Projects include fuel load reduction,
reforestation and fire remediation. A second praposquests $2.7 million (State Responsibility
Area Fire Prevention Fund) to continue the CCC feéuction program. This program allows
the CCC to create mobile corpsmember camps thattdecto address intensive and specific fuel
reduction projects, in coordination with other stagencies, including CalFIRE.
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ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

Are We Valuing the Ecosystem Benefits of Intact Fast EcosystemsThe US EPA makes a
compelling case that there are values in foredttnga particular with intact forest ecosystems,
that government and society may not be taking actmunt. As a result, it is hard for the state to
clearly define a budget for baseline forest ec&syshealth beyond wildfire prevention and
suppression. The Legislature may wish to requeat the Natural Resources Agency, in
conjunction with the California Environmental Prctien Agency, dedicate a portion of funding
from AB 1492 in order to determine what baselingvies would be appropriate for ongoing
funding, and to which departments these activétesuld be assigned.

What Should be the Role of the Various State Departents Focused on Forest Health?
Although CalFIRE remains the lead on forest he#dththe state, the massive role of wildfire
prevention and suppression takes up most of CalSIRfe and management. A great many of
the one-time activities of the state’s major comaecies, DFW, WCB and Natural Resources
Agency, are dedicated to broader forest healtheGihat there may be ongoing funding from
the cap-and-trade program, as well as a smalleuatrfoom AB 1492, the Legislature should
consider which departments provide the greatestevahen it comes to ecosystem services and
intact forest health.

What Should be the Role of the Wildlife Conservatio Board? CalFIRE states that it plans to
work with WCB staff on a real property acquisitiprocess to facilitate the sale or transfer of
development rights and property. This is the experdf the WCB and having CalFIRE contract
or work with WCB seems to add a step of work teatninecessary. Would it be more efficient to
give the WCB funding for this purpose and allownth&o run a grant program similar to any
number of acquisition and development programs tiase successfully managed over time?

What Lessons Can We Learn From Other State and LodaFunding Programs? As
discussed, other state and local agencies have teke to value the forest ecosystem, including
the difficult decision to maintain portions of thetershed, as intact forest systems. This does
not preclude other activities within the watersived restricts the types of activities that would
impact downstream users. In order to pay for theesgices, downstream users are charged a
nominal amount to support watershed protection namg. The Legislature should consider
whether a charge on water bills would be appropfiat a broader forest landscape program, and
if so, who would be the beneficiaries of this paogrand how much is needed.

Is There a Long-Term Benefit to Diversifying Foresty Personnel? Should These Activities
be Conducted Largely as Grants or by State PersontOne benefit of one-time funding is
that the state does not need to add significanbioggpersonnel to staff programs, including
retirement costs. However, the down-side of thisthe lack of continuity and expertise
associated with program management. At CalFIREp@&isonnel are trained to be firefighters
and thus their benefits include an earlier retineian (due to the challenging physical nature
of active firefighting), whether or not they actiygberform firefighting duties. The state should
consider, as it has with the State Parks Departnvlen it allowed a parallel professional track
for non-peace officer status park superintendewvitgther or not long-term savings and separate
expertise would be appropriate for certain forest@nd environmental scientists working on
landscape-level forest health programs.
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Should the Legislature Allow CalFIRE to Shift Funding Between Support, Local
Assistance and Capital Outlay?Finally, the CalFIRE budget proposal requests ktigond
trailer bill language to allow for funding to beiftdd between support, local assistance and
capital outlay for the forest health program. Tiyjze of action reduces the Legislature’s control
and oversight of funding for specific purposesHhould be clear, prior to appropriation, whether
the money will be used for grants, state operatimnstate capital projects. The Legislature
should consider specifying these programs pricappropriation so that the need for the budget
and trailer bill language is eliminated.

Recommendation:Hold open for further consideration.
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3540DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION (CALFIRE)

CalFIRE, under the policy direction of the BoardFafrestry and Fire Protection, provides fire

protection services, directly or through contradts, timberlands, rangelands, and brushlands
owned privately or by state or local agencies. €rmgas of CalFIRE responsibility are referred
to as “state responsibility areas” and represeptragimately one—third of the acreage of the
state. In addition, CalFIRE regulates timber hatmgson forestland owned privately or by the

state and provides a variety of resource managerserntices for owners of forestlands,

rangelands, and brushlands.

