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ABSTRACT 



Wildfires have the potential to create severe destruction within wildland systems 

and can quickly become an issue of urgency relating to the protection of persons 

and property when they reach urbanized areas. These urban areas directly 

adjacent to wildlands, the wildland-urban interface (WUI), is where concerns are 

greatest in relation to wildfires. It is unclear as to what methods and strategies 

are being used by the various participating entities at the federal, state, regional, 

and/or local levels for their wildfire prevention efforts. For this reason a 

comprehensive survey of the fire prevention methods and strategies used in the 

Los Angeles County WUI was carried out. 

The study includes nineteen entities including cities, agencies, 

organizations, industry professionals, and property owners, in order to provide a 

larger image of what is happening regarding fire prevention methods and 

strategies along the Los Angeles County WUI, specifically areas bordering the 

Angeles National Forest. The resulting findings provide a systematic view of 

intra- and inter-relationships between the cities, agencies, and organizations 

involved in fire prevention efforts and their impact on industry professionals and 

property owners. The findings also identify issues that contribute to barriers and 

gaps that limit or prevent the successful implementation of fire prevention 

strategies and methods. Lastly, this study provides applicable recommendations 

aimed at minimizing the barriers and gaps in the current fire prevention efforts. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 


Anyone living in California for even a few years is bound to be affected by the 

frequent wildfires. Agee (2006, xi) notes that, “California has always been and 

will continue to be a fire environment unmatched in North America.” This is 

especially true in Southern California. For instance, in August of 2009 alone, four 

wildfires occurred in Southern California, of which two were in Los Angeles 

County, and one each in the adjacent counties of San Bernardino and Riverside 

(LA Times 2012). The Station Fire (Figure 1), being one of the two fires in Los 

Angeles County mentioned above, was “the largest fire in the recorded history of 

the Angeles National Forest (est. 1892) and the 10th largest fire in California 

since 1933” (InciWeb.org 2009). 

The Station Fire and others are exceptional only in their size and 

damages. Wildfires in Los Angeles County (LA County) are common due in part 

to its unique physiographic conditions. For instance, the Santa Ana winds, an 

arid climate, and the accompanying chaparral flora create favorable conditions 

for wildfires (Kent 2005; Halsey 2005; Carle 2008). Adding to these conditions is 

the county’s increasing population, which pushes development further into the 

areas where urbanization borders on wildlands. These bordering areas are the 

most precarious since they involve not only the landscapes and wildlife of 

natural, or wildland, areas but also the landscapes, properties, and populace of 

urban development. 
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Figure 1. Station Fire (Source: ESRI and CAL FIRE). 
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Wildland-Urban Interface 

This study deals with wildfires, but more specifically, the survey of methods and 

strategies used for their prevention along the bordering regions between 

wildlands and urban or developed areas. According to Womack (2005), Carle 

(2008), and the National Wildfire Coordination Group (2012), these wildland and 

urban border areas are known as the Wildland-Urban Interface, more commonly 

referred to as the WUI. The LA County deals with recurring fires in the WUI areas 

(Figure 2), on a yearly, sometimes monthly, basis. Further details and particulars 

about the WUI will be provided in the literature review section. 

Figure 2. Wildland-Urban Interface in Los Angeles County (Source: SILVIS Lab, 

Department of Forest Ecology and Management, University of Wisconsin-

Madison 2005). 
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Background 

Historically, areas of Southern California have a predisposition towards frequent 

wildfires and these areas will continue to burn. Fire is essentially a characteristic 

of Southern California due in part to its plant communities, topography, climate, 

and wildlife. For example, the local mountains and foothills of LA County are 

comprised mostly of chaparral that can promote and/or incite fire occurrences. 

Chaparral is one of the key ingredients of wildfires with its innate adaptability to 

heat and fire. For instance, chaparral is particularly adapted to withstand heat 

and drought (Kent 2005; Halsey 2005; Carle 2008), and conversely, many of the 

plants in the chaparral plant community thrive and even need fire to exist. 

Specifically, some plants, such as Chamise, need fire in order to re-sprout and 

propagate, while other plants, such as Manzanitas and conifers, need the high 

heat of fire for seed germination (Schoenherr 1992). As Quinn and Keeley note 

(2006, 44), “fire is a natural and essential part of the [chaparral’s] life cycle.” 

Therefore, people living in communities adjacent to wildland environments 

blanketed with chaparral are among those most often experiencing wildfires. 

Within LA County, the efforts to prevent, control, and extinguish these fires 

are put forth by various agencies such as federal, state, regional, and local 

organizations all with diverse goals and capabilities, along with differing 

procedures and guidelines. Examples of fire prevention related government 

organizations acting within the LA County include but are not limited to California 

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), Los Angeles County (LA 

County), City of Los Angeles, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Southern California 
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Association of Governments (SCAG), California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Wildland Fire Leadership 

Council (WFLC), National Park Service (NPS), and U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE). 

Likewise there are non-government organizations (NGOs) such as 

California Fire Safe Council (CFSC), Wildfire Today, National Fire Protection 

Association (NFPA), and the California Chaparral Institute (CCI). As this list was 

not exhaustive, it would be reasonable to imagine that more agencies, both 

governmental and non-governmental, along with private organizations were also 

involved.  

“We are, in the end, governed by the ungovernable. By the 

mysterious ways of the winds. And by the ancient cycle of fire.” 

Orange County Register, 1993, 59 

Wildfires tend to determine whether people or properties survive. Initially, 

government organizations set forth governing criterion for the prevention and 

management of wildfires as an approach to develop and implement methods for 

preventing or minimizing damages (Kent 2005; Carle 2008). At the time of the 

study, organizations and the criteria were more focused on wildfires in the WUI, 

mainly a result in which “the 2000 fire season made policy makers want to do—or 

at least be seen as doing—something about fire” (Jensen and McPherson 2008, 

121). Therefore, this study focused on organizations and their extant methods 

and strategies governing wildfire prevention within the WUI. 
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Definitions 

This section is included in order to clarify and avoid misconceptions and/or 

misunderstandings about some of the terms used in this study.  

Survey 

The more common use of survey in research is typically referenced to the actual 

method of gathering data such as questionnaires and/or interviews. However, for 

this study, the term survey will refer to the broader definition, which will 

encompass an inquiry into the methods and strategies relevant to the WUI for LA 

County. Essentially, it will be an overall insight not just from a macro and micro 

approach but also a critical inspection, as a whole, which will provide a broad 

perspective of the types of material that is extant, available, and accessible. 

Methods and Strategies 

According to Dictionary.com (2013), the definition stated for the term method is 

“a procedure, technique, or way of doing something, especially in according with 

a definite plan” and strategy refers to “a plan, method, or series of maneuvers or 

stratagems for obtaining a specific goal or result”. 

Much of the information pertaining to wildfire prevention is provided by 

organizations as a guiding factor or criterion that will assist in ways of doing 

something for the safety and welfare of the public, whether it is a plan, method or 

strategy. This clarification speaks to the similarity of the various types of 

information being sought for this study. For instance, per the definition, the 

documentation can refer to and/or include information of guiding criterion 

particular for areas in the WUI. In this case it is a plan, method, or strategy 
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towards fire prevention in the WUI, such as a plan for evacuation, the type of 

appropriate plant material for installation in defensible spaces, or site 

maintenance for fire assistance. Therefore, methods and strategies are based 

upon documentation such as guidelines, specifications, ordinances, 

requirements, plans, tool kits, and any other material of this kind that is relevant 

and deemed critical to fire prevention for the LA County WUI.  

Problem Statement 

Immediately after a fire, especially a large one (as measured according to 

geographical size along with environmental and property damage), focus is 

placed on reviewing and evaluating firefighting efforts to design, develop, and 

implement more effective preventative measures for future occurrences (Halsey 

2005). This often results in changes to each agency’s current theories, methods, 

and strategies for preventing and fighting wildfires. All too often, these changes 

occur as a result of, or reaction to, a tragedy, such as the loss of human life. This 

was the case of volunteer Steve Arrollando and the resulting development of fire 

resistant clothing that emerged after his death, during the fighting of wildfires in 

1973 (Halsey 2005). 

Fire season generally commences in early summer and continues through 

the beginning of the rainy season, typically in November or December (Carle 

2008). The various agencies that come together during fire season undertake fire 

prevention adjustment efforts on an individual level that can sometimes result in 

overlaps or gaps between them and the various groups of participating 
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organizations. During these instances of fire prevention adjustment efforts, there 

is concern as to the interplay between the various agencies and their periodically 

iterated theories, methods, and strategies. According to Smith and Gilless (2011, 

1), “The need for effective community fire plans, and the challenges to their 

development and implementation, have been heightened by increasing 

ownership fragmentation.” 

Due to this lack of clarity along with the complexity inherent in 

collaborating organizations and agencies, any efforts at improving methods or 

strategies are based upon incomplete knowledge. For example, “existing CAL 

FIRE pre-fire plans differ significantly from each other in length, scope, and 

relevance” (Smith and Gilless 2011, 4). This, in turn, further reinforces the 

concept that the various theories, methods, and strategies put in place by the 

numerous agencies may lack strategic alignment in the design, development and 

implementation process as well as the collaboration efforts between 

organizations. Butler and Goldstein (2010) claim that a place-based multi-

stakeholder approach resolves disputes, generates consensus, fosters learning, 

promotes change, and forms identity. While this appears to be a benefit relevant 

to organizations, they also noted, however, that “a bounded and place-based 

multistakeholder process may be insufficient to bring about structural change 

across spatial, temporal, and organizational scales” (Butler and Goldstein 2010, 

21). Therefore, there is a concern for up-to-date and/or innovative joint efforts 

regarding fire prevention. 
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Furthermore, there are always new theories based on emerging research 

regarding fire and fire prevention. This too adds to the uncertainty as different 

organizations and agencies will update their knowledge and treat new findings 

differently. For example, some agencies may keep a very close watch on new 

research and developments regarding fire prevention. Meanwhile, others may 

dismiss new theories as being too academic or too theoretical and take a wait-

and-see approach, which could take years. Such explanation can play a role to 

conceal the actual cause of why new or innovative fire prevention methods and 

strategies are not accepted. For instance, the rigidity trap (Gunderson and 

Holling 2002) is the inability to escape from existing or outdated patterns, which 

preserve the current circumstances. “Rigidity traps were first described in natural 

resource management bureaucracies that perpetuated themselves at the 

expense of the productivity and vitality of the ecosystems that they managed” 

(Butler and Goldstein 2010, 21). This concept would best be represented as a 

continuum with those positions as the extremes. Given this continuum, many 

agencies and organizations would occupy different positions in between. 

Adding to this is the reality that even if an agency or organization is keen 

on adopting the latest findings that in no way guarantees that those findings are 

being implemented consistently and successfully throughout the levels of upper 

management down to the front-line (Smith and Gilless 2011). For example, “the 

lack of a plan framework, clearly defined criteria, or a mechanism for mandate 

enforcement, however, has also resulted in some Pre-Fire plans being 

inconsistently updated, reflecting limited or sporadic stakeholder involvement, 
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and focused on reporting past outcomes rather than future needs” (Smith and 

Gilless 2011, 4). While the upper levels of management may keep up and invest 

in the latest innovations, others within the same organization may not. By nature, 

innovations are slow to be diffused and adopted. Rogers (1995, 1) notes, 

Getting a new idea adopted, even when it has obvious advantages, 

is often very difficult. Many innovations require a lengthy period, 

often of many years, from the time they become available to the 

time they are widely adopted. 

The process of diffusing and adopting innovations is a social one, and different 

social groups will adopt differently in terms of probability and speed (Rogers, 

1995). 

With the many organizations involved, there appears to be no single set of 

guidelines or methods and strategies being implemented regarding fire 

prevention. In addition, there is no current comprehensive survey of what types 

of fire prevention methods are being promoted and implemented by the diverse 

agencies (federal, state, local) in the Los Angeles County Wildland-Urban 

Interface (WUI). Therefore, further investigation through research and analysis is 

critical in order to identify which fire prevention methods and strategies are 

currently being promoted and/or used prior to designing, developing, and 

implementing any innovations. 
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Purpose and Objective of the Study 

There is continuous conversation of how we can live more wisely within the WUI 

environment. The answer is still unclear as we continue to search for better ways 

of addressing the issue of fire, and its aftermath. But more to the point of the 

study is to find out what methods and/or strategies are already in place, how they 

can help in identifying opportunities for future fire prevention methods and 

strategies, while also addressing fire issues specific to Los Angeles County (LA 

County) as well as provide future research opportunities for other fire prone 

areas. So, in sum, a comprehensive survey of the fire prevention methods and 

strategies currently in place must be conducted in order to identify areas for 

improvement. Moreover, the quest for identifying participating organizations 

within the WUI of LA County and their methods and strategies will help, during 

the various stages, in determining opportunities for streamlining any 

discrepancies that emerge. In addition, an in depth examination to identify 

present trends and patterns of methods and strategies and implementation 

aspects will provide a deeper understanding of organizational intent. 

Research Question 

The previously stated problems and purpose of this study leads us to pose the 

following research question: 

What are the existing methods and strategies for fire prevention 

within the Los Angeles County Wildland-Urban Interface? 

11 




 

 

 

 

 

 

	 

 

 

 




In order to answer this overarching question, the following supporting questions 

must be answered as well: 

	 Is there a common set of guidelines for fire prevention methods and 

strategies that form a shared foundation across the various cities, 

agencies, and organizations participating in this study?  

 Are there redundant or strategically misaligned efforts? 

 What are the inter- and intra-relationships between the various 

agencies and how are they contributing to joint fire prevention goals? 

 Are there any gaps and/or barriers preventing or delaying the 

improvement of current fire prevention methods and strategies? 

WUI in Los Angeles County 

Los Angeles County (LA County) is comprised of eighty-eight incorporated cities 

as well as one hundred forty unincorporated communities (www.lacounty.gov). Of 

the eighty-eight cities in LA County, sixty-one lie within the county WUI. 

Meanwhile, of the one hundred forty unincorporated communities, twenty-nine 

fall within the WUI. Of those ninety incorporated and unincorporated communities 

that lie within the WUI only sixty-two were considered. Reasons as to why these 

communities were selected are explained in more detail in the methods section 

under sample cities. As part of the study, four cities and one unincorporated 

community along the LA County WUI were targeted. These cities and community 

served as a starting point for research efforts to better understand and identify 
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their fire prevention methods and strategies as well as what was being promoted 

and/or implemented. 

The four cities and one unincorporated community were selected based 

on specific criteria particular to wildfires, which consists of items such as: 

 City/Community must be within Los Angeles County Boundary 

 City/Community must border the Wildland-Urban Interface 

 City/Community must have experienced wildfires 

 City/Community must indicate more than two overlapping jurisdictions 

 City/Community must lie within the Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) 

The four cities consist of: La Cañada Flintridge, Pasadena, Azusa, and San 

Dimas, with the unincorporated community being Altadena (Figure 3). A more 

detailed explanation on the selection of these cities will be discussed in the 

methods section of this study. 

Significance to the Field 

A comprehensive survey of the fire prevention methods and strategies currently 

in place will play a seminal role in future improvement of fire prevention methods 

and strategies. Clearly identifying participating organizations within the WUI of LA 

County and their methods and strategies will be crucial in determining 

opportunities for streamlining any existing discrepancies. In addition, identifying 

current trends and patterns in implementation will provide the deeper 

understanding necessary for improving the adoption of new innovations in fire 

prevention. Lastly, this study also identified areas and topics for further research. 
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Pasadena 

Altadena 
Azusa 

San Dimas 

La Cañada Flintridge 

Burn Areas 

Figure 3. Los Angeles County Target Cities and Burn Areas in the WUI (Source: 

ESRI, LA County, and CAL FIRE). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

“FIRE! This single, small four-letter word has the ability to 

strike fear in the hearts of many, instinctively triggering a 

survival reaction” 

Rozmajzl, 2012, 1 

Fire 

Fire! What is fire? Great thinkers, such as Aristotle, regarded fire as one of the 

fundamental elements. He believed the elements consisted of air, earth, water, 

and, of course, fire (Carle 2008).  Although, we do not quite consider fire as an 

element in the way Aristotle meant it, fire fundamentally transforms an 

environment in a matter of minutes. Too many frequent and intense fires can 

decimate, not just the regrowth of fire induced vegetation, but an entire 

landscape. 

In addition, Halsey (2005, 47) notes that fires, “have a tendency to follow 

the same paths,” usually those of previous burns regardless of the time lapse. 

Typical fires need heat, fuel, and oxygen in order to transpire as illustrated in the 

fire triangle illustration (Figure 4). Los Angeles County (LA County) due to its 

topography, climate, and flora, provides all three, at times in excess. LA County 

is well known for its warm climate, so heat is common, while the local winds, 

upslope, downslope, and the famous Santa Ana winds, known for their heat and 

extremely low humidity, provide plenty of oxygen, a gas commonly found in the 

earth’s atmosphere (Halsey 2005; Quinn and Keeley 2006; Carle 2008). Lastly, 
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fuel is generously provided, especially at the lower elevations, the foothills, in the 

form of chaparral. 

Figure 4. Fire Triangle (Carle 2008, 7; Halsey 2005, 51). 

Climate 

Climate, referenced as “the overall combination of temperature, precipitation, 

winds, and so forth” (Schoenherr 1992, 33), is a natural process we encounter at 

any given location on the earth’s surface. Climate also influenced by topography 

and oceanic currents is the byproduct of the sun’s light and heat hitting the 

earth’s surface as it rotates, and as the earth rotates it creates variances in heat 

throughout the year thus providing us with seasonal change (Schoenherr 1992). 

Seasonal change occurs differently throughout the United States and even state 

to state. However, where some states experience seasonal change in more 

dramatic ways, Southern California’s seasons are more subtle and any “claims 

that it [Southern California] has no seasons is simply untrue” (Schoenherr 1992, 

43). Schoenherr (1992) notes, Southern California’s lowlands, hillsides and 
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valleys create a greening effect as a reaction to winter precipitation, particularly 

during years of heavy levels, while summer consists of warmer, dryer days with 

less precipitation. Autumn brings slightly cooler temperatures and with it the 

Santa Ana winds which may continue through the end of winter in a milder 

manner. Finally, spring, with slight fog conditions along the coastal areas and 

warmer temperatures inland, produces areas blanketed in colorful blooms as it 

begins to warm after the winter season. In a more direct manner, Schoenherr 

(1992, 43), summarizes a worst case perspective by critics: “spring fog followed 

by summer smog, autumn fires followed by winter floods.” 

Vegetation 

In California, vegetation can vary depending on climate, precipitation, and soil 

composition (Schoenherr 1992). The state is made up of several biotic 

communities. However, within the Transverse and Peninsular Ranges which 

make up the Southern California region, it consists of Valley Grasslands, Coastal 

Sage Scrub, Lower and Upper Chaparral, Southern Oak Woodland, Pinyon-

Juniper Woodland, Yellow Pine Forest, Lodgepole Forest, Subalpine Forest, 

Alpine, Sagebrush Scrub, Desert Chaparral and Cactus Scrub (Ornduff, Faber 

and Keeler-Wolf 2003; Rundel and Gustafson 2005). The “most prominent and 

widespread plant community in Southern California,” however, is Chaparral 

(Rundel and Gustafson 2005, 62). 

Chaparral, a semi-arid shrub biome classified as sclerophyllous, Greek for 

“hard-leaved, plant material”, typically occurs in the Western United States along 
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foothills and mountain slopes from Oregon’s Rouge River Valley through 

Southern California’s National Forests all the way to Mexico in Baja California’s 

mountain ranges of San Pedro Martir (Halsey 2005; Quinn and Keeley 2006; 

Carle 2008). This plant community is adapted to summer drought, mild and wet 

winters, and naturally recurring fires (Halsey 2005). Chaparral also has resinous 

oils in its chemistry. For instance Carle (2008, 38) states, that by adding “the 

flammability of resinous oils and gradually accumulated dead branches that are 

held within the brush canopy as the years go by, and chaparral becomes the 

most flammable vegetation type in the United States.” Chaparral’s more common 

plant types consist of “woody shrubs such as chamise, coffeberry, manzanita, 

and toyon” (Kent 2005, 7). 

Fires within the chaparral are frequent, said to be between 30 to 150 

years, and are an essential part of this plant community’s life cycle (Halsey 2005; 

Quinn & Keeley 2006). And even though fires have many ways of igniting, a 

common natural cause in chaparral environments tends to be lightning (Quinn, 

Keeley 2005). In Los Angeles County (LA County), the chaparral regions tend to 

be bordered by wildlands, further up the foothills, and urban development, below. 

Therefore, when fires occur in the chaparral, in either direction the wind blows, 

the fire is detrimental to the landscape beyond the chaparral, and sometimes, 

such as was the case in the Station Fire in 2009, the fire moved in both 

directions, leading to forest fires and loss of housing and commercial buildings. 
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Wildland-Urban Interface 

The use of the term Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) has become commonplace. 

A document addressed to Congress by Jasper Womack (2005, 276) and another 

by the National Wildfire Coordination Group (www.nwcg.gov), defines WUI as 

“The line, area, or zone where structures and other human development meet or 

intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels.” Meanwhile, there is 

Carle’s (2008, 145) definition of “the areas where structures and other human 

development meet undeveloped wildlands and their flammable vegetation.” CAL 

FIRE’s (2012) chapter 47 of the wildland-urban interface code information states 

that the WUI area “is a geographical area identified by the state as a ‘Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone’ in accordance with the Public Resources Code Sections 4201 

through 4204 and Government Code Sections 51175 through 51189, or other 

areas designated by the enforcing agency to be at a significant risk from 

wildfires.” 

This same code states that Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) are 

“classified as very high, high, and moderate” based on the level of burn severity 

as designated per either the State Responsibility Areas (SRA – areas where the 

financial responsibly belongs to the state) or by the Local Responsibility Areas’ 

(LRA – areas where financial responsibility belongs to local agencies) Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) depending on the applicable jurisdictions. 

The coined terms of very high, high, and moderate within the FHSZ identify the 

probability of burn based on a percentage resulting from a calculation of acres 

burned per vegetation type during a given number of years and based on an 
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 FHSZ Density Vegetation %

Intermix 1 structure/40 acres > 50% Vegetation 

Interface 1+ structure/40 acres < 50% Vegetation 

 




overall acreage quantity plus a few other predetermined factors. An area 

categorized as very high is identified as having 1% or greater chances of 

experiencing fires per year while high is identified as having .33% to 1% chances 

of experiencing fires per year. Moderate is the lesser of the three fire severity 

zones where it is identified as having less than .33% of fires per year (Table 1, 

below). 

Table 1. Fire Hazard Severity Zones 

FHSZ Chances of Experiencing Fires Per Year 

Very High  > 1% 

High .33% to 1% 

Moderate < .33% 

Nonetheless, these three zones experience fires on a frequent basis. In addition, 

the WUI FHSZs are also composed of both interface and intermix communities. 

The term intermix refers to a minimum density of up to one structure per 40 acres 

with 50% or more vegetation, whereas, interface is one or more structures per 40 

acres with less than 50% vegetation (Table 2, below). 

Table 2. Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Zones Composition 
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In taking into account the California code information for fire hazard 

severity zones and the calculations for the state’s definition of the WUI, for the 

purpose of this study, we will identify it as the area where undeveloped natural 

landscapes meet developed or urbanized landscapes with no clear predefined 

line or boundary of where the WUI starts and ends. 

“In wildlands, history does repeat itself.” 


James K. Agee 2006, xiii 


Fire in the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI)  

Fires can be extremely unforgiving, especially during changes in natural 

elements such as temperature, humidity, weather, and wind conditions. With the 

increase of temperature, wind speed and/or fuel load, a containable fire can all 

too often become an inferno, as Halsey (2005) states, based on his fires square 

illustration below (Figure 6). The fire square indicates how the one additional 

element, “Extreme Weather,” added to the fire triangle such as weather 

conditions like the Santa Ana winds or increasing temperatures can drive the 

circumstances to a dangerous extreme. 

The four combined elements can intensify the situation making the 

environment quite unstable and dangerous. California, especially Southern 

California, has a longstanding history of fires in both developed and undeveloped 

areas with inconceivable damages. Examples of very large fires that have 

occurred along these WUI areas in Southern California and are listed in order of 

occurrence in Table 3. 
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Figure 5. Fire Square (Halsey 2005, 51). 

The Cedar Fire ravaged thirteen miles in just sixteen hours with the cost of 

damages and firefighting estimated at $32 Million (Carle 2008, CalFire 2009, 

InciWeb 2009, 10news.org 2004). 

This shows us, through a glimpse at historical fires and the interaction with 

developed and undeveloped areas, that fires are a continuous and living entity 

that makes our arid environment what it has always been, an expansive fire-

prone landscape which can experience vast devastation almost instantaneously. 

While best efforts are made, with the ever-increasing populations along 

the WUI, a proactive approach in fire preparedness should be developed and 

inherently accepted if humans want to continue living in these areas.  
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Table 3. Large Fires in Southern California in Last Two Decades 

October 1993 Laguna Beach in Orange County (aka “Battle of Laguna”) burned 

16,700 acres and lost 441 structures 

November 2003 Cedar Fire in San Diego County burned 273,250 acres and lost 

2,820 structures plus incurred15 deaths 

November 2003 Old Fire in San Bernardino County burned 91,300 acres, lost 1,003 

structures and incurred 6 deaths 

October 2006 Esperanza Fire in Riverside County burned 40,000 acres, lost 34 

homes and incurred 5 deaths 

October 2007 Witch Fire in San Diego County burned 198,000 acres, lost 1,650 

structures and incurred 2 deaths 

August 2009 Station Fire, in Los Angeles County which burned 160,500 acres, 

lost 209 structures and incurred 2 deaths 

Fire Fighting 

Wildfires are by nature very unpredictable, making preparation very difficult. 

When it comes to training fire personnel for fire conditions pertaining to WUI 

areas, regardless of the amount of training, any change in fire conditions strain 

and severely test efforts and become a very dangerous environment instantly. 

“The overall responsibility for ensuring the safety of firefighters lies with the fire 

agency having jurisdiction for the area” (Mangan 2000, 5). However, as it 

pertains to the Los Angeles County Fire Department (www.fire.lacounty.gov 

2012), their mission is "to protect lives, the environment and property by 

providing prompt, skillful and cost-effective fire protection and life safety 

services." 
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Firefighters provide a selfless service, year after year, especially when 

dealing with protecting people and their belongings from mishap. Carle (2008, 

148) states that fires “become human-made disasters when we place people in 

their path.” With the lack of maintained WUI areas, fire personnel deal with even 

more challenging circumstances during fires. In some instances, those disasters 

can reach devastating measures especially when human life is taken. The 

National Wildfire Coordination Group’s (2007) latest report indicates that between 

1999 and 2006, the death toll for California was 64 firefighters dealing with WUI 

fires, of which five of those deaths occurred during the devastating Esperanza 

Fire of 2006. The deaths equate to a mean average of 3.8 fatalities a year, 

however, during its initial period, 1990, there were 29 fatalities (or 3.2 fatalities 

per year) to an increase of 35 during its more recent period, 2006, (4.4 fatalities a 

year). This noted a mean average increase of 36% in fatalities between 1999 and 

2006. This is very distressing especially when elements such as climate change, 

water availability, and other resources continue to be limited resulting in an 

increased threat to firefighters’ lives and safety as they seek to protect ours. 

Fire Prevention 

Living in fire country today is like having a grizzly bear 

hibernating in your backyard; it’s a thrill, but at some point 

the bear wakes up. 

John McLean 2004, 3 
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Living in the WUI can be a dangerous place. Kent (2005, 9) reveals that 

“the first inhabitants employed fire, the second avoided it, and the third have tried 

to stop it.” Stopping fires, or fire suppression, a goal of firefighting, has not been 

universally effective, but innovation follows fire events, leading the more recent 

focus shifting towards fire prevention.  

Some methods for fire prevention used today are prescribed burning, fire 

suppression, and fuel management, but Carle (2008) explains how the 1970 and 

2003 fires (see Table 3, above), experienced issues with coordination efforts 

which undermined a prompt containment. Nonetheless, collaboration between 

agencies for improvement of fire prevention methods is crucial. This is where 

professions, including Landscape Architecture, have a role in fire prevention. As 

Davis (1990, 26) notes, “the interface fire problem is not just the responsibility of 

land managers. Many other groups must share responsibility for solving the 

problem—fire protection agencies, homeowners, local and regional planners and 

governing bodies; builders, contractors, and building and landscape architects; 

and insurance carriers and mortgage bankers.” All these groups need to 

collaborate to develop innovative ideas for future fire prevention methods.  

Organizations 

Organizations that collaborate and share responsibility during and after fire 

occurrences can be governmental as well as non-governmental and at various 

levels such as federal, state, regional, and local.  For example, some 

governmental and non-governmental organizations include (Table 4):  
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Governmental Non-Governmental (NGO)

California Department of Forest and Fire 
Protection (CAL FIRE) 

California Fire Safe Council (CFSC) 

Los Angeles County – Fire Dept. Wildfire Today 

City of Los Angeles  
National Fire Protection Association 
(NFPA) 

U.S. Forest Service  California Chaparral Institute 

California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 

 

San Bernardino Associated Governments 
(SANBAG) 

 

California Department of Transportation 
 (Caltrans) 

 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)  

Wildland Fire Leadership Council (WFLC)   

National Park Service (NPS)  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)  

 




Table 4. Governmental and Non-Governmental Organizations 

  

Some of the organizations listed above, such as Los Angeles County, 

through its Fire Department Unit, SCAG, SANBAG, Caltrans, and the USACE are 

involved in fire prevention and minimizing fire hazards, especially along the WUI. 

The participation of other organizations is less obvious, such as Caltrans, whose 

focus is more on soil stabilization and road clearances particularly during the 

rainy season directly after a fire occurrence.  Meanwhile, the Los Angeles 

County’s Fire Department tries in more proactive ways to deal with fires through 

its approval process of new building and vegetation installation along the WUI. 

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs), as noted in table 3 above, help 

accomplish similar tasks such as fire preparedness, fire prevention, and address 
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concepts dealing with awareness and stewardship. For example, the California 

Fire Safe Council (CFSC) provides resource links and digital information on their 

website about fire awareness, project funding, and preparation which is fully 

accessible to the public. Wildfire Today deals with awareness, stewardship, and 

fire preparedness from a well-experienced ex-firefighter perspective in providing 

current wildfire updates as well as documentation on various fire-related research 

projects. The California Chaparral Institute provides information on fire relevant 

to the chaparral community. 

Summary 

Overall, it is an inevitable reality that Southern California will continue to 

experience fires in the WUI. Recent attitudes have surfaced which move beyond 

the concepts of fighting and suppressing fires to promoting the concept of living 

with fire and doing everything possible to prevent, or at least minimize, 

uncontrolled damages. Furthermore, a vast array of organizations and resources 

are allocating responsibility for some form of fire prevention. Yet, there is a lack 

of clarity, or streamlining of methods and strategies, towards an agreed upon set 

of goals and ways to achieve them. Essentially, before prescribing any singular 

or broad-based set of solutions, it is necessary to take a thorough look at where 

things actually are, in theory, in methods and strategies, and in actual front-line 

implementation. This needs to be done via an assessment of the organizations, 

agencies, and other stakeholders involved in preventing fire within the WUI. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
 

The purpose of this project is to develop a comprehensive survey of the existing 

fire prevention methods and strategies currently in use within the Los Angeles 

County wildland-urban interface (WUI). Additionally, the study was designed to 

identify the participating organizations and fire prevention programs within the 

targeted areas in order to determine the current fire prevention methods and 

strategies being promoted along with current trends and patterns. This, in turn, 

resulted in recommendations aimed at getting organizations, as well as 

individuals, closer to dealing with fire hazards in more proactive ways.  

Since this research was fundamentally descriptive, its focus was to 

describe current situations, such as the status of policies, along with methods 

and strategies pertaining to fire prevention in the Southern California WUI. While 

the intent and focus of the study were descriptive, the findings inherently led to, 

and prompted further, diagnosis as to the why of the current status and future 

implications (Babbie, 2004, 89). 

Approach 

As this study entailed the inherent complexities of people and organizations, the 

research approach must be both comprehensive and flexible. The search for an 

optimal approach began at the fundamental level of choosing between 

quantitative or qualitative. 

Quantitative methods are useful in providing precise empirical data and 

analysis, such as differentiating between a general but ambiguous “majority” by 
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using numerical representations like 51% or 87%. While both numerically are a 

majority, the difference when presented quantitatively is significant. Yet, strictly 

quantitative approaches tend to be used for experiments and based upon the 

scientific method, requiring a hypothesis (Borrego, Douglas and Amelink, 2009, 

54). This study is neither an experiment nor does it include a hypothesis.  

Furthermore, in organizations, one of the fundamental sources of critical data is 

the people, and people, their perceptions, limitations, motivations, 

understandings, culture, values, biases, and assumptions, are not well 

represented numerically. 

Returning to the critical data provided by people, a qualitative approach 

provides a humanistic lens resulting in deeper understanding of more complex 

issues (Babbie 2004, 27). For instance, the following quantitatively represented 

finding, “47% of involved agencies do not participate in the program,” does 

specifically communicate that nearly one half of the agencies do not participate, 

yet it does not provide much insight as to the why (Babbie 2004, 27). If the 

reason was singular, such as due to budgetary constraints, then more 

quantitative data and analysis may clearly identify the root level cause for this 

discrepancy. Although, if the root level causes are many and various, and are to 

be found in the cultures of the agencies, or the perceptions, motivations, and 

assumptions of individuals and groups, then more humanistic or qualitative 

methods would serve best. 