The Governor's budget proposes $1.6 billion frommiougs funds for support of CalFIRE in
2016-17. This is an increase of $177 million, or d&€cent, from current—year estimated
expenditures. This is primarily due to an increaf&180 million from the Greenhouse Gas
Emission Reduction Fund (GGRF) for forest healtd anban forestry activities that reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

EXPENDITURES BY FUND (in thousands)

Fund Actual Estimated Proposed
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

General Fund $944,313| $ 1,286,760 $ 1,293,558
State Emergency Telephone Number Account 4,212 4,051 3,815
Unified Program Account 478 738 707
State Fire Marshal Licensing and Certification Fund 2,125 3,982 3,943
California Environmental License Plate Fund 432 592 577
California Fire and Arson Training Fund 2,202 3,435 3,504
California Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Fund 2,702 3,693 3,592
Professional Forester Registration Fund 205 233 226
Toxic Substances Control Account 1,500 5,000 -
Federal Trust Fund 4,161 19,834 20,364
Forest Resources Improvement Fund 5,846 9,852 9,413
Reimbursements 427,057 452,694 477,289
State Responsibility Area Fire Prevention Fund 74,492 80,283 75,882
State Fire Marshal Fireworks Enforcement and Disposal Fund 206 - 5
Building Standards Administration Special Revolving Fund 135 164 306
Timber Regulation and Forest Restoration Fund 13,775 22,456 22,600
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund 39,291 2,753 182,371
Cost of Implementation Account, Air Pollution Control Fund 289 354 433

$1,523,421| $1,896,874 $2,098,580
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CAPITAL OUTLAY , IMPLEMENTATION OF L EGISLATION AND MINOR PROPOSALS

The CalFIRE budget includes several budget propdsalt continue existing programs, convert
limited-term positions to permanent, or implemeagislation from previous years. These items
are listed below for reference.

1. Capital Outlay. The Governor's budget requests funding for thleviing capital outlay
proposals: (1) relocate the Potrero Forest Firdidbta$400,000, General Fund); (2)
phase five of the statewide communications systgplacement ($1.6 million, General
Fund); (3) Ishi Conservation Camp domestic drinkimgter system replacement
($871,000, General Fund); (4) replacement of wédteilers at Fenner Canyon
Conservation Camp ($376,000, General Fund); angpprepriation of funding for
twenty major capital outlay projects.

2. Information Technology and Information Security Staffing Modernization. The
budget requests $3 million ($2.8 million Generaiduand $228,000 Special Funds), and
14 positions, to address increasing demands ofrirdon technology systems.

3. Public Information and Education (Drought). The Governor's budget requests $1.6
million ($1.5 million General Fund and $127,000 8pk Funds), and five positions,
starting in 2016-17 to increase staffing for pubiidormation and education. This
extends, in part, increased funding for droughditesl public information.

4. Drought. The budget requests $77 million ($74 million Gehdfund and $3 million
State Responsibility Area Fire Prevention Fund)e-obme, and 454.8 temporary help
positions, to address heightened fire conditiorestdudrought.

5. Fire Safety, Flame Retardants and Building Insulatbn. The budgets requests
$125,000 (Building Standards Administrative Speé&avolving Fund), on a one-time
basis, for a contract to review, research test,iapdement proposed building standards
for fire safety of retardants in building insulatio

6. Board of Forestry Fire Protection Effectiveness Moitoring Services. The budget
requests $425,000 (Timber Regulation and ForestoRd®n Fund), for two years, to
improve effectiveness monitoring assistance fromdamic institutions to support the
evaluation of the environmental protection of tleedst Practice Act and Rules.

Staff Recommendation: Hold open for further review. The items proposeddiscussion will
have impacts on the availability of funds, incluglifor capital outlay. Further, the Legislature
should consider the necessity of drought-relatddfine staffing after spring rainfall totals have
been determined.
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Issue 1: Helicopters and Aviation Contracts

Background. When fighting wildland fires, CalFIRE uses heliceqst to quickly deliver fire
crews and to perform water or retardant drops staw the fires’ spread. Helicopters are also
used for other firefighting and fire prevention ogg@ns, medical evacuations, cargo transport,
mapping, rescues, and other missions. The departougrently has 12 helicopters that were
acquired in 1990 through the Federal Excess Pdr§opnperty Program at no cost to the state.
They were originally owned by the U.S. Army from6B%to 1975 for troop and cargo transport.
Once acquired by CalFIRE, these helicopters wergified for wildland firefighting at a cost of
about $500,000 per aircraft.