As the data sought after in this study was to be found in diverse forms and 

sources ranging from documents to individuals, within varied settings, an 
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approach that included both empirical, or quantitative, data along with more 

humanistic, or qualitative, data in a complementary fashion was optimal. Mixed 

methods research provided the balanced approach critical for this study. 

Mixed Methods Research 

Mixed methods research is seen as a third type of research method following 

qualitative and quantitative (Borrego et. al., 2009). It is a pragmatic approach 

driven by positing the research question as the fundamental priority and 

promoting that, “research methods should follow research questions in a way that 

offers the best chance to obtain useful answers” (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 

2004, 16-17). 

Creswell, Clark, Gutmann, and Hanson (2003, 212) defines mixed 

methods study as: 

The collection or analysis of both quantitative and/or qualitative 

data in a single study in which the data are collected 

concurrently or sequentially, are given a priority, and involve 

the integration of the data at one or more stages in the process 

of research. 

Creswell and Clark (2007) propose four different design types for mixed 

methods. All four are summarized in Table 5. 
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Table 5. Mixed Methods Research Design Types (Creswell and Clark 2007) 

Design Type 

Timing of 
Quan and 
Qual Phases 

Relative 
weighting of 
Quan and Qual 
components 

Mixing - when Quan 
and Qual phases 
are integrated Notation 

Triangulation Concurrent Equal During interpretation 
or analysis 

QUAN + 
QUAL 

Embedded Concurrent or 
Sequential 

Unequal One is embedded 
with the other 

QUAN or 
QUAL 

Explanatory Sequential 
quan > qual 

Usually quan is 
given priority 

Phase 1 informs 
Phase 2 

QUAN > 
qual 

Exploratory Sequential 
qual > quan 

Usually qual is 
given priority 

Phase 1 informs 
Phase 2 

QUAL > 
quan 

Due to the simultaneous emergence of data and ongoing data analysis the timing 

must be concurrent, the weighting equal, and qualitative and quantitative phases 

will be integrated. Hence, the design type of mixed method research for this 

study will be that of triangulation. Table 6 and Figure 7 summarize the sequence, 

weight, and process of this design type. 

Table 6. Mixed Methods Research Design Type Used (Creswell and Clark 2007) 

Design 
Type 

Timing of 
Quan and 
Qual Phases 

Relative 
weighting of 
quan and qual 
components 

Mixing - when 
quan and qual 
phases are 
integrated Notation 

Triangulation Concurrent Equal During 
interpretation or 
analysis 

QUAN + 
QUAL 
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Figure 6. Mixed Methods Research Diagram (Razo 2013). 

Sampling 

Sampling which consists of selecting samples or a group of units for obtaining 

information were used as a method for this study (Fraenkel and Wallen 1996). 

More specific, the selections made were those of purposive or relevant sampling 

(Krippendorff 2004; Fraenkel and Wallen 1996; Babbie 2004). Purposive 

sampling is about selecting specific units that help provide the relevant 

information necessary to address the research question. 

In order to gather the necessary data, the first step was in selecting a 

regional area to begin this study. Among the regional areas considered for this 

research effort were Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 

Diego, Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties. While Los Angeles County (LA 

County) contains many factors that contribute to fire hazard, similar to the other 

counties listed, with characteristics such as climate, topography, plant 

communities, and fuel loads it was also the closest in proximity with over sixty 
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cities (see Appendix D) bordering on the WUI. Therefore, due to the amount of 

resources available, the study’s timeline, and being a more central location to the 

university and the researcher’s residence, LA County was the most feasible 

target area for this study. Furthermore, while the other counties have also 

encountered wildfires and encompass the WUI at various levels, LA County has 

a higher population concentration with a higher occurrence of fires, specifically 

along the WUI interface of the Angeles National Forest.  

A sampling of cities in LA County was necessary and any attempt to study 

all of these cities was well beyond the scope of this study.  While anecdotal, 

there is truth in the belief that a single instance can be a fluke, two may be a 

coincidence, but three are likely to illustrate a trend. So, for this study, five cities 

are targeted. 

At this time the five cities targeted for this study consist of: La 

Cañada/Flintridge, Pasadena, Altadena, Azusa, and San Dimas (see Figure 4). 

The rationale for selecting these cities is that they are all in LA County, they all 

are located in the WUI along the Angeles National Forest, and have all 

experienced fires in their WUI within the past 10 years. In addition, the following 

criteria was also taken into account in the selection of these cities: burn 

frequencies or severity according to the High Fire Severity Zone (HFSZ) and the 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), and the city edge bordering on 

varying jurisdictions requiring coordination from local, state, and/or federal 

organizations (Appendix C). 
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While there are many entities involved in fire prevention programs in the 

Los Angeles County WUI, local city governments tend to be the immediate center 

of governance for their WUI. Therefore, cities will be the entry, or starting point, 

of research for this study.  

Cities also act as a hub through which all other agencies and stakeholders 

are implicitly connected. Furthermore, cities serve as archives and centers of 

information. For instance, guidelines, whether federal, state, or county, should be 

accessible at each city’s offices, along with up-to-date information regarding 

current fire prevention methods and strategies. So, in order to seek out such 

information, city visits consisting of document analysis, semi-structured 

interviews (Appendix B), and observations will be included in the initial stages of 

data gathering. 

Additionally, cities serve as gateways to access other agencies and 

frontline participants such as community groups. Access to additional 

stakeholders will provide further sources of research data.  

Visits to collaborating agencies and local groups will provide not only 

additional data but also serve in validating data gathered from cities as well as 

between other agencies and groups. Overall the data gathered from multiple 

sources will more clearly identify policies and guidelines that are in fact being 

used as well as clearly specify each agency’s involvement level with the policies, 

methods, and strategies. 
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Data Collection 

As this research is primarily descriptive, the approach to data collection had to be 

both comprehensive and flexible while allowing for emerging data sources. Data 

was collected from multiple sources including cities, agencies, and organizations. 

Furthermore, data was triangulated by using various methods to collect data from 

each source. 

The primary sources included four cities, one unincorporated community, 

along with related agencies and organizations participating in the prevention of 

wildfires within the WUI. As the study progressed, other sources emerged such 

as individual homeowners and practitioners in landscape architecture or related 

design and construction fields. 

The four cities, La Cañada Flintridge, Pasadena, Azusa, and San Dimas, 

along with the one unincorporated community of Altadena, were the starting point 

for collecting data to further an in-depth examination of the current fire prevention 

methods and strategies being used. Another source of data were agencies that 

often consisted of larger entities. Such entities were comprised of either regional, 

state, or federal levels that often dictated or provided guidance for fire prevention 

methods and strategies being used. This helped on another level to triangulate 

the validity of any data attained. Additionally, data emerged from organizations 

that partook in fire prevention programs, methods, and strategies. These 

organizations consisted of various types such as non-profit, for-profit, community-

based, or the like. The data collected from cities, agencies and organizations was 

acquired through various methods to promote the triangulation of data.  

35 




 

 




Data triangulation, for improving the validity of research, was done by 

gathering data from multiple sources using various research methods (Fraenkel 

and Wallen 1996; Babbie 2004). Specifically, the study places an emphasis on 

visiting departments within agencies and organizations, such as, but not limited 

to, policy and planning departments. During these visits, interviews, document 

analysis, and observations were made. Off-site descriptive field notes were 

recorded along with reflections following the interviews and observations. 

An Initial visit was made in order to acquire information on documents and 

contact information of personnel dealing with fire prevention inquiries for the 

WUI. A secondary and/or tertiary visit was commonly conducted in order to 

acquire further information or details about point-personnel, documentation, 

and/or processes. 

An interview is a form of data collection conducted face-to-face with a 

participant via oral communication where questions are asked to seek particular 

information (Frankel and Wallen 1996; Babbie 2004). This is a valuable method 

for acquiring data. The interviews can be structured or semi-structured, where 

structured interviews entail more predetermined questions while the semi

structured interview includes a combination of structured and open-ended 

questions that allows for further expression of experience, beliefs, and opinions 

by the participant thus allowing for richer data (Frankel and Wallen 1996). The 

interviews for this study were conducted with the use of a semi-structured 

interview guide (Appendix B). 
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Documentation is the use of documents for testimonial purposes to verify 

and validate a claim (Bowen 2009; Dictionary.com 2013). In this study, the basis 

for acquiring fire prevention documents, as a source of data, from cities, 

agencies, and organizations aided in determining what fire prevention methods 

and strategies were being used. In conjunction with acquiring documents an 

evaluation of document details was conducted for individual and comparison 

purposes. 

Observations were done, not as an inductive process to create theory 

(Flinders and Mills, 1993), but merely to confirm, identify discrepancies in, or 

negate data gathered by other means. Additionally, observations, both direct and 

indirect, were helpful in further triangulating additional data (Babbie, 2004, 121).  

Field Visits Cities
 

Document Analysis Agencies
 

Interviews 
 Organizations 

Observations Industry Professionals 

Property Owners 

Figure 7. Triangulation Diagram (Razo 2013). 

Field notes are a critical note-taking component in research which can 

occur during and post events such as visits, interviews, and observations 

(Frankel and Wallen 1996; Wolfinger 2002). Field notes are also a method that 

has had little acclaim (Wolfinger 2002). Fraenkel and Wallen (1996) note that 

“Descriptive field notes attempt to describe the setting, the people and what they 
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do according to what the researcher observes.” These observations allowed for a 

better depiction of the organizational context plus assisted in triangulating 

information particular to each city, agency, and/or organization. Meanwhile, 

reflective field notes provided a better representation as to the researcher’s 

thought process during observations (Fraenkel and Wallen 1996). This was 

important on reflection pertaining to analysis, ethical dilemas and/or conflicts, 

frame of mind, and points of clarification during and post visits and/or interviews. 

Essentially, data was gathered from each city, agency, organization, 

industry professional and property owner, and consequently processed. The 

procedure for processing the data is detailed in the following section.   

Data Processing 

Once all the data was gathered through field visits, document analysis, interviews 

and observations from all participating cities, agencies, and organizations it was 

processed. The first operational step in data processing was transcription of data 

followed by the recording of data into individual units for each city, agency, 

organization and such. For instance, logistical data included each city’s 

population, elevation, and location relevant to the WUI and neighboring cities. 

Next were the transcriptions of all interviews and field notes. All collected 

data was transcribed to digital format for use and storage on a computer. The 

original format of data collected for this study included written notes from the 

researcher, participant’s written responses to the interview (Appendix B), and 

tape-recorded conversations between the researcher and participants. The 
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researcher, due to time and resource constraints, did all the transcriptions. This 

was done within twenty-four hours of each actual event to ensure a better 

capture of details. 

All digital data was then either entered into a word processing or 

spreadsheet format based upon the narrative or quantitative aspect of the data. 

This was done individually for each city, agency, organization, etc., in order to 

complete separate individual data profiles. Furthermore, the data was placed into 

categories some of which were a priori, such as, Documentation and 

Observations, while others emerged during the process, such as, Guiding 

Criteria and Challenges. 

The order chosen, cities, agencies, organizations, industry professionals, 

and property owners stems from the original understanding of cities first as they 

provided the best starting points. Cities serve as the “organized frontline” that 

individuals such as industry professionals and property owners were most likely 

to encounter as first interface when seeking wildfire prevention information. Cities 

would also be the intersection where agencies (local, state, and federal) and 

organizations would cross paths, hence they became, respectively, second and 

third in the order. Meanwhile, industry professionals and property owners 

emerged as rich data sources during the course of the study and consequently 

fell into fourth and fifth in the order. Overall, the study and specifically the findings 

resulting from the data analysis follow this order as detailed in the following 

section. 

39 




 

 

 




Data Analysis 

During and after the recording of data coding was done, not for anonymity, but 

for categorizing and classifying the data collected. Coding was done at the 

individual level for each city, agency, and organization. Data collected and coded 

throughout this process included both quantitative and qualitative data. This was 

done to create a thorough profile of each participant and to complete the 

individual level of data analysis. 

Once data was collected and analyzed individually, the data was 

aggregated and analyzed as a cross-case comparison. Analysis of the aggregate 

promoted the emergence of patterns and trends while also identifying peripheral 

issues that bore consideration. The findings of aggregate analysis are presented 

either in a tabular form or prose summary (Creswell 1998). 

Limitations of the Study 

This study, while inferring an assessment of fire prevention methods and 

strategies of Southern California, only addressed cities within Los Angeles 

County. Furthermore, while it did include county, regional, and federal agencies 

and organizations, the actual inquiry only entailed a selection of cities (5) within 

Los Angeles County that bordered on the Angeles National Forest. While some 

generalizations may be made to the fire prevention efforts of other cities, whether 

bordering on the same forest, other forests, or even in other counties or states, 

no claims are made regarding the accuracy of those generalizations. 
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In terms of the processes for compiling, analyzing, and assessing data 

that led to conclusions and recommendations, the study’s process identified 

patterns, trends, and emerging issues such as discrepancies in the current 

methods and strategies. While the methods used were beneficial to the study, 

the limitations of this inquiry included time and constraints of resources as well as 

the participation of a single researcher.  

The first limitation, being the most impacting, was time. While the 

researcher originally estimated two to four weeks and ten to twelve participants 

from three entity groups, cities, agencies, and organizations, the reality exceeded 

expectations. Visiting that quantity of cities, agencies, organizations, industry 

professionals, and property owners presented greater-than-expected demands 

on the researcher’s limited time. Travelling to each of these sites was to be 

expected, while having to navigate the differing levels of the larger cities, 

agencies, and organizations took more time than expected. The same applied to 

organizing meetings and interviews. While it was expected to be somewhat 

complicated, it quickly outgrew all prior expectations and took far more time than 

initially allotted. 

Second in impact was the lack of resources. Predominantly, the lacking 

resource became assistance in documentation, specifically transcription. As the 

study progressed, note taking during visits, interviews, and observations took 

more time than initially expected. A tape recorder was used to more fully capture 

responses without interrupting participants by either requesting they slow down 

or repeat for clarity as needed for note taking. In turn, transcriptions, not just from 
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notes to computer, but from tape recorder to computer, which is much more time 

extensive, bordered on overwhelming. Nonetheless, eventually the study was 

completed in twice the time initially allotted and the transcription process was 

also completed successfully. 

Essentially, the scope and scale of the study initially appeared to be small 

enough to be easily managed, but “the reality exceeded expectations in all ways 

possible.” This directly affected the complexity, both in quantity and quality of the 

data and its analysis process by making it a larger and much more difficult task, 

while simultaneously, improving the study overall. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 


There is no current comprehensive survey of what types of fire prevention 

methods are being promoted and implemented by the diverse agencies (federal, 

state, local) in the wildland-urban interface (WUI) of Los Angeles County (LA 

County). Therefore, this study was designed as a comprehensive survey of the 

fire prevention methods and strategies that are already in place for the WUI of LA 

County. Central to the study was the identification of patterns, trends, and 

emerging issues surfacing from the data that would provide opportunities for 

improving fire prevention and a gateway for new research in the field of fire 

prevention. 

Moreover, identifying the participating entities within the WUI of LA County 

helped in providing a broader picture of inter- and intra-relationships between 

cities, agencies, and organizations participating in this study. Hence, the data 

gathering and data analysis were driven by the following research question: 

What are the existing methods and strategies for fire prevention 

within the Los Angeles County Wildland-Urban Interface? 

In order to answer this overarching question, answers to the following supporting 

questions were sought: 

 Is there a common set of guidelines for fire prevention methods and 

strategies that form a shared foundation across the various cities, 

agencies, organizations, industry professionals, and property owners 

participating in this study? 

 Are there redundant or strategically misaligned efforts? 
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 What are the inter- and intra-relationships between the various agencies 

and how are they contributing to joint fire prevention goals? 

 Are there any gaps and/or barriers preventing or delaying the 

improvement of current fire prevention methods and strategies? 

Essentially, the strategies noted in Chapter 3, Methods, led to the following 

logistics and findings. A summary of the physical activities involved in this study 

included the following: 

 Twenty-six visits: cities, agencies, organizations, professionals, owners 

 Six weeks of data collecting covering 1,845 miles 

 Eighty-two in-person conversations and thirty “point-person” interviews  

 Thirty-four phone calls and 189 emails 

 Total of 331 actions to gather data and access “point-persons” 

Overall, in-person visits to the cities, agencies, and/or organizations proved to be 

more effective than initially contacting people via phone calls and emails. The 

few successful initial contacts, via phone calls and emails, were those individuals 

that were referrals from previously interviewed individuals. For instance, if a city 

official referred the investigator to a specific individual within a city, agency, or 

organization then it became as efficacious, if not more, as the initial in-person 

contact process. 

The procedure of analyzing the collected data emerged as an iterative 

three-phase process. The first phase, Entity Data, analyzed the data of each 

individual entity separately to explicate a “micro” or individual entity view 

regarding each topic. 
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The second phase, Entity Groups in Aggregate, analyzed the data in 

limited aggregate, meaning the data of all cities were compared and contrasted 

with each other but not with other entity groups such as organizations or 

agencies. During this second phase, patterns, trends, and issues began to 

emerge within each entity grouping. These indentified patterns, trends, and 

issues, along with some outliers, were then carried forward for further “macro” 

analysis in the third and final phase. 

The third phase, All Entities in Aggregate, entailed a holistic aggregation 

of all participating entities. This resulted in the further “fleshing out” of the larger 

overall picture and more fully answering the research questions of this study. 

Phase I – Entity Data 

The first steps of Phase I actually overlapped with data processing. The following 

tables present the data in “raw” format while the paragraphs following each table 

provide some initial interpretation with limited analysis. Data and resulting 

findings for each entity are presented below beginning with cities. 

Findings: Cities 

Four cities and one unincorporated community along the LA County WUI were 

targeted. These cities and unincorporated community served as the starting point 

for research efforts to identify and understand their current fire prevention 

methods and strategies. 
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The four cities consisted of: La Cañada Flintridge, Pasadena, Azusa, and 

San Dimas, and the unincorporated community of Altadena, referred to 

collectively as “cities” from this point forward. The names, addresses, and 

pertinent information for each city and the unincorporated community are listed in 

Appendix E. 

City 1 – La Cañada Flintridge. Incorporated in 1976, this city is eight and one 

half square miles, sits 970 – 2,400 feet above sea level, and is located thirteen 

miles northeast of downtown Los Angeles. La Cañada Flintridge is bordered by 

the San Gabriel Mountains (Angeles National Forest) to the north, the City of 

Glendale to the south, the City of Pasadena to the east, and the unincorporated 

community of La Crescenta to the west. Based on the 2010 census, this city has 

a population of 20,246 (City of La Cañada Flintridge, 2013). This general 

information, retrieved directly from the City of La Cañada Flintridge’s website 

(www.lcf.ca.gov/), can be viewed in Table 7 followed by a visual representation of 

the city and WUI boundaries in Figure 9. 

Table 7. La Cañada Flintridge: General Information 

City Established Sq. Mi. Elev. Bordering Areas Population 

In
co

rp
 

U
ni

nc
or

p 

La 
Cañada 
Flintridge 

X 

(1976) 
8.5 

970 – 
2,400 

 ANF* 
 Glendale 
 Pasadena 
 La Crescenta ** 

20,246 

* Angeles National Forest (ANF) 

** Other Unincorporated parts/communities of Los Angeles County 
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Angeles National Forest 

Figure 8. City of La Cañada Flintridge and WUI Boundaries (Source: ESRI, 

SILVIS Lab, and FRAP). 

The city’s boundary mapping information was acquired from ESRI and the 

state of California’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). For 

additional mapping information for this city refer to Appendix C.   
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A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with personnel of 

the City of La Cañada Flintridge is listed in Table 8. The three columns depict the 

actions that occurred in order to acquire data. 

Table 8. La Cañada Flintridge: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  2 – Visits to inquire 

2 – Interview visits 

5 – In Person conversations 

2 – Phone inquiries 

11 – Emails for coordination purposes 

7 – Quantity 3 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

2 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

This city was the first city visited by the researcher. The actions required 

to identify and access the point-person (PP) were as follows:  

 Two visits involved in reaching a PP 

 Three in person interviews 

 Two follow-ups in person 

 The visits and interviews resulted in seven documents 

 Total of twenty-five actions to gather data from this entity 

Actions with this city only required two visits in reaching a point-person. This 

entity was welcoming beginning with the front counter personnel to the actual 

interviewees. Scheduling and access to the point-person and two other 

interviewees was straightforward. 
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The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 9 

were provided by the point-person and other participants during the interview 

process. 

Table 9. La Cañada Flintridge: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 LCF - Local Hazards Mitigation Plan 

2 California! Be Smart, Be Responsible, Be Prepared, Get Ready!: 10 ways you 

can be disaster prepared 

3 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Operation Evacuation: WE have to 

stay. YOU don’t. 

4 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Living in the Fire Zone: Helping you 

prepare against a wildland fire 

5 Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines 2011 (LACFD) 

6 Compatible Plants: Under & Around Oaks by CA. Oak Foundation 1991 

7 County of Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works Building and Safety Division for 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Plan Review List) 

This city provided seven documents as follows: 


 One local (item 1) 


 Four county (items 3, 4, 5, and 7) 


 Two state (items 2 and 6) 


49 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




With the use of federal and state information, as a guide, the city developed its 

own city-wide plan, better known as the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, with the 

collaboration efforts of various city agencies plus public participation. This was an 

effort that began after the Station Fire of 2009. The Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 

was pending a final approval process (at the time of this study) through the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  In addition, the city abides by 

numerous codes, guidelines and standards, whether they are federal, state or 

local, and although they acknowledge that there is conflicting information 

between some of the various guiding criteria, they are willing to work with the 

community in order to accommodate accordingly to the situation at hand on a 

case-by-case basis. Lastly, Compatible Plants: Under & Around Oaks, is 

included in the city’s planning as an effort to work within the fire prevention 

programs and requirements while designing areas to preserve the local oak 

trees. 

The next set of findings provides more insight relating to specific guiding 

criteria being used. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the 

interview process that reflects types of criteria being used. Participant quotes are 

included in Table 10. 
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Table 10. La Cañada Flintridge: Guiding Criteria 

City-wide fire mitigation plan 

Example 1 “We developed a city-wide fire mitigation plan between the city council,  

school district, community, and the FEMA [Federal Emergency 

Management Agency]” – Public Safety Officer, Peter Castro 

Example 2 “The draft of Local Hazard Mitigation Plan is pretty complete; the draft is 

on our website but it just has to go through the process for final 

approval” – Peter Castro 

Example 3 “We used the Federal and State information as a guide plus lots of 

public participation to put together the mitigation plan” – Peter Castro 

Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines 2011, Compatible plants for oak trees, Waterwise 

and Building Codes 

Example 1 “We go through landscape plan check approval and coordinate some 

conflicting information between the various guiding criteria like codes 

and other organization guidelines”  – Planning Department, Robert 

Stanley 

Example 2 “There are no wood burning fireplaces permitted only gas, building 

materials must be energy conserving and need to meet fire codes, and 

planting list available are only recommendations which can be accessed  

at www.waterwise.org” – Robert Stanley 

Example 3 “Require the use of fire hazard zone building material for all three fire 

zones, accessibility around structures and width of driveway plus 50’ 

setback” – Los Angeles County Building & Safety, Nader Samaan  

 

This city uses two criteria for their fire prevention guidance, one of which 

was developed locally. They are: 

 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (local) 

 Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines (county) 
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The local development of the Hazard Mitigation Plan involved the city council, 

community, school district and FEMA, among others.  La Cañada Flintridge’s 

guiding criteria includes three topics of interest.  They identify and address 

“conflicting information between the various guiding criteria like codes and other 

organization guidelines,” along with forbidding wood burning fireplaces, and 

requiring a 50-foot setback on residential properties. 

A city’s programs play a critical role in fire prevention efforts. The inquiry 

into programs was intended to find out what the entity is doing to provide fire 

prevention assistance. Participant comments regarding programs are noted in 

Table 11. 

Table 11. La Cañada Flintridge: Programs 

Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) & the Volunteer Emergency 

Response Team (VERT) Programs 

Example 1 “We are working on the regional training with other cities such as 

Pasadena, Burbank, Glendale, San Marino, Alhambra, and South 

Pasadena; we refer people to the other regional CERT training when our 

city’s program is filled and we receive participants from other cities if we 

have spaces available” - Public Safety Officer, Peter Castro 

Example 2 “We are also conducting the Annual Brush Clearance and inspections 

aside from the training” – Peter Castro 

This city had three programs, two of which were training-based, while the 

third combined inspections and vegetation clearances. Specifically they were: 

 Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) 

52 




 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 




 Volunteer Emergency Response Team (VERT) 

 Annual Brush Clearance 

Of note were the training programs allowing participants from other areas. 

Furthermore, they referred individuals to other programs as well when their 

programs filled up. 

Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration for each participating entity. The purpose of seeking out 

collaboration efforts from participating entities was to understand who is 

collaborating, on what, where, with whom, how, and why. Input provided by this 

participant on collaboration is included in Table 12. 

Table 12. La Cañada Flintridge: Agency Collaboration 

Planning Department, County Fire Department and their Fuel Modification Division, 

CERT, LA County Building & Safety, Water District, JPL, CAL FIRE, County Sherriff, 

and County Fire 

Example 1 “We contract with the County Fire Dept. and County Sherriff and they 

are in-house within the city to do fire prevention at a local level” – Public 

Safety Officer, Peter Castro 

Example 2 “Coordinate fire prevention efforts with JPL” - Peter Castro 

For this study, inter-agency is defined as operations conducted between 

different entities, outside of the city or agency, while intra-agency is defined as 

operations spanning different divisions or departments within the city or agency. 
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For this city, inter-agency collaborations include: 

 Los Angeles County’s Fire Department, including the Fuel Modification 

Division, & Sherriff’s Office 

o Annual Clearances 

o Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) 

o Volunteer Emergency Response Team (VERT) 


 Los Angeles County Building & Safety 


o Plan Checking team located within city facility to do fire 

prevention at the local level 


 Water District 


 Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) 


 CAL FIRE
 

While intra-agency collaborations for this city include: 

 Planning Department 

 Public Safety Department 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. Similar to the previous categorical findings, this category and its 

findings were derived from the semi-structured interview guides used during the 

interview process. The findings for this category are noted in Table 13. 
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Table 13. La Cañada Flintridge: Challenges 

Prioritizing items and consistency with coordinating groups 

Example 1 “The challenges of coordinating and prioritizing efforts was due to many 

personnel shifting positions or jobs within the city” – Public Safety 

Officer, Peter Castro 

Example 2 “It has been more consistent now, therefore coordination efforts are 

minimal” – Peter Castro 

Conflicts between some entities 

Example 1 “Conflicting information between waterwise.org, building codes and fire 

hazard information like burn rated material and planting” – Planning 

Department, Robert Stanley 

Example 2 “The actual changing of the landscape depending on individual, finances 

may also be an obstacle” – Peter Castro 

Example 3 “Information is available for property owners. Financial resources vary 

from area to area. While assistance is available, individuals may not 

know what to do with the information. Note that property owners and 

industry professionals are different, the industry professionals will have 

the knowledge to do all the above, property owners may not” – Peter 

Castro 

The main challenges identified for this city include: 

 Shifting positions or jobs 

o	 Inconsistency in personnel 

o	 Challenges prioritizing efforts within the city 

 More consistent now than in previous years 

 Conflict between some agencies, groups, and information 

o	 Waterwise.org information, building codes, fire hazard 

requirements 
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o Too much information leads to property owner confusion 

 Financial resources 

o Varying levels and availability from area to area 

La Cañada Flintridge has experienced issues with employee transiency that 

challenged the coordination of efforts. It was stated that this has been resolved. 

Regarding conflicting fire prevention information, efforts to minimize this appear 

to be ongoing. 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

regarding industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived 

notions of potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and 

strategies. The purpose was to explore whether the barriers were associated with 

accessibility of criteria, funding, or access to jurisdictional or authoritative 

personnel. The data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 14. 

Table 14. La Cañada Flintridge: Perceptions about Industry Professionals and 

Property Owners 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “I disagree for (sic) industry professionals who know the codes” – 

Planning Department, Robert Stanley 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “I strongly disagree, this will depend on individuals” – Public Safety 

Officer, Peter Castro 

(table continued on next page) 

56 




 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 




Example 2 “I disagree, in this community it is part of the cost of home improvement 

and not an obstacle” – Robert Stanley 

Lack understanding and motivation 

Example 1 “I’m unsure, property owners may not have a motivation due to cost/no 

knowledge” – Peter Castro 

Example 2 “I agree for property owners” – Robert Stanley 

The comments in Table 14 reflect the perceptions of the participants from 

this city, specifically, as they relate to the categories that emerged from the 

interview guide (Appendix B). The categories are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 

2) lack of resources, including financial; 3) lack of understanding or motivation; 4) 

communicating fully with city/county/agency; and, 5) other. 

La Cañada Flintridge identified topics in the first three categories, 1) lack 

of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of resources, including financial; and, 3) lack of 

understanding or motivation, as the primary constraints on their fire prevention 

efforts. Specifically: 

 Professionals do not lack the knowledge and skills, yet homeowners 

may 

 Lack of knowledge and finances may lead to a lack of understanding 

and motivation 

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by the entity. Observations for each entity were noted during 

visits and interactions with personnel, whether point-person or not. Furthermore, 
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Awareness 

Example 1 The City of La Cañada Flintridge personnel were aware of who was 

handling all fire related issues. For instance, the front desk clerk did not 

hesitate in directing towards the point-person, Peter Castro. 

 Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Example 3 

Example 4 

This city was very helpful at all levels encountered. The front desk clerk 

was welcoming and approachable and immediately accessed the point

 person’s schedule. 

 Point-person, Peter Castro, was amicable and willing to participate in the 

study and readily scheduled an interview appointment for the next day.  

While other people at the city could not meet during the scheduled 

interview, Peter Castro took the time to walk the researcher to each of 

the other two city personnel for input at that time. 

All city personnel encountered remained willing to participate throughout 

 the study process including follow-up questions. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 Documentation provided by this city was thorough and pertinent.  

 

   

the observable information was documented through descriptive and reflective 

field notes as identified in Chapter 3, Methods. Observations allow for deeper 

insight towards answering the overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 15 

includes the observable findings that were retrieved for this entity. 

Table 15. La Cañada Flintridge: Observations 

The researcher’s observations for La Cañada Flintridge were as follows: 

 The frontline person was helpful and aware of who the PP was 
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 All city employees encountered were helpful, accommodating and 

informative 

 Documentation and links, pertinent to the study, were made readily 

available 

Surprises for La Cañada Flintridge . 

There were some surprises for this city and they include: 

 Took the time to plan and develop its own fire mitigation guidelines  

 Coordinated with other city departments, agencies, organizations and 

community in proactive efforts 

Furthermore, it appears as though this city is trying to empower its citizens to 

take on stewardship responsibilities in a broader sense. In addition, due to the 

friendly, forthcoming, and welcoming attitude of this city’s employees, it made for 

a smooth process during the data gathering stage. 

Summary of Findings for La Cañada Flintridge. 

While La Cañada Flintridge contracts LACFD, they are physically located within 

the same complex as the city’s administrative offices. Additionally, the following 

are of specific interest for this study: 

 All participants were knowledgeable and helpful throughout the 

process 

 Cooperation made it easy to reach and interview three individuals 
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 Two of the three interviewees further participated in follow-up 

questions 

 Locally developed fire prevention guidelines and materials 

 Strong community involvement in fire-prevention planning and 

preparedness 

 Recognition and proactively addressing conflicting information 

 Community interface efforts 

o Proactive fire prevention training programs  

o Annual inspection of brush clearance 

 Transient personnel in the past caused coordination issues 

o Has since been addressed and is more consistent now 

 Professionals do not lack the knowledge and skills, homeowners may  

 Information/assistance is available, individuals may not know what to 

do with it 

 Lack of understanding and finances may underlie a lack of motivation 

Overall, individuals, such as industry professionals and property owners may 

have easy access to this city. This would include access to specific officials along 

with critical information such as guiding criteria and programs. 

City 2 – Pasadena. Incorporated in 1886, this city is twenty-two and on half 

square miles, sits 864 feet above sea level, and is located ten miles northeast of 

downtown Los Angeles. Pasadena is bordered by the San Gabriel Mountains 

(Angeles National Forest) and the unincorporated community of Altadena to the 
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north, City of South Pasadena, City of San Marino, and unincorporated parts of 

Los Angeles border to the south, City of Arcadia and City of Sierra Madre to the 

east, and City of La Canada Flintridge and City of Glendale to the west. Based 

on the 2010 census, this city contains a population of 137,122 (City of Pasadena, 

2013). This general information, retrieved directly from the City of Pasadena’s 

website (www.cityofpasadena.net) can be viewed in Table 16 followed by a 

visual representation of the city and WUI boundaries in Figure 10.  

Table 16. Pasadena: General Information 

City Established Sq. Mi. Elev. Bordering Areas Population 

In
co

rp

U
ni

nc
or

p 

Pasadena 
X 

(1886) 
22.5 864 

 ANF* 
 Altadena 
 South Pasadena 
 San Marino 
 Arcadia 
 Sierra Madre 
 La Cañada 

Flintridge 
 Glendale 
 Other ** 

137,122 

* Angeles National Forest (ANF) 

** Other Unincorporated parts/communities of Los Angeles County 
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Angeles National Forest 

Figure 9. City of Pasadena and WUI Boundaries (Source: ESRI, SILVIS Lab, and 

FRAP). 
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The city’s boundary mapping information was acquired from ESRI and the 

state of California’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). For 

additional mapping information for this city refer to Appendix C. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with personnel of 

the City of Pasadena is listed in Table 17. The three columns depict the actions 

that occurred in order to acquire data. 