The department maintains both the rotary (heliagdteet and a fixed-wing (airplanes) fleet.
CalFIRE operates the aircraft fleet in firefightiagppression with a goal of 95 percent of fires
suppressed at 10 acres or less. CalFIRE traditjohak contracted with an outside entity over
the years to provide both pilots for aircraft andimbenance service.

Governor’s Proposal. The Governor’s budget includes a one-line “misecataus adjustment”

in the amount of $100 million that the DepartmehEmance has indicated is a placeholder for
the helicopter purchase. The budget also includeposal to increase support for fixed-wing
aviation contracted services by $3.5 million in thedget year, and increasing to $9 million in
four years. This is the result of a new contragined with DynCorp International, LLC
(DynCorp) after a successful request for propoB&lR) bid to provide fixed-wing and rotary
fleet. DynCorp provides pilots to operate fixed-giaircraft, as well as maintenance technicians
for both the department’s fixed-wing and rotaryetle

LAO 2015 Assessment In 2015, the LAO reviewed the Governor’s heli@ypreplacement
proposal and offered the following assessment:

Very Limited Information Provided. The Governor's proposal includes very
little information on the proposed helicopter regment. For example, CalFIRE
has not provided cost estimates, a procurementdatde or the desired
specifications for the new helicopters. In addifi@alFIRE has not identified
what additional support and capital outlay costghtbe incurred to support this
proposal. Such costs could include increased staffraining, and modifications
to current infrastructure (such as helicopter laggiads and hangars). Depending
on the specific details of the procurement, thaltprocurement, support, and
capital outlay costs could be in the range of apt®unundred million dollars.
These costs would likely be supported from the Gdrieund.

Difficult for Legislature to Weigh Trade-Offs. The lack of information

provided makes it difficult for the Legislature teeigh the relative trade—offs
associated with the proposed helicopter replacem@fitile we agree that
eventual replacement of CalFIRE’s helicopter flégtreasonable given its
capabilities, maintenance needs, and age of therduteet; we note that there is
a wide range of factors that must be consideredrptdo replacing the

department’s fleet. Such factors include (1) thenber of helicopters needed, (2)
how the helicopters will be used, (3) the desingectications of each helicopter
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(such as the size and speed), (4) the need forfagiities, and (5) the timeline
for replacement. The Legislature will want to weigie benefits and costs
associated with each factor. For example, nightoriscapabilities allow
helicopters to operate 24 hours a day, which cenlible CalFIRE to respond and
contain fires more quickly during nighttime hourowever, without knowing the
cost of this capability, it is difficult for the Iggslature to determine if helicopter
night vision should be funded before other comgefirograms that it may deem
to be of higher priority.

Staff Comments.The lack of a full-scope budget request was gdieid after multiple hearings
and meetings on the subject of helicopter purcltasang the 2015-16 budget process. In the
2015 subcommittee agenda, staff concurred with LA© that the need for a helicopter
replacement plan is supportable, but that the Admation had not provided enough
information to the Legislature on the procuremeartdpe and process. Budget bill requiring the
department to provide more information on the scopéhe purchase and options for various
budget-levels for helicopter purchase was ultinyatelt supported by the Administration and not
included in the budget.

The department continued with its procurement scleedls planned, and released an Information
for Bid in early 2016. The results of the bid pregavere made public by the Department of
General Services on March 8, 2016. Four bid weoeived and are being reviewed by the
Administration. The companies bidding have varioights to protest the final selection,
including review by an Administrative Law Judge apgpeal to the Superior Court.

Staff has concerns about the long-term cost oh#leopters, beyond the purchase of individual
units, and the Legislature’s ability to provide wmight over the costs of the aviation unit at
CalFIRE. The budget includes a service contradtigated to increase by nearly $10 million
per year at the end of four years, while at theesime not providing information on what will
drive a good portion of the costs of the new heglieofleet.

The Subcommittee may wish to ask:

* Why did the Department of General Services and IB&Fselect the Information for Bid
process? How did the Request for Information infoenbid process?

« How is the Legislature supposed to weigh the oat-yeosts of capital outlay,
maintenance and operations of the model selecte@abylRE? Why were these costs,
potentially increasing the total purchase pricetéys, if not hundreds, of millions of
dollars, not included in the bid process?