Table 17. Pasadena: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  6 – Visits to inquire 

6 – Interview visits 

12 – In Person conversations 

2 – Phone inquiries 

35 – Emails for coordination purposes 

14 – Quantity 4 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

2 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

2 – Email 

The actions required to identify and access the point-person (PP) for this 

city were as follows: 

 Three visits involved in reaching a PP 

 Four in person interviews 

 Four follow-ups 

o Two by email 

o Two in person 

 The visits and interviews resulted in fourteen documents 

 Total of sixty-three actions to gather data from this entity 
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Item Document Title 

1 Chapter 7A of the California Building Code 

2 2000 International Fire Code Institute Book (WUI Code Book) 

3 Pasadena’s High Fire Zone Map 

4 Pasadena Fire Department: Brush Away Hazardous Vegetation Pamphlet  

5  Fire Department Hazardous Vegetation Inspection Notice 

6 Chapter 14.29: Flammable Vegetation from the municode website, Pasadena 

code section 

7 Brush Clearance Requirements 

8  CAL FIRE – Frequently asked questions (more for the link) 

 (table continued on next page) 




While this city required sixty-three actions overall they did result in more 

contacts and hence interviews, along with more documents. While there were 

frontline barriers to access many of those eventually interviewed, the 

investigator’s previous personal and professional contacts directly facilitated the 

process. The PP provided five referrals of which only three were contacted due 

to the study’s time constraint. Additionally, information was provided on fire 

codes and annual clearances. 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 18 

were provided by the point-persons during the interview process. 

Table 18. Pasadena: Documents 
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9 Chapter 8.44: Hazardous Weeds and Plants from the municode website, 

Pasadena code section 

10 City of Pasadena Arroyo Seco: A guide to public hiking trails and recreation 

11 Map of Arroyo Seco Areas for Brush Clearance 

12 Spirit of the Sage Agreement 

13 Arroyo and Fuel Management files: coordination with Los Angeles Co. Fire 

Dept. – Forestry Division (CD) 

14 Arroyo Seco Management Plan: Section on Fuel Management 

This city provided fourteen documents as follows: 

 ten local (items 3 – 6 and 9 - 14) 

 One county (item 7) 

 Two state (items 1 and 8) 

 One international (item 2) 

Of the fourteen documents received, ten are city-specific while the remaining 

three are county, state, or international codes. Of interest are items 10-14 which 

are all specific guidelines for the Arroyo Seco area, a primary fire zone of 

Pasadena. 

The next set of findings provides more insight relating to specific guiding 

criteria being used. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the 

interview process that reflects types of criteria being used, not used, and how it is 

used, along with accessibility of that criteria, facility of applying criteria, and more. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 19. 
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Table 19. Pasadena: Guiding Criteria 

City Fire Dept. enforces code 14.29  

Example 1 “Pasadena Fire Dept. enforces 14.29 [Flammable Vegetation]. Also use 

code 8.44.10 [Hazardous and Plants] but code is regulated by Health 

Officer” – City Fire Department, Deputy Fire Marshal Tony Bagan 

Example 2 “Provide Inspection checklist during the annual brush clearances but 

there is some inconsistency with the 200’ distance, not sure where that 

information was acquired from, but should either be removed from 

checklist or included in the code” – Marshal Tony Bagan  

Arroyo Seco Master Plan: Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (HWPMP) 

Example 1 The HWPMP is used as part of the guidelines for maintenance 

purposes. The process is to remove invasive planting, reestablish native 

habitat. Dead trees are de-brushed and laid while felled trees are de

brushed and repositioned for promotion of wildlife habitat areas. Ana 

said that “it is about managing native and encouraging re-growth while 

keeping fire prevention in perspective… it is a balance between nature 

and what you’re there for” – Public Works, Parks & Natural Resources 

Division, Parks & Landscaping Superintendent Ana Bailey  

Spirit of the Sage Agreement (SOS) 

Example 1 “It’s an agreement that came out of a settlement between the Spirit of 

the Sage Council and the City of Pasadena. The agreement notes 

conditions that were agreed upon for the settlement which has little to do  

with fire management, mostly to do with wildlife habitat” – Public Works,  

Parks & Natural Resources Division, Arroyo Seco Project Supervisor 

Rosa Laveaga 

Example 2 “It’s used as part of the guidelines for maintaining the Arroyo Seco 

Watershed area” – Ana Bailey  

 

(Table Continued on Next Page)  
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Arroyo Seco Management Plan (ASMP) 

Example 1 “This plan was an effort to try and bring departments together. It’s been 

an on-going challenge with the Fire Department” – Rosa Laveaga    

Example 2 “About 7 years ago we started looking at the Arroyo areas with the 

highest fire risk. The first step was to draft the ASMP; In managing the 

Arroyo, Pasadena was aiming for a balance between raping the land for 

clearance and conservation of wildland habitat” – Rosa Laveaga    

ten of the fourteen documents provided by the Pasadena officials are city 

specific regarding fire prevention and serve as the core guiding criteria.  

Meanwhile there are two points of interest: 

 The Flammable Vegetation is enforced by the city’s fire department 

 Hazardous and Plants are regulated by a health officer 

These two points may be a source of some confusion for industry professionals 

and property owners in their efforts in designing defensible spaces. Furthermore, 

the annual brush clearance is being distilled and acknowledged as being 

inconsistent with the 200’ setback criteria.  

This next section provides details regarding the City of Pasadena’s 

programs. Participant comments regarding programs are noted in Table 20.  
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Table 20. Pasadena: Programs 

Annual Brush Clearance 

Example 1 “We go out to the community and provide brush clearance inspections to 

our residents in the high fire zone areas. If a resident does not comply at 

the time of inspection we mark that on the inspection checklist and 

provide them with 30 days to comply, then a second inspection is 

required to make sure the resident has complied” – City Fire 

Department, Deputy Fire Marshal Tony Bagan 

Example 2 “If they need more time due to financial reasons, wildlife habitat conflicts, 

oak tree code conflicts, or other reasons, then we will work with that 

resident by providing extensions” – Tony Bagan 

Example 3 “We’re willing to go out and educate the public while Tony Bagan 

distributes fire prevention materials through the fire department” – Public 

Works, Parks & Natural Resources Division, Arroyo Seco Project 

Supervisor Rosa Laveaga 

City vision for the Arroyo Seco Watershed - 2003 

Example 1 “It is divided into three parts, the lower Arroyo Seco, Central Arroyo 

Seco, and the Hahamongna Watershed Park” – Rosa Laveaga    

Projects in the Arroyo Seco Watershed area 

Example 1 “These are nature trails for educational purposes” – Public Works, Parks 

& Natural Resources Division, Natural Resources Maintenance Manuel 

Macias 

Example 2 “The Parks & Natural Resources Division, Loren and Rosa’s team, 

created a soft bottom low flow stream where the Arroyo Seco water gets 

diverted, at the Colorado Street Bridge, to either side of the channel to 

promote a watershed for wildlife habitat, the water gets diverted back to 

the channel downstream near the archery range” – Manuel Macias 
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This city had multiple programs, including those listed below: 

 Annual Brush Clearance 

 Arroyo Seco Watershed 

 Spirit of the Sage 

While all three programs address natural areas that are designated as VHFHSZ, 

the latter two are essentially about restoration and conservation. The Annual 

Brush Clearance appears to be the only fire prevention specific program and 

appears to lean more towards policy enforcement than community involvement. 

Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration that is extant or proposed for each participating entity. The 

input provided by this participant on collaboration efforts is in Table 21. 

Table 21. Pasadena: Agency Collaboration 

City Fire Dept., Dept. of Public Works, Pasadena Water & Power, and city manager’s 

office, and city’s street tree division 

Example 1 	 “Coordination between Public Works who manages hazardous 

vegetation and Water & Power who maintains ten-foot clearances of 

vegetation from water sources began in an effort to streamline methods 

being used” – City Fire Department, Deputy Fire Marshal Tony Bagan 

Example 2 	 “Had meeting with city’s fire department in order to eliminate doubling of 

efforts. It’s highly important working with the fire department and 

managing of vegetation and slope as we may not be aware of other 

efforts” – Public Works, Parks & Natural Resources Division, Parks & 

Landscaping Superintendent Ana Bailey and Parks & Natural Resources 

Maintenance Manuel Macias 

(table continued on next page) 

69 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Example 3 “Meeting with various department to coordinate efforts” – Tony Bagan  

Los Angeles Co. Fire Dept – Forestry Division, US Forest Service, and Angeles 

National Forest 

Example 1 “Los Angeles County Fire Department, Forestry Division, was hired as a 

consultant during the development of the Fuel Management portion of 

the Arroyo Seco Management Plan [ASMP]” – Public Works, Parks & 

Natural Resources Division, Arroyo Seco Project Supervisor Rosa 

Laveaga 

Coordination with watershed bordering agencies such as with the community of 

Altadena and the City of La Cañada Flintridge along with other groups 

Example 1 “There are involvement and coordination efforts regarding environmental  

issues from various types of groups such as the Arroyo Seco  

Foundation, Pasadena Roving Archers, Casting Pond Group, Rose Bowl 

Riders, Tom Sawyer Camp, Youth Sports Programs, La Cañada Glen 

Prep, MACH 1, L.A. County Fire Dept., School Volunteer Groups 

(Chandler Westridge), Girl Scouts, Disc Golf Course, and Spreading 

Basin by JPL, among others” – Ana Bailey and Manuel Macias 

For this city, inter-agency and intra-agency collaborations include: 

 Inter- agency collaboration includes: 

o Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Forestry Division 

o U. S. Forest Service/Angeles National Forest 

o Watershed agencies: Altadena & City of La Cañada Flintridge 

o Various community, advocacy, and stewardship groups 

sprinkled throughout the Arroyo Seco watershed 

 Intra-agency collaboration includes: 

o City’s Fire Department 

o Department of Public Works 
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 Working with citizens 

Example 1 “The challenge to working with citizens is convincing them of the 

benefits to them and their neighbors for conducting clearing of 

 vegetation” – City Fire Department, Deputy Fire Marshal Tony Bagan 

Example 2 “There are handouts available for them [citizens], however, property 

owner’s concerns are that it’s not enough; property owners feel that 

information/graphics on handouts/pamphlets do not represent their 

property” – Parks & Natural Resources Maintenance Manuel Macias 

 

 

 

Table 22: Pasadena: Challenges  

 

 

 

 

 




o City’s Water & Power 

o City Manager’s Office 

o City Streets Tree Division 

This city, at the time of the study, was in the nascent stages of expanding 

current, and developing new, collaboration efforts and programs. They are 

projected to range from intra-departmental throughout the city and inter-

organizational within the city and county. 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration efforts, such as those 

mentioned above, may bring with them challenges in fire prevention efforts. The 

findings regarding challenges are noted in Table 22. 

(table continued on next page) 
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Example 3 “Fire clearing is an issue with people because they will clear but they 

don’t understand plants. Also, property owners may be educated which 

may help address clearances. But if asked to clear [property], property 

owners get defensive with a ‘don’t tell me what to do’ attitude and they 

push back, some are educated. Most property owners or installation 

companies are working with or using the insurance company’s insurance 

guide to comply” – Manuel Macias 

Example 4 The issues are twofold “1) understanding the balance that needs to 

occur when a property owner lives immediately adjacent to a natural 

area or in a transitional zone [and] 2) not thinking globally about the 

subject site; not thinking about the additional problems that are created 

when one ONLY thinks about clearing… resultant problems are: 

increased erosion, introduction of exotic species, impact to wildlife 

habitat because of excessive clearing etc” – Public Works, Parks & 

Natural Resources Division, Arroyo Seco Project Supervisor Rosa 

Laveaga 

Fire insurance dictates in terms of items that are enforced to comply for insurance 

coverage, however, there are some items that conflict, like clearances, with that of a 

jurisdictional agency. 

Example 1 “Los Angeles County requirements conflict with insurance guidelines… 

and regulations require compromises” – Rosa Laveaga  

Determining other departmental jurisdictions 

Example 1 “We have maps that depict the maintenance areas but we still have 

confusion about who maintains certain areas especially when dealing 

with residents. The residents may request their maintenance crews to 

clear out areas in the Arroyo, according to insurance guidelines, where 

those areas are considered wildlife habitat sensitive areas and need to 

be cleared out per the city’s Arroyo Seco guidelines” – Public Works, 

Parks & Natural Resources Division, Parks & Landscaping 

Superintendent Ana Bailey and Manuel Macias 

(table continued on next page) 
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Trying to balance the fire issues along the Arroyo 

Example 1 “Fourth of July brings some challenges in trying to prepare in order to 

eliminate fire issues in and around the Rose Bowl, where firework 

events occur, while keeping the area clean” – Ana Bailey 

Example 2 “The challenge is trying to balance out the fire issue with graffiti and 

homeless encampments along the Arroyo” – Manuel Macias 

The challenges identified for this city include: 

 Working with citizens 

o	 Convincing them of benefits to fire clearances 

o	 Complaints that available information is not enough such as 

graphics that do not reflect homeowner properties 

o	 Dealing with resistance and the “Don’t tell me what to do” 

attitudes 

o	 Being educated does not constitute the understanding of 

clearances and requirements 

 Conflicts between insurance requirements and city clearances 

o	 Compliance with insurance requirements may overlap in over 

clearing areas  

o	 City has to abide by the Spirit of the Sage Agreement allowing 

for sensitive clearing to benefit the local wildlife habitat 

 Depicting jurisdictional lines when out in the field 

o Confusion with existing jurisdiction maps (not very clear) 
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o	 Property owners may request personal landscape crews to clear 

out areas beyond their property in order to abide by insurance 

requirements 

 Balancing fire prevention issues along the Arroyo Seco Watershed 

o	 During the Fourth of July to try and eliminate potential fire 

issues 

o	 Fire Issues, graffiti and homeless encampments 

The purpose of the perceived notions was to explore whether there were 

barriers associated with accessibility of criteria, funding, access to jurisdictional 

or authoritative personnel, or other. The data provided on perceptions is listed in 

Table 23. 

Table 23. Pasadena: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 	 “I disagree, the knowledge is out there. Property owners don’t want to 

admit that they are at risk, most are in denial” – City Fire Department, 

Deputy Fire Marshal Tony Bagan 

(table continued on next page) 

74 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Example 2 “I agree, from my experience, owners/industry professionals tend to 

think of fire prevention methods as complete clearance of vegetation 

with no regard for habitat. There is a lot that can be done to set fire 

management zone around a property, including planting the right plants, 

spacing the plants appropriately etc. etc. Also as far as pruning and 

clearing, with the proper knowledge and skills it doesn’t have to look like 

a mowed hillside” – Public Works, Parks & Natural Resources Division, 

Arroyo Seco Project Supervisor Rosa Laveaga 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “I disagree, we have adequate resources but could be better. We can 

adequately respond to a fire. More resources need to be put into 

prevention, such as property surveys” – Tony Bagan 

Example 2 “No, [property owners are] not lacking finances in this area” – Parks & 

Natural Resources Maintenance Manuel Macias 

Example 3 “I disagree along the Arroyo, they [property owners] are well to do – it’s 

wealthier/biggest areas…maybe need more information of why it’s 

important – for management.” – Public Works, Parks & Natural 

Resources Division, Parks & Landscaping Superintendent Ana Bailey 

Example 4 “I agree, as a city, we are fortunate to have council support to fund the 

fire management that is done, but it is not enough.  City Fire needs to 

work more closely with the Parks & Natural resources Division of the city 

and together teach a balanced approach to fire management to the 

community.  There is virtually no outreach done by this city about fire 

management, a huge opportunity is being missed.  An outreach program 

would be very beneficial… website too” – Rosa Laveaga 

(table continued on next page) 
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Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “Yes [I agree], property owners are not educated as to the importance of 

providing a fire safe area around their property. Possibly they don’t trust 

in the industry (CAL FIRE or Local FD) that our modeling and prediction 

of wild fire is pretty accurate and based on factual data. They don’t trust 

us enough to do what they are directed. They are in denial and/or don’t 

want to pay for the cost of providing fire safety i.e. taxes, companies to 

remove hazardous brush, fire safe construction features, etc.” – Tony 

Bagan 

Example 2 “They can’t afford to do it or don’t want to do it or they use money on 

something else therefore don’t do it – fire isn’t a priority” – Manuel 

Macias  

Example 3 “Allocating efforts [for fire prevention] is a necessity but they [property 

owners] may not see a need since no fires have happened” – Ana Bailey 

Example 4 “Yes, [I agree], there is a lack of understanding by professionals and by 

property owners; if there is a lack of motivation by property owners, I 

think it is because of the expense… the capital expense to design and 

create a plan for a property along with then implementing the plan.  As 

part of the outreach, it would be good to make homeowners aware of 

available grants that are offered that they could take advantage of… I 

think a good outreach program would also help motivate the  

homeowners with examples of successful properties that withstood a 

fire, so that they could see true successes and benefits.  It would also be  

good for fire professionals to get training on what is going on in other 

parts of the state where similar conditions exist… residences  right up 

against a forest or natural area” – Rosa Laveaga  

Communicating with the city/county/agency 

Example 1 “I disagree, [the communication] is adequate.” – Tony Bagan  

Example 2 I agree, “I don’t get calls; basically have only received two (2) phone 

calls about brush clearance; [Property owners are] protective of their 

property plus [there’s] confusion of property boundaries” – Ana Bailey  

(table continued on next page)  
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Example 3 “I agree, it’s a two way communication that is needed. And as expressed  

above, the City needs to outreach and communicate just as  much as the 

property owners. In this part of the state, we have agencies with a 

wealth of knowledge, all working in the same area.  US Forest Service, 

LA county and Pasadena all have fire professionals with varying 

degrees of experience and knowledge.  I don’t know for sure, but I don’t 

think the communication is what it could be in terms of taking care of the  

precious resource they all work in, the Arroyo Seco/Foothills of the 

Angeles National forest.  Together there could be some incredible 

outreach and education to this foothill community.  It would be great if 

they could band together for this purpose” – Rosa Laveaga 

Other 

Example 1 “The biggest thing is insurance – it dictates and is coordinated between 

them [insurance companies] and the property owner. Not sure if 

insurance and the Fire Department coordinate at all” –Manuel Macias 

Example 2 “Having an arborist and/or a Landscape Architect in the Fire 

Department, to understand landscape removal better or to work with 

professionals, then the city and property owner would benefit” – Manuel 

Macias  

Example 3 “It’s highly important [for city departments] to work with the Fire 

Department… who may not be aware of other efforts [being done in the 

city]” – Ana Bailey 

Example 4 “We haven’t had fire in those areas [Arroyo Seco], it doesn’t  mean fire 

can’t happen, everyone who lives there understands there’s danger” – 

Ana Bailey 

Example 5 “All the things that draw/attract [people to the Arroyo Seco] are the same 

things that are not considered during a hazard, that part people forget 

about” – Ana Bailey 
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For Pasadena, between all four participating city individuals, information 

was provided regarding topics in all five categories which play constraining roles 

in the city’s fire prevention efforts. They include: 

	 Lack of knowledge and skills 

o Knowledge is out there 


 Lack of resources, including financial 


o	 We have adequate resources but could be better 

o	 We can adequately respond to a fire 

o	 More resources need to be put into prevention 

o	 The high fire risk areas are affluent areas, are not lacking 

finance, and may need more information 

o	 Property owners in these are areas are not lacking finances but 

could use education and outreach programs 


 Lack of understanding or motivation 


o	 Owners/industry professionals tend to think of fire prevention 

methods as complete clearance of vegetation with no regard for 

habitat 

o	 Lack of education, a lack of trust (between homeowners and the 

local fire department) 

o	 Homeowners don’t want to pay for the cost of providing fire 

safety i.e. taxes, companies to remove hazardous brush, fire 

safe construction features, etc. 
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o	 Homeowners do not want to incur the costs of fire prevention 

strategies for their property due to priorities 

o	 Homeowners may not see a need since no fires have happened 

to them or in their area 


 Communicating fully with city/county/agency 


o	 Communication is adequate 

o Do not get calls about brush clearance 


 Other 


o	 Property owners don’t want to admit that they are at risk, most 

are in denial 

o	 There is virtually no outreach done by this city about fire 

management, a huge opportunity is being missed 

o	 Property owners are protective of their property and there is 

confusion about property boundaries 

o	 Insurance companies and their regulations interfere with 

Pasadena’s fire prevention efforts 

o	 The Fire Department should have an arborist or Landscape 

Architect 

In the above, some contradictions seem to exist. Of note is the lead supervisor 

claimed that, “there is a lack of understanding by professionals and by property 

owners; if there is a lack of motivation by property owners, I think it is because of 

the expense.” She also returned to the previous concept of outreach programs. 

Specifically, “As part of the outreach, it would be good to make homeowners 
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aware of available grants that are offered that they could take advantage of… I 

think a good outreach program would also help motivate the homeowners.” 

Some of these statements contradict with statements from others within the 

same department as well as in other departments. 

The topic of communications also surfaced during the interactions with this 

city. The Parks supervisor stated that “it’s a two way communication that is 

needed,” and again mentioned the need for outreach program/s. Another Parks 

participant cited the importance of inter-departmental communication, “It’s highly 

important [for other city departments] to work with the Fire Department… who 

may not be aware of other efforts [being done in the city].”  

 This next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by the city in an effort to provide more validity to the findings. 

Table 24 includes the observable findings for this entity. 

Table 24. Pasadena: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 	 City of Pasadena frontline personnel seemed to lack the necessary 

knowledge of the correct representative, or point-person, dealing with 

wildfires. The front desk clerks seemed unaware, as observed in their 

hesitation and confusion regarding who handles WUI fire-related issues. 

With evident uncertainty, the researcher was directed to the building 

department, to be followed by the fire department’s counter within the 

city’s permit center. 

(table continued on next page) 
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Example 2 

Example 3 

Fire personnel evidenced mixed levels of awareness regarding the 

wildfire prevention criteria being used. When asked what information the 

fire department had or uses for fire prevention in the wildland-urban 

interface, the term wildland-urban interface seemed to confuse them as 

they referenced the concept as the high fire zone or the red zone. Once 

that was clarified the person at the fire department permit counter 

quickly identified Chapter 7A of the California Building Code and the 

2000 International Fire Code Institute Book as their main sources of 

reference. When asked if the plans were used only for new 

development, the fire department representative mumbled 

incomprehensively and finished with something like “you need.” By this 

time, a combination of body language and tone of voice led the 

researcher to conclude it would be best not to pursue further clarification 

at this point. 

In addition, the fire personnel very inconspicuously pointed at a map, 

laid out on the counter under glass (the researcher recognized as a fire 

hazard severity zone [FHSZ] map), and mumbling something else while 

pointing at the Arroyo and a few other areas within the city boundary.  

Assistance 

Example 1 During the initial stages, the city departments had a lack of personnel 

present at various departments. For instance, the information booth at 

city hall as well as the fire department counter at the permit center 

lacked personnel (no one there). In addition, the fire department’s 

counter provides a phone in order for the public to request for 

assistance. This step of having to call for someone did not feel very 

welcoming and even gave the feeling of a perceived barrier between the 

city and an individual. 

(table continued on next page) 
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Example 2 When there was someone at a department, they were either 

preoccupied with no sense of willingness to help or possibly lacked 

knowledge of where to direct or refer for better assistance. During the 

first visit to the fire department counter at the city’s permit center, the 

representative was subdued and hesitant to provide information 

regardless of the attempts and tactics used (bringing to mind the 

concept of “it was like pulling teeth”). In addition, the city representative 

was not very forthcoming and seemed distracted to the point of 

appearing to be inconvenienced. 

Example 3 Some assistance, while hit and miss, did pierce the metaphorical veil 

though. The representative from the building department was unfamiliar 

with the ‘wildland-urban interface’ terminology but still managed to help 

by providing a contact person at the fire department across the way. 

Example 4 The second visit to the permit center, and more specifically to the fire 

department counter, was more productive despite being assisted by the 

same person from the previous encounter. This time the clerk was more 

helpful, maybe because he remembered the researcher. The contact 

information for the point-person dealing with wildfires and fire prevention 

for the fire department was finally procured during this visit. 

Example 5 The coordination efforts, two voice mails and one email over a week’s 

time, for scheduling an interview with the point-person, Deputy Fire 

Marshal Tony Bagan were somewhat challenging, as no response was 

forthcoming. Eventually, the researcher abandoned this approach and 

chose to show up at the fire department. Mr. Bagan was welcoming and 

accepted to do an interview on a walk-in basis. Deputy Bagan was quite 

instrumental in providing information in addition to the referrals that 

would lead to more interviews and research data for this study. 

(table continued on next page) 
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Takeaways 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Information, links, and documentation were eventually provided by the 

city. During the first visit, nothing was ever really provided at the permit 

center – that seemed a bit strange which helped pose the question: Is 

there any take-away information that gets distributed to citizens during 

their inquiries? Strangely, yet surprisingly, the personnel at the fire 

department counter of the permit center was more welcoming with 

information the second time around by providing assistance and 

direction to items on the city’s website without hesitation. 

In addition, the point-person contact information for the fire department 

dealing with wildfires and fire prevention was obtained from the fire 

department counter through a series of questions. 

Additional 

Example 1 

Example 2 

The terminology commonly being used by this city for the wildland-urban 

interface or the very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ) is the high 

fire zone or simply the red zone. 

City of Pasadena’s Fire Department (PFD) office location was not within 

the city hall vicinity. The PFD office environment did not feel like your 

typical governmental facilities. The office had a bright and well lit room, 

an openness feel to the space, clean, it had lots of windows and natural 

light, it was inviting, and the greeting and polite demeanor from the front 

desk clerk was a surprise. Parking accommodations and validation at 

the city’s fire department were also a surprise compared with the parking 

meter fees associated with the city hall location. 

The researcher’s observations for the City of Pasadena were as follows:  

 The counter personnel at the city seemed to lack awareness of who 

was, and how to access, the point-person/s regarding fire prevention 
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	 Someone at the fire department permit counter (city hall) seemed 

preoccupied or lacked willingness, possibly even the knowledge, to 

assist in locating the point-person for fire prevention efforts 

	 During the first visit to the fire department’s counter (city hall) “it was 

like pulling teeth” to get information 

	 Levels of awareness at times seemed present yet there were 

terminology discrepancies between the researcher, the building 

department officials, and the fire department official, leading to some 

confusion 

	 Difficult to assess due to personal communication, verbal and 

nonverbal, issues 

While information, links, and documentation were eventually provided to the 

researcher, it took two visits and an extensive series of diverse questioning 

tactics by the researcher. This leads to the questions of how difficult do most 

industry professionals and homeowners find the process? And, how successful 

are they on their first visit? 

Of some concern is the terminology used by the city for wildland-urban 

interface or very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ), is referred to as the 

high fire zone or simply the red zone. This was the first city where the researcher 

observed issues with terminology. Overall, once past the city hall’s counters and 

clerks, and at the fire department’s administrative offices, things were better. 

Curiously, the fire department’s offices did not resemble any of the previously 
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visited city government facilities. It was much brighter, inviting and 

accommodating. 

Surprises for Pasadena. 

The process of penetrating the city to access the point-persons was a bit difficult 

at first. After two extended visits with the same person and various different 

approaches, a name was finally provided. The reason/s for the representative’s 

change of mind will remain unknown. However, it is possible that the city 

representative had become tired of the investigator and merely wanted to “move 

her on.” Nonetheless, it helped in getting to the next step. 

In addition, it was surprising to hear that the city is conscious about 

ecological practices, conservation, and preservation as well as fire-prevention. 

Among the many things mentioned was the promotion of wildlife habitat, 

inclusion of a soft bottom watershed, community education through recreation, 

and sensitive clearing that helps comply with fuel mitigation and promotes 

ecological systems. 

Summary of Findings for Pasadena. 

Pasadena has its own fire department that is housed in a separate building 

complex, over one half of a mile away from city hall. The city’s frontline was 

challenging and posed some difficulty to penetrate but eventually provided the 

name of a PP in the city’s fire department. The investigator’s personal and 

professional contacts directly facilitated the process, inferring that a typical 
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homeowner or professional may have more difficulty in accessing the point-

persons and hence, specific information. Terminology, specific to fire prevention, 

seemed to be an issue throughout the process with this city. 

The City of Pasadena has developed fire prevention codes specific to its 

own context, although the fire department codes and policies have some 

conflicting and/or inconsistent information. Overall, Pasadena has developed 

comprehensive guidelines that support a multi-faceted approach to the city’s 

parks and open spaces. For instance, the city provides brush clearances to 

address fire prevention with sensitive thinning practices towards habitat 

preservation in a more direct way while also providing recreation and education 

programs aimed at awareness. While the nature trails and the “soft bottom low 

flow stream” project are directly aimed at involving the community and visitors by 

providing recreation, education, and examples of local nature, Pasadena’s 

annual brush clearance appears to be more policy, albeit with flexibility in its 

enforcement. 

The city collaborates with groups on environmental activities to promote 

stewardship. Whereas the city has developed and implemented multiple 

programs, the need for more education and outreach programs to promote the 

understanding and importance of brush clearances, wildlife habitat conservation, 

and fuel mitigation appeared to be of primary concern. Communication, conflicts 

regarding regulations, maintenance jurisdiction and wildfire threats in the Arroyo 

Seco area continue to be the greatest challenges. 
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The City of Pasadena mentions four challenging areas pertinent to their 

fire prevention efforts. Specifically, 1) communicating with the city’s residents 

regarding vegetation clearances; 2) clarifying and resolving conflicts between 

property insurance regulations and fire regulations; 3) standardizing 

departmental jurisdiction over maintenance of diverse areas; and, 4) the potential 

threat of wildfire occurrence due to transients, vandalism, and the annual 4th of 

July fireworks at the Rose Bowl, all occurring in the high fire hazard severity zone 

of the Arroyo Seco. 

City officials, specifically from the fire department, believe that many 

homeowners are in denial of the very real wildfire threat to their homes and 

misunderstand the vegetation clearance requirements. While finance is not 

perceived to be a primary constraint for homeowners, the prioritization of projects 

and therefore funding, leads to placing fire-prevention aspects on the bottom of 

the list. A lack of trust between residents and the fire department is also thought 

to exist. Furthermore, it is believed that homeowners need more information and 

that education and outreach programs would resolve these issues. Additionally, 

one city representative claimed that having a landscape architect or arborist on 

staff in the Fire Department would also help resolve conflicting issues.  

City 3 – Altadena / County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Offices (CEO)    

Office of Unincorporated Area Services (OUAS) at Kenneth Hahn Hall of 

Administration. This is an unincorporated community of Los Angeles County. 

This community is over eight square miles, sits 1,342 feet above sea level, and is 
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located fourteen miles northeast of downtown Los Angeles. Altadena is bordered 

by the San Gabriel Mountains (Angeles National Forest) to the north, City of 

Pasadena to the south, City of Sierra Madre to the east, and City of La Cañada 

Flintridge to the west. Based on the 2010 census, this city has a population of 

42,777 (City-Data, 2013). 

Being an unincorporated community of Los Angeles County, the community 

information, as well as information related to agency location and contact details, 

were acquired from the official website, http://ceo.lacounty.gov/ouas/default.htm, 

for unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. The researcher also visited the 

Chief Executive Offices (CEO): Office of Unincorporated Area Services (OUAS) 

in downtown Los Angeles. All of the data gathered from the combined sources 

are presented in Table 25 below followed by a visual representation of the 

community and WUI boundaries in Figure 11. 

Table 25. Altadena: General Information 

City Established Sq. Mi. Elev. Bordering Areas Population 

In
co

rp

U
ni

nc
or

p 

Altadena  X 8.7 1,342 

 ANF* 
 Pasadena 
 Sierra Madre 
 La Cañada Flintridge 

42,777 

* Angeles National Forest (ANF) 

** Other Unincorporated parts/communities of Los Angeles County 
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Angeles National Forest 

Figure 10. Community of Altadena and WUI Boundaries (Source: ESRI, SILVIS 

Lab, and FRAP). 

The city’s boundary mapping information was acquired from ESRI and the 

state of California’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). For 

additional mapping information for this city refer to Appendix C.   
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A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews is listed in Table 

26. The three columns depict the actions that occurred in order to acquire data. 

Table 26. Altadena: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews 

1 – Visits to inquire 3 – Quantity 0 – In Person 

0 – Interview visits 0 – Phone 

4 – In Person conversations 0 – Email 

0 – Phone inquiries No interviews were conducted with this city; refer to 

Agency 1 - Los Angeles County Fire Department0 – Emails for coordination 
(Headquarter) on Eastern Avenue for interviewpurposes 
information. 

This entity was challenging in accessing community information. Actions 

to gather data and reach a point-person from this unincorporated community led 

to the researcher visiting two different locations, the Executive Office of 

Unincorporated Area Services and the Eastern Avenue Headquarters for the Los 

Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD). The actions related to this community 

were as follows: 

 One visits involved in unsuccessfully reaching a PP 

 Zero in person interviews 

 One visits resulted in three documents 

 Total of five actions to gather data from this entity 
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The following data tables identify the specific documents received followed 

by categorical findings pertaining to agency collaboration and observations. The 

documents are noted in Table 27. 

Table 27. Altadena: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 lacounty.gov – Your source for LA County information and services: Citizens 

Guide to County Services, County of Los Angeles 2012 – 2013 (handbook for 

all services, departments, and contact information for the entire Los Angeles 

County) 

2 Altadena Connection: Community Resource Guide 2013 

3 Los Angeles County Fire Department website: fire.lacounty.gov 

This community provided three documents as follows: 


 One local (item 2) 


 Two county (items 1 and 3) 


While some of the acquired documents can be part of the guiding criteria at 

various levels, for this entity, the more important one was item number 1 in Table 

27. It provided a listing of all branch locations, departments, contacts, and so 

forth, which eventually helped guide the investigator through the county’s web-

like structure. 