* What are the cost estimates for helicopters, s$taifiing, personnel, and capital outlay;
and the planned procurement schedule?

* How can the Legislature evaluate the proposalterse support and maintenance in the
aviation unit, without answers to the above questto

Staff Recommendation Hold open for anticipated May Revision proposal.
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Issue 2: Emergency Command Center Staffing and Siadional Command Awareness Data
Acquisition (SCADA)

Background. CalFIRE manages a total of 24 command centers, @dth of the department’s
21 units supported by a center. The local commasrttecs are supported by two regional
operation centers and the Sacramento headquaBtafiing for the centers was established in
1982, when the department was primarily a wildfaetivity department. Since that time,
CalFIRE dispatches have increased by nearly 400eperincluding all emergency incidents.
The State Responsibility Area (SRA), for which GRIE manages emergency response, has
remained at around 31 million acres, while the pajoon within the SRA has increased by about
64 percent. At the same time, there have beenf&igni increases in population in the wildland-
urban interface. As a full-service fire departmé#/FIRE responds to wildland fires, structure
fires, floods, hazardous material spills, swift @ratescues, civil disturbances, earthquakes, and
medical emergencies of all kinds.

Governor's Proposal. The Governor's budget includes two proposals edlaio command
centers as follows:

« Emergency Command Center StaffingThe budget requests $17 million ($16.9 million
General fund and $28,000 various special fundg), @&h6 permanent positions, along
with 34.3 two-year, limited-duration temporary hgipsitions, to increase Emergency
Command Center (ECC) staffing. The positions aguested to improve intake of
emergency calls and allocate and manage resowcemergencies.

» Situational Command Awareness Data AcquisitionThe Governor’'s budget requests
$7.6 million ($7 million General Fund and $600,080ecial Funds) and 12.8 positions
beginning in the budget year, growing to $13.2 innillin two years, then leveling off to
$7.6 million, ongoing. The proposal includes a esjuor eight vehicles, including one
for a battalion chief, for ongoing field level sugp Additionally, the request will require
the department to lease new office space in ordeadcommodate the additional
Sacramento-based positions.

Staff Comments. As California’s population within the Wildland-Uah Interface (WUI) and
State Responsibility Area increase, staffing fatesievel firefighting increases. So, too, as the
department takes on more responsibility withinmnitstual-aid for federal and local emergencies,
demand for emergency services increases. Add sotltlei public expectation, whether within a
local jurisdiction (such as a city), or in the Wwddds, that emergency calls are answered and
dispatched in less than a minute, costs to CalFRIE only increase. The department’s
submitted information includes workload and fundjuogtifications, all of which support the
notion that firefighting costs will continue to mase, regardless of efforts to reduce wildfire
risk.
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The Subcommittee may wish to ask the department:

* Why isn't there a corresponding reduction in therall CalFIRE budget for the SCADA
proposal given that this proposal is intended twigle significant efficiencies within the
department? What is the overall reduction in budggicipated by implementing this
proposal?

* As part of mutual-aid, how have the federal firatigg units kept up with CalFIRE? Do
they take as many emergency calls and maintairsdhee standards of response as the
state—or do they remain mainly a wildfire service?

Staff Recommendation Hold open for further review.
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Issue 3: Professional Standards Program

Background. State law has various mechanisms in place interiddechinimize employee
misconduct and to respond to such misconduct wheoccurs. The department conducts
administrative investigations in response to camgeregarding employee behavior. The
department also is required to conduct internal inttnative investigations under specific
circumstances, such as whenever a formal comgkified against a peace officer or when a
complaint or suspicion of employee misconduct ledfivia the California Whistleblower’'s
Protection Act. In addition, CalFIRE, in complianceith statute, requires background
investigations on all public safety dispatchersageeofficers, public officers, and emergency
medical technicians.

Currently, CalFIRE does not have a unit dedicateéecifically to these responsibilities and
reports that some of these functions are performethe field with minimal oversight and
redirected staff. When investigations become tompdex to pursue with existing resources,
CalFIRE contracts with another department to perftre investigation. In contrast, some other
departments have designated units that performethesvities. For example, within CNRA,
DPR and DFW have units that conduct internal ingasibns.

Governor's Proposal. The Governor’s budget proposes $4.4 million ($&iflion ongoing)
primarily from the General Fund, and 14 permaneositmns to establish a professional
standards program in headquarters, which wouldidela unit to provide additional oversight
for internal investigations and adverse actions,wafl as expand manager and supervisor
training. The proposed positions would conduct ausiriative and background investigations,
provide more training to managers and supervisorg,develop guidelines to promote consistent
application of penalties.