This section on agency collaboration is all the data acquired during the 

inquiry process in search of point-persons that reflects the level of inter- and/or 

intra- entity collaboration. There was not much to note since the personnel 
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interaction was short and limited. The input provided by this participant on 

collaboration efforts is included in Table 28. 

Table 28. Altadena: Agency Collaboration 

Referral to Los Angeles County Fire Department 

Example 1 “All fire prevention inquiries are referred to the county fire department” – 

Los Angeles County, Chief Executive Officer, Jason Tajima 

The community of Altadena only referred the investigator to the LACFD 

headquarters in East Los Angeles yet made no mention of coordination 

strategies. Pertaining to challenges, the community of Altadena provided no 

identifiable challenges at the time. Lastly, regarding perceptions, the community 

of Altadena, provided no real information on perceptions of constraints for their 

fire prevention efforts. 

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirectly 

observable actions by the participants representing this entity. Table 29 presents 

the observable findings that were gathered for this entity. 
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Table 29. Altadena: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

There was no clear knowledge of who handles wildfire prevention or 

even fire prevention issues within the department. The receptionist at 

the Los Angeles County Chief Executive Offices (CEO) had to check 

with others to find the person in charge of fire prevention issues within 

the city. 

When the closest person in charge of fire prevention issues was located 

and came out, he served only as a source of referral directing toward the 

office handling fire prevention issues (LACFD) and could not answer 

anything related to the research subject. 

Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Initially, the department seemed willing and helpful, yet, during inquiries, 

there was a lack in knowledge from the front desk clerk as to who in the 

department dealt with wildfire related issues. Higher up the department 

hierarchy proved no different - minimal knowledge, minimal help. 

While this agency deals with procedures such as appointments for 

meeting with city representatives, the desk clerk was helpful by inquiring 

with a few people and allowed the researcher to speak with someone. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Two resource documents were gathered from this agency. 

A referral to the Los Angeles County Fire Department website for 

additional fire prevention information was recommended. 

(table continued on next page) 
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Additional 

Example 1 

Example 2 

There were conflicting room locations between the one noted on the 

County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Offices website and the one 

provided at the office building’s information kiosk for the Office of 

Unincorporated Areas Services (OUAS – related to unincorporated 

community of Altadena).  

The terminology used by LA CEO – OUAS department representative 

was Fire Prevention. The local personnel seemed perplexed by the 

terms wildland-urban interface, high fire hazard severity zone, and such. 

Eventually, once the investigator used the general term of “fire 

prevention” they seemed to understand. 

The researcher’s observations for the community of Altadena were as 

follows: 

 There was no clear knowledge of a point-person who deals with fire 

prevention at the Los Angeles County’s Chief Executive Offices (CEO)  

 Results going further up the hierarchy were minimal knowledge, 

minimal help 

 Terminology regarding fire prevention caused some confusion 

Additionally, the actual office’s location was misleading due to conflicting 

information between the web site and the building‘s directory. This led to some 

confusion in accessing officials at the Los Angeles County’s CEO.   

Surprises for Altadena. 

Despite the previous barrier, and almost by accident, the resource book “Citizens 

Guide to County Services, County of Los Angeles 2012 – 2013,” acquired from 
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this agency was helpful in finding agency and departmental information 

necessary such as phone numbers and office locations. 

Summary of Findings for Altadena. 

Altadena, is the only unincorporated area included in this study and is overseen 

remotely by the County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Offices fourteen miles 

away in downtown Los Angeles. As there was no PP, there was no interview and 

hence information was limited. The contact from the Chief Executive Offices 

directed all inquiry to the LACFD headquarters. More information on inquiry 

results and interactions with LACFD under the Agencies section later in this 

document. 

City 4 – Azusa. Incorporated in 1898, this city is slightly over 9 square miles, sits 

610 feet above sea level, and is located twenty-seven miles northeast of 

downtown Los Angeles. Azusa is bordered by the San Gabriel Mountains 

(Angeles National Forest) to the north, City of Covina to the south, City of 

Glendora to the east, and the City of Duarte to the west. Based on the 2010 

census, this city contains a population of 46,361 (City of Azusa, 2013). This 

general information, retrieved directly from the City of Azusa’s website 

(www.ci.azusa.ca.us/) can be viewed in Table 30 followed by a visual 

representation of the city and WUI boundaries in Figure 12.  
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Table 30. Azusa: General Information 

City Established Sq. Mi. Elev. Bordering Areas Population 

In
co

rp

U
ni

nc
or

p 
Azusa 

X 
(1898) 

9.13 610 

 ANF* 
 Covina 
 Glendora 
 Duarte 

46,361 

* Angeles National Forest (ANF) 


** Other Unincorporated parts/communities of Los Angeles County 


Angeles National Forest 

Figure 11. City of Azusa and WUI Boundaries (Source: ESRI, SILVIS Lab, and 

FRAP). 
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The city’s boundary mapping information was acquired from ESRI and the 

state of California’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). For 

additional mapping information for this city refer to Appendix C.   

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with personnel of 

the City of Azusa is listed in Table 31. The three columns depict the actions that 

occurred in order to acquire data. 

Table 31. Azusa: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

1 – Visit to inquire 

1 – Interview visit 

3 – In Person conversations 

1 – Phone inquiry 

3 – Emails for coordination purposes 

2 – Quantity 1 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

1 – Phone 

2 – Email 

 (no response) 

The actions required to identify and access the PP along with gathering 

data were as follows: 

 One visit involved in reaching the PP 

 One in person interviews 

  Two follow-ups 

o One by phone 

o Two by email (never responded) 


 The visit and interview resulted in two documents 


 Total of twelve actions to gather data from this entity 
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The access to a point-person was not straightforward as nobody was certain who 

was the lead employee on fire prevention. It entailed two different individuals, 

from two different departments, in two different buildings to finally determine and 

locate the point-person for fire prevention, who, it turns out, did not specialize in 

fire prevention mitigation. He only handled structural compliance within the 

building & safety department and referred all exterior fire prevention questions to 

LACFD. The building official, while he did provide the LACFD contact information 

during a follow-up phone conversation, an email with follow-up interview 

questions was never answered. 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, agency collaboration, and 

observations. The documents noted in Table 32 were provided by this city during 

the interview process and from the point-person. 

Table 32. Azusa: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 Chapter 7A – SFM: Materials and construction methods for exterior wildfire 

exposure of the California Code 

2 Azusa code and detail info sheet: Construction in High Fire Severity Zone 

This city provided two documents as follows: 


 One local (item 2) 


 One state (item 1) 
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This section on guiding criteria presents data acquired during the interview 

process that reflects types of criteria being used, not used, and how it is used, 

along with accessibility of that criteria, facility of applying criteria, and more. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 33. 

Table 33. Azusa: Guiding Criteria 

State Codes and Guidelines 

Example 1 “The department only deals with building codes for existing and new 

development in high fire zone areas” – Building & Safety Department, 

Building Official 

Example 2 “The city gets their information from CAL FIRE” – Building & Safety 

Department, Building Official 

The guiding criteria for the City of Azusa appear to be directly linked to 

state criteria. Regarding fire prevention there seem to be no criteria developed 

locally. This may be because this city contracts the LACFD for all its fire needs. 

Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration that is extant, proposed, recommended, and/or the lack 

thereof for each participating entity. The input provided by this participant on 

collaboration efforts is included in Table 34. 
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Table 34. Azusa: Agency Collaboration 

Coordinate with the County 

Example 1 Unsure of the mitigation criteria, the investigator was referred to the 

Commerce Office of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, for fire 

prevention information regarding exterior planting. – Building & Safety 

Department, Robert Keyes 

The City of Azusa noted that they coordinate with the Los Angeles County 

Fire Department (LACFD) in Commerce for addressing all mitigation of 

vegetation. Their inter-agency and intra-agency collaborations include: 

 Inter-agency 

o Los Angeles County Fire Department 


 Intra-agency 


o Parks & Recreation 

o Planning Department 

o Building & Safety 

o Public Works 

There were not any clear specific collaborative programs or efforts between this 

city, either inter-departmental or intra-agency. All Information and any potential 

collaboration seemed to be with CAL FIRE. For the City of Azusa there are no 

identifiable challenges and no real information regarding perceptions of 

constraints on their fire prevention efforts.  

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by this entity. Table 35 includes the observable findings that 

were retrieved for this entity. 
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Table 35. Azusa: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

There was no clear knowledge of who handles wildfire prevention or 

even fire prevention issues within the city. The desk clerk at the city’s 

main city hall building as well as the clerk at the community development 

department seemed unsure about who to contact to help out with the 

inquiry on fire prevention in the wildland-urban interface. They both 

looked puzzled but did try to locate someone to assist. 

There was evidence of some knowledge from a building official at the 

city. The building official seemed knowledgeable on building code 

information but was unsure about fire prevention and mitigation criteria. 

Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Some willingness to assist was present despite knowledge as to 

direction for further assistance. Both City of Azusa desk clerks, at the 

main city hall building department and at the community development 

department, were willing to assist despite their lack in knowledge about 

who the assisting representative would be. Furthermore, the clerk at the 

main city hall building provided a referral to the community development 

department in hopes of further assistance. 

At the community development department, the desk clerk, first left and 

after seeing her speaking with a gentleman in the back, she returned a 

few minutes later referring to the building official who would assist, 

where the waiting period lasted about 15 minutes. In addition, she was 

nice and professional where she made sure to acknowledge the 

researcher while waiting and provided reassurance, more than once, 

that assistance was on its way and the building official would be there 

momentarily. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 3 Robert Keyes, the building official, stated that their department only 

deals with building codes for existing and new development in high fire 

zone areas. He then provided a referral to the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department related to fire mitigation criteria for exterior/planting 

information. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 

Example  2 

Information, links, and documentation were eventually provided by the 

city. For instance, the building official provided a few informational 

sheets when he finally approached the front desk (Chapter 7A – SFM: 

Materials and construction methods for exterior wildfire exposure; Pg. 

255-262; & City of Azusa code and detail info sheet).  

Furthermore, a referral provided by the building official, during a follow 

up phone conversation, to the Los Angeles County Fire Department 

(LACFD) was to Station 27 in Commerce for Fire Mitigation information 

in which he provided a website link for the station’s contact information. 

Additional 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Example 3 

The terminology used during introduction differed from the city. For 

instance the investigator used the verbiage “fire prevention information 

for the wildland-urban interface areas” or “areas adjacent to the 

wilderness.” Whereas the term used by the city was “Fire Prevention for 

High Fire Zone Areas.” Furthermore, the terminology used by this city for 

wildfire prevention, in relation to exterior elements such as vegetation, 

was fire mitigation. 

All material applicable to the local level for this city comes from CAL 

FIRE. 

The building official also noted that CAL FIRE would have the 

boundaries for the high fire zone areas in their city. 
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The researcher’s observations for Azusa were as follows: 

 City’s frontline seemed to lack awareness regarding PP for fire 

prevention 

	 Despite circuitous route it eventually led to “pseudo” point-person in 

building department who shared knowledge on building codes but was 

unsure regarding fire prevention mitigation 

 Regarding assistance all encountered individuals were willing to assist 

 Terminology surfaced as a discrepancy 

o	 Participants at this city used “fire prevention” or “high fire zone 

areas” 

o	 Participants were seemingly confused by the term wildland

urban interface 

Surprises for Azusa. 

The building official, with whom the investigator spoke, was surprised and had to 

look up the contact information for the location of where they typically refer 

people to get the vegetation or fire mitigation items reviewed. Not sure if it was 

due to not referring people to that location often enough or if he was just caught 

off guard. 

Summary of Findings for Azusa. 

The interaction with the City of Azusa was brief and information on fire prevention 

was limited. Frontline lacked knowledge of who was the PP and there was some 
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confusion regarding terminology. It appears that this city receives their fire 

prevention information, such as mitigation programs and regulations, from CAL 

FIRE with no signs of locally developed fire prevention criteria or programs. 

Essentially, on all things related to fire prevention, the researcher was referred to 

the Los Angeles County Fire Department. 

City 5 – San Dimas. Incorporated in 1960, this city is over fifteen square miles, 

sits 750 feet above sea level, and is located twenty-five miles east of downtown 

Los Angeles. San Dimas is bordered by the San Gabriel Mountains (Angeles 

National Forest) to the north, City of Diamond Bar to the south, City of La Verne 

to the east, and the census designated place (CDP) of Charter Oak to the west. 

Based on the 2010 census, this city contains a population of 33,371 (City of San 

Dimas, 2013). This information, retrieved from the City of San Dimas website 

(www.cityofsandimas.com/), can be viewed in Table 36 followed by a visual 

representation of the city and WUI boundaries in Figure 13. 

 Table 36. San Dimas: General Information 

City Established Sq. Mi. Elev. Bordering Areas Population 

In
co

rp

U
ni

nc
or

p 

San 
Dimas 

X 
(1960) 

15.4 750 

 ANF* 
 Diamond Bar 
 La Verne 
 Charter Oak ** 

33,371 

* Angeles National Forest (ANF) 


** Other Unincorporated parts/communities of Los Angeles County 
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Angeles National Forest 

Figure 12. City of San Dimas and WUI Boundaries (Source: ESRI, SILVIS Lab, 

and FRAP). 
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The city’s boundary mapping information was acquired from ESRI and the 

state of California’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). For 

additional mapping information for this city refer to Appendix C.  

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with personnel of 

the City of San Dimas is listed in Table 37. The three columns depict the actions 

that occurred in order to acquire data. 

Table 37. San Dimas: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

3 – Visits to inquire 

3 – Interview visits 

7 – In Person conversations 

8 – Phone inquiries 

3 – Emails for coordination purposes 

5 – Quantity 1 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

The actions required to identify and access the PP were as follows:  

 Three visits involved in reaching a PP 

 One in person interview 

 One follow-up by email 

 The visits and interview resulted in five documents 

 Total of twenty-three actions to gather data from this entity 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 
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challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 38 

were provided by the point-person during the interview process. 

Table 38. San Dimas: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 Fire Prevention Vents Pamphlet 

2 Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines: A Firewise Landscaping Guide for Creating 

and Maintaining Defensible Space 

3 San Dimas City GIS Maps Prints (VHFSZ maps - 2) 

4 International Code Council (ICC): People Helping People Build a Safer World  

5 2010 CA. Residential Code: Building Planning Section 327 

This city provided seven documents as follows: 

 Two local (items 1 and 3) 

 One county (item 2) 

 One state (item 5) 

 One international (item 4) 

This city provided a variety of documents with differing sources. For instance, 

item number 1, Fire Prevention Vents Pamphlet, is an advertisement for a third-

party product recommended for homeowners as part of their fire prevention 

efforts. Item number 2 is a county level guide for landscaping and defensible 

spaces, while item 3 are city-specific maps depicting the very high fire hazard 

severity zones. 
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The next set of findings provides more insight relating to specific guiding 

criteria being used by this entity. Participant quotes are included in Table 39. 

Table 39. San Dimas: Guiding Criteria 

The use of 2010 California Residential Code 

Example 1 “The code checklist will include areas of interest in the High zone [zone 

3] and Very High zone [zone 4] of the Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone [VHFHSZ] for local responsibility areas” – Superintendent of 

Building & Safety, Eric Beilstein 

Example 2 “The municipal code is the acting ordinance that adopts the California 

Code” – Eric Beilstein 

Example 3 “The fire department has a very clear and concise plan and process to 

implement fire prevention methods, but since they are not the primary 

permitting agency the regulations and process may not be fully 

coordinated from the start” – Eric Beilstein 

This city uses two criteria for their guidance, one of the two was developed 

locally. They are: 

 Municipal code (local) 

 LACFD fire prevention plan and process (county) 

 California code checklist (state) 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs that are extant, planned, 

proposed, or recommended. Participant comments regarding programs are noted 

in Table 40 for this participant. 
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Table 40. San Dimas: Programs 

Inspections 

Example 1 

Example 2 

“During inspections the inspector checks for window glass to be 

tempered glass dual pane which should have a stamp that identifies it as 

fire rated, that are using special vent systems that provide ventilation yet 

hold embers, installing a non-combustible roof, that property owner 

abides by fire hydrant requirements, and that fuel modification plans go 

through the process” – Superintendent of Building & Safety, Eric 

Beilstein 

“Items that will be reviewed are the accessibility to water either in the 

way of infrastructure, fire trucks for fire suppression, or check dams for 

drainage” – Eric Beilstein 

This participant from this city identified one program, inspection. 