Under the proposal, much of the workload in 2016-wduld focus on developing new
disciplinary policies and processes, as well asitrg all department managers and supervisors
on implementing these procedures. After 2016—-1&, rtature of the workload would shift to
focusing on ongoing training, document review, moaitinvestigations, and oversight. The
program is, in part, a response to recent conceegarding the department’s hiring and
promotion practices and other allegations of emgédoyisconduct.

Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO) Assessment.The LAO assessment finds that it is
reasonable for the department to standardize lisig® and procedures, increase its oversight of
activities in the field, and make its training pragn more robust. However, their assessment
finds that the ongoing workload for the new progranunclear for several reasons, as outlined
below.
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Estimate of Future Workload Uncertain. First, the proposed program is new,
and its estimated ongoing workload is a projecti@sed on recent workload.
While this serves as a reasonable starting poinestimating future workload,
actual ongoing workload might change. For examplee number of
investigations in recent years might be above @eschue to increased concerns
that arose from a high—profile case and relatedtsvever the past couple of
years. Basing the ongoing workload on the numbemwéstigations in recent
years could overestimate the program’s needs. Mitiad, the number of
background investigations could fluctuate baseduture position authority and
vacancy rates.

Impact of New Professional Standards Unit on Ongoip Workload Unclear.
Second, it is unclear how the creation of a newgsional standards unit will
affect the ongoing workload because some of thésuactivities could influence
the number of required investigations or adversers undertaken. For example,
if the improved education and training successfpligvent misconduct in the
future, the new unit might have fewer cases of eyg® misconduct to process in
the long run.

Specific Staff Needed in Long Run UnclearThird, because the make—up of
activities is proposed to shift, the number andsifecations of staff might not be

appropriate for the ongoing workload. For examifilés not clear that the same
classifications needed to undertake policy develmmand training are best
suited for the ongoing investigations workload.

LAO Recommendation. Given the uncertainty about the department’s amgoi
workload related to the new professional standprdgram, we recommend that
the Legislature approve the additional ongoing weses proposed on a three—
year limited—term basis. This timeframe would alltke department to fully
implement the program over a period of time befevaluating the program’s
ongoing workload needs. This would also provide @pportunity for the
Legislature and administration to evaluate the otiffeness of the proposed
program before committing ongoing resources.

March 17, 2016

Staff Comments. Staff concurs with the LAO suggestion for a linditeerm trial program, in
order to provide evaluation and ongoing oversighthe proposal. Concerns have been raised
about the training aspect of the proposal, and kdredr not it is sufficient within the overall

department mission. The department should addnéssdncern in its presentation.

Staff Recommendation Hold open for discussion with the department.
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3340CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS

The CCC provides young adults between the age8 @ntl 25 (and veterans to age 29) work
experience and educational opportunities. Programicgpants, referred to as corpsmembers,
work on projects that conserve and improve the renment. They also provide assistance
during natural disasters. Work projects are spatsoby various governmental and
nongovernmental agencies that reimburse CCC forwhek performed by corpsmembers.
Corpsmembers often live in residential facilitiésitt serve as a hub of CCC service delivery.
Typical activities include academic and technicaining, as corpsmembers pursue educational
and career development goals. After successfullgpteting a year, corpsmembers are eligible
to receive a scholarship toward continuing educaiotraining.

The Governor's 2016-17 budget proposes a totall8fL$million for support of CCC. Almost
half of these funds are from the General Fund whth remaining coming from a few special
funds. The proposed amount reflects a net incre&$84 million, or 35 percent, compared to
projected current—year expenditures. This changengoily reflects (1) a $20 million
augmentation from the General Fund to renovateitisben, dormitory, and multipurpose room
at the Auburn residential center; and (2) an imeeaf $15 million from the Greenhouse Gas
Emission Reduction Fund (GGRF) to operate a newdyn€orps Program that would focus on
reducing greenhouse gas emissions for public mg#li In addition, Control Section 6.10
includes $700,000 from the General Fund for defemaintenance at CCC facilities.

EXPENDITURES BY FUND (in thousands)

Fund Actual Estimated Proposed
2014-15* 2015-16* 2016-17*

General Fund $ 43,852 $ 45,342 $ 44,375
California Environmental License Plate Fund 320 322 318
Collins-Dugan Calif Conservation Corps Reimbursement Acct 35,827 36,499 41,803
Reimbursements - 1 -
State Responsibility Area Fire Prevention Fund 1,769 7,038 4,522
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund - - 15,000

California Clean Water, Clean Air, Safe Neighborhood Parks,

and Coastal Protection Fund 4,392 275

S_afe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, 178

River and Coastal Protection Fund of 2006

Clean Energy Job Creation Fund 4,374 5,403 5,400
Total Expenditures (All Funds) $90,712 $94,880 $111,418
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Issue 1: Residential Facilities Expansion

Background. The CCC operates 25 facilities in urban and runadas statewide—seven
residential centers and 18 nonresidential facditiemown as satellite facilities. The typical
residential center includes a dormitory, dining moand kitchen, administrative offices,
recreational facilities, classroom space, and warst space. The residential centers normally
house between 80 and 100 corpsmembers. The tygatalite facility includes classroom space
and administrative offices. The satellite faciktienormally serve between 30 and 60
corpsmembers.

Governor’s Proposal. The Governor’s budget includes a five—year plannfi@jor expansion of
residential centers. The Administration’s recenteFYear Infrastructure Plan, which proposes
state spending on infrastructure projects in a#laarof state government through 2020-21,
includes a major expansion of the CCC residentaiter program. Specifically, the plan
proposes a combined total of $171 million over leat five years from the General Fund and
lease-revenue bond funds to design and constructQ@C residential centers. There would be
added costs to complete design and constructidwainew residential centers that would still
be in the preliminary plan phase in 2020-21. Tigeire on the next page summarizes the five-
year plan to (1) complete construction of six nesidential centers by the end of 2020-21 and
(2) begin the acquisition and preliminary plannpttases for two additional residential centers
that would begin construction after 2020-21. Sorinéne proposed centers would replace current
satellite facilities, while others would add capaan new locations.

The budget also requests $2.6 million (General Fub2l5 positions, and 47 corpsmembers, to
convert the former CalFIRE Magalia facility intorasidential corpsmember facility serving
Butte County.

Under the Governor’'s plan, the total number of sorpmbers would increase, and a greater
share would reside in residential centers. By 2B020the number of residential corpsmembers
would increase from 623 to 1,172 (88 percent), dredtotal number of corpsmembers would

increase from 1,537 to 1,757 (14 percent). Thisldi@asult in the share of corpsmembers in

residential centers increasing from 41 percen7tp&cent.

Once a residential center is built, its annual ageroperating cost is $3.4 million. Roughly 50
percent of operating costs are paid for with Gdnéwand, 45 percent are paid for with
reimbursements from work projects, and the remgifiire percent is from state special funds.
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California Conservation Corps Five—Year Expansion kan
(In Thousands)

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 Total Project Cost

Napa—new residential center $200 « $1,000» $2,000 w $24,800 ¢ — $28,000
Pomona—new residential center 100 » 1,000 » 2,000 w 24,920 ¢ — 28,020
Ukiah—replace existing residential center 100 » 200 » 1,000 ° 2,000 w $24,720 c 28,020
San Diego—new residential center — 280 » 1,000 - 2,000 w 24,720 28,000
Santa Clara—new residential center — 280 » 1,000 - 2,000 w 24,720 28,000
Kern—new residential center — — — 3,200 em 24,720 27,920
Del Norte—new residential center — — — 280 » 1,000 » 1,280
Inyo/Mono—new residential center — — — 280 » 1,000 » 1,280
Totals $400 $2,760 $7,000 $59,480 $100,880 $170,520-

2Does not include costs for working drawings and construction of new residential centers at Del Norte and Inyo/Mono that will be incurred
after 2020-21.

Phases: A = acquisition; P = preliminary plans; W = working drawings; and C = construction

Source: Legislative Analyst’s Office, 2016

Expansion Designed to Achieve Multiple GoalsThe Administration believes that the proposed
expansion will achieve multiple goals. First, resitial centers allow access to the CCC program
for young people from all parts of the state, st those that live within commuting distance of
a satellite facility. Corpsmembers must find affaote housing within commuting distance of the
satellite facility. This can present a barrier @gions where the cost of living is relatively high
(such as Napa). By removing the obstacle of findafiprdable housing within commuting
distance of a satellite facility, CCC believes ill\wave more participation in certain regions.

Second, the CCC states that residential centees affbetter option than some of its satellite
locations by (1) providing a structured environmeffiering full immersion in work projects and
educational programs, (2) offering stability andwséy, and (3) providing many opportunities
for community engagement and personal developmatording to CCC, residential facilities
promote academic success because the residentiafyggovides more time for corpsmembers
to dedicate to academics. They can attend class¢ipate in study groups, and participate in
academic projects onsite. Data shows CCC corpsmambeschool at residential centers
achieved greater gains in math and reading levels their counterparts in satellite facilities.
Furthermore, a higher percentage of corpsmembens fesidential centers (27 percent) go on to
post-corps education and training than satellitdifees (17 percent), as evidenced by the greater
number of CCC graduates from residential center® wlaim the scholarship earned by
successfully completing a year of service. Residenenter corpsmembers are also more likely
to participate in community service projects thateBite facility corpsmembers.

Third, the CCC states that the proposed expanseauidaallow it to better meet the needs of the
communities by having more corpsmembers there dfed a residential center program in
additional areas of the state. The number of coepsbers at some of CCC’s satellite operations
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matches the needs of the communities they senaediding which satellite facilities to convert
to residential centers, the CCC reviewed severdbfa such as recruitment trends, demand for
work, and existing field staffing. The CCC also swiered its geographic reach and its ability to
offer residential center programs throughout tha&test For example, there is currently no
residential center south of Camarillo, so the Gowgs proposal includes two new residential
centers, in Pomona and San Diego.

Governor’s Budget Proposal.The Governor’s budget for 2016-17, proposes $4@0ftbm the
General Fund to begin implementation of the aboygamesion plan. This amount consists of
funding for the acquisition phase of residentiaitees in Napa ($200,000), Pomona ($100,000),
and Ukiah ($100,000). Acquisition phase costs aatude an investigation of the condition of a
property, surveys, title costs, appraisal fees, ataff time. For Napa and Pomona the
administration plans to use lease-revenue bondse(ghty repaid from the General Fund) for
construction, which increases the total costs efgtoject due to the interest paid on the bonds.
Ukiah is proposed to be funded entirely from then&al Fund. (The Governor's budget also
proposes $2.7 million from the General Fund for-dime and ongoing operational costs of a
new residential center in Butte County [Magalia].)

Expansion at Initial Three Sites Would Mostly Leveage Existing State Properties.The
Administration plans to build new residential cest®n existing state property whenever
possible. According to the Administration, utiligirexisting state property is preferred and
expedites site selection and acquisition. For th@dha residential center, the former Lanterman
Developmental Center (now Cal Poly Pomona) is doopFor the Napa residential center, the
Napa State Hospital and the Yountville Veterans E@mre both options. In Ukiah, continuing in
the current leased facility is no longer feasibldis is because the Department of General
Services will not renew the lease as the buildiags in disrepair and do not meet today’s
building standards.

LAO Assessment.The LAO provides the following assessment:

The decision about whether to take the initial stegwards a major expansion of CCC
residential centers is ultimately a policy decisfon the Legislature. In large part, this
determination will be based on how the Legislatmeighs the potential benefits of
expanding the CCC residential program against othemeral Fund priorities. In this
section we assess (1) the costs and potential iberwf the Governor's proposed
expansion, and (2) the data available on corpsmemlieomes.

Major Cost to Shift Towards Residential Center Modé With Modest Increase in
Corpsmembers. The Governor's 2016-17 budget proposes fundin@@®D0 General
Fund) for the acquisition phase of three residémgaters that will cost a total of $84
million to complete. The Governor’'s 2016-17 progdsgust the first step in a plan to
spend a combined total of $171 million over the tnéixe years (with additional
construction costs estimated at roughly $50 milliersubsequent years) to design and
construct new CCC residential centers. Over theestime period, the total number of
corpsmembers would increase only modestly—by 22@smembers. In our view, the
Governor’s proposal presents the Legislature withobcy decision about whether to
spend a significant amount of General Fund ovemnthé several years to shift the CCC
program from a primarily satellite facility—basedogram to a primarily residential
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center—based program—with about two—-thirds of acomgrsbers living in residential

centers in five years. By approving the Govern@@d6-17 proposal, the Legislature
would be signaling its agreement with the Govemmtwhg-term policy goal of shifting to

greater use of residential centers.

Measureable Outcomes for Corpsmembers Currently Linted. The CCC states that it
is beginning to implement a database to collearmftion on where corpsmembers go
after they leave CCC in order to identify trendattieould help them to manage the
program more effectively. For example, CCC wouke lio have more information about
the number of corpsmembers who leave CCC to bedps, jattend college, or for other
reasons. This information would help CCC admintsta to more efficiently and
effectively manage the program. However, CCC doess believe it will be able to
identify meaningful trends in the data it is cotleg for another two or three years.

Without robust data on outcomes after corpsmemlearse CCC, it is more difficult to
assess whether a major expansion of residentialersens a wise investment. For
example, data suggests that residential centersilmate to corpsmembers performing
better than their satellite facility colleaguessmme educational and community service
measures. However, we do not know whether therena@ningful differences between
residential center corpsmembers and their satdlitdity colleagues after they leave
CCC on such measurements as educational outconeespboyment status.

Ukiah Project Appears Warranted. The new Ukiah residential center will replace an
existing leased residential center. The Departroé@eneral Services will not renew the
lease on the existing facility due to the fireglisafety, and building code compliance
issues. We view this as a reasonable request thathaw for continued CCC services in
a region where a residential center is alreadybésteed.

LAO Recommendation: The LAO offers the following recommendation:

Defer Decision on Napa and Pomona ProjectdVe recommend the Legislature wait
until there is more information on corpsmember omtes before approving the
acquisition phase for new residential centers irpdNand Pomona. We believe the
proposal to construct new residential centers ipaNand Pomona is worth exploring.
There may be benefits, in addition to the onesudised earlier in this analysis, from
shifting from a primarily satellite facility to ariparily residential-center model.

However, we do not know for certain such a shiftl Wwetter achieve program goals
because there is limited data on how residentialtetecorpsmember post—service
outcomes compare to outcomes for their satelliditia colleagues. Furthermore, any
such benefits would have to be weighed againstsigaificant additional costs of

providing corpsmember slots in a residential sgttidccordingly, we believe the

Legislature should not signal its intent to go fard/ with new residential center
construction in Napa and Pomona—at an estimated ¢ost of $28 million per new

residential center—by funding the acquisition phast@l more information is available

regarding corpsmember outcomes.
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Require CCC to Report on Outcomes to Inform LongerF¥erm Policy Choices.We
believe the Legislature should take steps to ernthiateit will have sufficient information
in the future to make informed decisions about Wweeto go forward with the residential
center expansion. We recommend the Legislatureireeqiue CCC to report at budget
hearings on its progress towards developing a da&alp track corpsmember outcomes.
This data should be complete enough to inform C@&@agement decisions about how to
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the C@Ggram. It should also be broad
enough to inform legislative decisions about thedfiés of expanding CCC. According
to CCC, it will not be able to identify trends f@nother two or three years. We
acknowledge that collecting this data may have st.cd&/e further recommend CCC
report at budget hearings on whether it can devalaopbust database within existing
resources, or whether additional resources areseaneto create this database.

Approve Request for Ukiah Acquisition Phase.We recommend the Legislature
approve the request for $100,000 General Funddimlibe acquisition phase of a project
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to replace the current residential center in Ukiah.

Staff Comments.The LAO assessment of the proposal is thorougha&edrately portrays the

expansion of the residential facilities as a majoange in direction for the corps. However, the
corps discussion of the benefits of residentiallifees to the corpsmember should not be
discounted as the Legislature considers this padp8saff have concerns that the size and nature
of the proposal may be setting the CCC up for futmdget challenges. The addition of the

residential facilities will increase the CCC basel(General Fund budget, not all of which can be
recouped by either contracts with local entitiesyiih other state funds. In past years, budget
cuts left the CCC baseline budget so reduced thaas challenged to be able to meet its core
mission.

The Subcommittee may wish to ask:

What will be the cost to the General Fund for tdditonal staffing and corpsmembers at
the residential facilities?

How did the CCC determine where to locate varioesidential facilities? Was the
decision based on mission (increasing energy amestfocorpsmember employment
pathways), or the availability of surplus property?

How has the corpsmembers career pathways changétk ipast decade—where are
corpsmembers finding long term employment afteir thervice to the state?

Has the Administration considered fundamental chantp the corpsmember career
pathway within the state? For example, should thera longer residential residency at
fire camps in order to move corpsmembers into GFAbositions? Are there other ways
to increase the path to state employment?

Staff Recommendation Hold Open.
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