Specifically, these inspections include fire prevention strategies and methods 

designed for new construction or remodeling of residences. They include: 

 Checking for adequate building materials for hardening the home  

 Checking the accessibility to water and ensuring proper drainage 

systems 

Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration that is extant, proposed, recommended, and/or the lack 

thereof for each participating entity. The input provided by this participant on 

collaboration efforts is in Table 41. 
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Table 41. San Dimas: Agency Collaboration 

Los Angeles County Fire Department, Park and Recreation, Planning Department, 

Building and Safety, and Public Works 

Example 1 “San Dimas is in a Local Responsibility Area [LRA], however, the county 

looks at large signage commercial regardless if it exists in the red zone 

or not” – Superintendent of Building & Safety, Eric Beilstein 

For this city the participant mentioned one collaborative effort that involved 

LACFD. This collaborative effort deals with the inspection of larger commercial 

properties since this city is in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA). 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. The findings for this category are noted in 

Table 42. 

Table 42. San Dimas: Challenges 

Coordination with other agency 

Example 1 “Citizens pay for county fire department services. There is no city fire 

department. Coordination with the county fire department, due to a 

contractual arrangement, is not strained but the relationship is not as 

amicable as it could be” – Superintendent of Building & Safety, Eric 

Beilstein 

Example 2 “Desire by client/landscape designer/city planning department for a 

homogeneous attractive project can be at odds with building and 

landscape material choices and brush clearance requirements” – Eric 

Beilstein 
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The city mentioned various challenges in their fire prevention efforts. In 

particular: 

	 Coordination between agencies, groups, and information 

o	 Strained relationship with the LACFD who is contracted by the 

city for services 

o	 Interaction between designers, property owners and planners 

per design aesthetics versus fire prevention requirements 

This next category was designed to investigate perceived notions for 

potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 43. 

Table 43. San Dimas: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack Knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “Knowledge and skills were two vastly different concepts. I agree, they 

lack knowledge but disagree they lack the skills” – Superintendent of 

Building & Safety, Eric Beilstein 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “The truth is that construction is expensive. I would say they lack 

motivation to prioritize it higher than for example an upgrade to granite 

countertops” – Eric Beilstein 

(table continues on next page) 
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Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “I would say this is mostly so [speaking of owners] unless they [or 

someone close to them] has had a personal experience with fire which 

would sway them to be more cognizant of risks. The truth is no one 

thinks it applies to them until it is generally too late. As to industry 

professionals, they have to balance the wishes of the client [what is the 

minimum needed] with their own experience/feelings” – Eric Beilstein 

Communicating fully with the city/county/agency 

Example 1 “People generally do the minimum when it comes to regulatory 

compliance and fire prevention is no exception. For example, before 

residential fire sprinklers were mandated in California, less than 1/4% of 

houses installed them unless mandated by City/County ordinance or by 

lot geometry [structure exceeds maximum allowable 150 feet from 

compliant fire access]” – Eric Beilstein 

The participant from San Dimas identified issues pertaining to the first four 

categories, 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of resources, including 

financial; 3) lack of understanding or motivation; and, 4) communicating fully with 

city/county/agency, as constraining their fire prevention efforts.  

	 Lack of knowledge 

o	 Designers and property owners are capable of doing the right 

thing 

o They just don’t know specifics
 

 Lack of resources, including financial 


o	 Property owners do not lack resources 

o	 They understand designing for fire prevention incurs some costs 
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o	 They prioritize other things, such as interiors, ahead of fire 

prevention 


 Lack of understanding or motivation 


o	 Property owners tend to ignore the threat of fire unless they 

have had personal or prior experience 

o	 Industry professionals are stuck between the client’s wants and 

their own understanding of fire prevention needs
 

 Communicating fully with city/county/agency  


o	 The city notes when it comes to compliance, people do the 

minimum 

This next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by that entity. Table 44 includes the observable findings that 

were retrieved for this entity. 

Table 44. San Dimas: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 	 While the city’s information center clerk directed the researcher to the 

planning department across the lobby, that department’s personnel 

seemed a little stumped and confused as to who to ask and/or where to 

direct the researcher in regards to the inquiry.  

(table continues on next page) 
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Assistance 

Example 1 	 This city had a willingness to assist despite lacking knowledge as to 

direction for further assistance. For instance, a front desk clerk from a 

neighboring department was helpful in acknowledging the researcher 

during the waiting period and provided reassurance that assistance was 

coming. A second clerk from the planning department came out yet 

could not help but sought out other city personnel to assist with the 

inquiry. Then Shari Garwick, Senior Engineer, took the researcher’s 

contact information, provided a referral to the LACFD, and promised to 

forward along the request to the correct point-person. In addition, Ms. 

Garwick, provided some insight as to guiding criteria used at the City.  

Example 2 	 During the waiting period after the inquiry with Ms. Garwick, Jessica 

Mejia from the Development Services Department stated in a voicemail 

that the person in charge was Assistant City Manager of Community 

Development, Larry Stevens, who “is the contact person in regards to 

any information in the Northern Foothills.” After several unsuccessful 

attempts to reach Larry Stevens, a follow up visit to the city was done for 

further assistance. When asked to speak with Larry Stevens, the clerk 

disappeared into the back office.  Jan Sutton appeared with the clerk 

and said that “she wasn’t sure if Larry handled any of the fire prevention 

along the interface” but she would check since he was out of the office 

at that moment. When it was mentioned that Jessica Mejia was the one 

that had referred the investigator to Larry Stevens, Jan asked if there 

had been any contact with the Fire Department yet, since she thought 

they would be the ones to have information on fire prevention. Jan was 

told by the researcher that attempts to procure information from the fire 

department had been unsuccessful. Jan looked perplexed. The 

researcher’s contact information was left with Jan and she said she 

would relay the information to Mr. Stevens, who never contacted the 

researcher. 

(table continues on next page) 

114 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

	 

	 

	 

	 




Example 3 Shortly after the second visit Eric Beilstein, Superintendent of Building 

and Safety Department, left a voicemail and stated that he “deals with 

various fire items such as separation of combustibles among other 

things” as well as the fire department with coordination efforts. He was 

helpful and accommodating as an interview was scheduled for the very 

next day. 

Takeaways 

Example  1 Eric Beilstein provided lots of valuable information plus had hardcopy 

material ready for the researcher prior to the interview meeting. 

Additional 

Example 1 

Example 2 

The terminology used by the researcher was fire prevention information 

for wildland-urban interface areas and areas adjacent to wilderness 

whereas the terms used by the city in response was fire prevention for 

high fire zone areas. The city also refers to the Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) as the red zone area. 

During the second visit there was no one at the information center, so 

the investigator bypassed it to access a different wing of the building 

adjacent to the planning department. After three visits, eight phone 

inquiries, and three emails, it was possible to schedule and conduct an 

interview with Eric Beilstein, Superintendent of the Building and Safety 

Department 

The researcher’s observations for San Dimas include the following: 

	 City was welcoming, beginning with the front counter personnel to the 

interviewee 

	 City had difficulty in identifying and accessing the PP  

o	 Uncertainty of PP for fire prevention information and programs 

o	 Recommendation to contact LACFD seemed the default reply 
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o	 Once PP was accessed, he was very helpful and provided 

information and documents 

 Terminology was an issue 

The City of San Dimas frontline personnel had little knowledge of the correct 

personnel dealing with wildfires. While they were willing to assist it was a bit of an 

ordeal but did lead to locating and interviewing the point-person. While all 

participants were willing to assist, the researcher suspects her standing as a 

graduate student, in this instance, may have played a motivational role.  

This city’s point-person was helpful in providing ample information and 

materials. Terminology was an issue here as well. The term “fire prevention for 

high fire zone areas” was the more familiar instead of WUI. 

Surprises for San Dimas. 

What was surprising was the confusion in directing the researcher to the correct 

point-person that handles fire and wildland-urban interface (WUI) related items. 

For a small city, the number of people needed to resolve the confusion seemed 

excessive. 

Summary of Findings for San Dimas. 

The personnel at this city were helpful in eventually finding the PP, yet, all the 

while, the researcher was pointed towards LACFD as a better source of 

information. San Dimas provided a wide range of documents including a third-

party advertisement, a county level guide, locally developed maps, and 
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international code. San Dimas also provides a code checklist for the various 

zones of fire severity. As for the city itself, it appears their fire inspection program 

is core to their fire prevention efforts. 

Furthermore, this city contracts LACFD and mentioned a potential lack of 

coordination and that the relationship could be better. Another challenge facing 

San Dimas is the conflict between residents’ and their designers wants, building 

products, and fire prevention requirements. Officials believe that if designers and 

property owners knew the specifics and understood their purpose, they would do 

the right thing. 

The city’s perceptions also reflect a belief that priorities are an issue, 

especially in the design of structures and property. Fire prevention strategies are 

typically on the bottom of the list, if at all. Officials claim that only the minimum is 

done to meet regulations and residents do not give fire realistic thought until it 

happens to them. 

In this specific city the researcher felt that her standing as a graduate 

student from nearby California State Polytechnic University, Pomona may have 

had a positive motivational impact on the city officials. Lastly, there were some 

issues regarding terminology, as WUI was not recognized as familiar. Instead, 

fire prevention for “high fire zone” areas was the common nomenclature. 
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Findings: Agencies 

Four agencies participated in the study. They were all involved at various levels 

of fire prevention in the WUI for the targeted areas. The names, addresses, and 

pertinent information for each are listed in Appendix E.  

The data for each agency is listed below reflecting the same order as the 

table from Appendix E, beginning with the Los Angeles County Fire Department. 

Figure 13. Los Angeles County Fire Department and Los Angeles County Fire 

Department Forestry Division Logos. (Source: www.fire.lacounty.gov) 

Agency 1 – Los Angeles County Fire Department. The Los Angeles County 

Fire Department (LACFD) is a large entity providing various areas of service. 

LACFD is comprised of three bureaus: the Prevention Services Bureau, the 

Administrative Services Bureau, and the Special Services Bureau. One of the 

three critical components that the LACFD provides, the Prevention Services, is 

the only services bureau that was accessed during this study (Los Angeles 

County Fire Department 2011). More so, the Fire Prevention and the Forestry 

Division, within the Prevention Services Bureau, were the main divisions through 

which information was acquired. 
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According to the LACFD Fire Prevention division, their mission is to 

educate and empower the public with stewardship practices to help them 

minimize the fire danger to themselves, their property and the environment. 

Furthermore, the Fire Prevention division is under the direction of an “Assistant 

Fire Chief designated as the Department’s Fire Marshal” (Los Angeles County 

Fire Department, 2011). This division consists of five sections that include 

Regional Unit I, Regional Unit II, Special Unit I, Special Unit II, and Engineering. 

Regional Units I and II each consist of two sub units: the regional unit and the 

electronic development and permit tracking system unit (eDAPTs).The Special 

Units I and II each include five sub units which are the petroleum/chemical unit, 

schools and institutions unit, fire investigation unit, codes and ordinances unit, 

and county facilities unit. Lastly, the Engineering Unit has three sub units which 

are the building plan check unit, fire sprinkler plan check unit, and the fire alarm 

unit. 

In addition, as part of the Prevention Services Bureau, the Forestry 

Division was also accessed for information. The focus of the Forestry Division 

involves “the conservation and protection of natural resources through its forestry 

programs” (Los Angeles County Fire Department 2013). Moreover, the Forestry 

Division is comprised of three sections: Operations, Natural Resources, and 

Brush Clearance, which consists of professionals with varied backgrounds such 

as natural resource management, forestry, horticulture, recreation and landscape 

architecture. 
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The Forestry Division also participates in the monitoring and mapping 

process of natural resources as well as wildland fires. The division focuses on 

the use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) as well as the Infrared and Fire 

Mapping Program for monitoring and mapping purposes (Los Angeles County 

Fire Department 2013). Additionally, information in this section was collected 

from four different Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) offices: Los 

Angeles Headquarters, Glendora, Azusa, and Pacoima. 

The process and sequence for presenting the data for agencies parallels 

those in the previous section on cities. First is a tally of the visits, documents 

received, and interviews with the Los Angeles County Fire Department are listed 

in Table 45. The three columns depict actions that occurred to acquire data.  

Table 45. LACFD: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  5 – Visit to inquire 

5 – Interview visit 

12 – In Person conversations 

4 – Phone inquiries 

7 – Email for coordination purposes 

7 – Quantity 2 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

This agency was the first agency visited by the researcher. This agency 

was deliberately chosen as first since it played the most direct and influential role 

for all four participating cities and the one community. The actions required to 

identify and access the point-person (PP) were as follows:  

 Five visits involved in reaching PPs 
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 Two in person interviews from two offices (Headquarters and Azusa) 


 One follow-up email (Azusa) 


 The visits and interviews resulted in seven documents (5 – Azusa, 1 – 


headquarters, 1 – Glendora) 

 Total of thirty-one actions to gather data from this entity 

Additionally, 

 Identifying and accessing the PP for fire prevention information at three 

of the four offices was challenging at best 

 Visiting all four locations was time intensive, yielding minimal results  

 While three of the four offices offered minimal help, they directly 

suggested that the researcher seek information at their local library 

(more on this later in this document) 

 Only one location, accessed via an inside connection, was welcoming 

and helpful, in fact, very helpful 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and the researcher’s observations. The documents 

noted in Table 46 were provided by this agency, collectively from all four 

locations, during the interview process and from the point-persons. 
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Table 46. LACFD: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 May 2009 Regional Fire Prevention Offices (hardcopy list, Headquarters) 

2 Ready! Set! Go! Pamphlet  (2 copies: 1 – Glendora, 1 – Azusa) 

3 Landscaping Lightly 2012 Calendar: Tips and techniques for sustainable 

landscaping (Azusa) 

4 www.fire.lacounty.gov (All) 

5 Los Angeles County Fuel Modification Guidelines (Azusa) 

6 410B Inspection Report Form (Azusa) 

This agency provided seven documents as follows: 

 Four county (items 1, 4, 5, and 6) 

 Two state (items 2 [note duplicates] and 3) 

While three locations, Headquarters, Azusa, and Glendora, recommended, “Just 

go to our website,” the Azusa location did provide most of the documents. 

Although, they were only provided later after the researcher made some 

professional connections. Meanwhile, the Pacoima location was where the 

researcher had been given an inside connection prior to going. This may explain 

why the point-person there was quickly located and spent well over three hours 

with the researcher answering questions and generously giving documents, a 

video, links, and referrals.  

There seemed to be a distinct avoidance attitude at all locations except at 

the Pacoima location, again, that may well have been due to the inside 

connection. The Pacoima location is strongly linked to the Southern California 
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Regional Area Safety Taskforce (RAST) and hence much of the input and/or data 

for the Pacoima office can be found under the RAST section later in this 

document. 

While some documents acquired can be part of the guiding criteria at 

various levels for this entity, other documents or online links can serve as 

informational, educational, or other purposes. However, the next set of findings 

provides more insight relating to specific guiding criteria being used. 

This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the interview 

process. It reflects types of criteria being used by this agency. Participant quotes 

are included in Table 47. 

Table 47. LACFD: Guiding Criteria 

State and federal codes 

Example 1 “Those are all the codes we use but we have none to hand out” – 

LACFD Headquarters, Inspector Quvando Johnson 

Example 2 There was no mention of which specific federal and state codes they 

use only the recommendation that the researcher could find them at the 

public library, any public library, county fire department website, state 

websites and county websites. Specific website addresses or links for 

those codes were not referenced or provided. – Quvando Johnson 

Example 3 If any codes are modified by any of these agencies [federal, state, and 

even local/city], then updates are sent to the fire department in advance 

prior to the implementation date” – Quvando Johnson 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 4 When asked how much the fire department contributes to codes and 

guidelines, the inspector said “Good question, I’m not sure” – Quvando 

Johnson 

Example 5 The fire department abides by the Los Angeles County Fire Codes 2010 

which according to LACFD Azusa Office, Juan Robles, can be found at 

local libraries and at www.fire.lacounty.gov. The researcher was unable 

to find the codes in either of these locations. 

Example 6 After reviewing her questions, the researcher was guided to the LA 

County website to a specific location for their manuals on policies and 

procedures; volume 7 is about fire prevention. 

Example 7 Policies go from federal to state to local levels. “The more localized the 

policies are, the more restrictive they can be” – LACFD Fuel Modification 

Unit, Deputy Forester Keith Condon 

Example 8 It would be “good if we could have material in Spanish and other 

languages specific to demographic areas” – Keith Condon 

Example 9 “We’re flexible on planting” because it can vary between planting that is 

adequate for coastal bluff areas such as Catalina Island or Malibu and 

pine forest areas such as Baldy, it’s about fire safety” – Keith Condon 

Going forward, only three locations of LACFD are considered in this 

section: 1) the Headquarters; 2) the Azusa office; and 3) the Glendora Office. Of 

these three agency offices, the only significant help and information came from 

the Azusa office, and then only after personal contacts were used to contact Fuel 

Modification Unit, Deputy Forester Keith Condon. 

As was the case for most documents from this entity, information 

regarding guiding criteria was provided by Keith Condon at the Azusa office. This 

information included the LACFD Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines. Forester 

Condon informed the researcher of the process of policies, specifically, the more 
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local they are and the more restrictive they can be. Hence, this agency defers to 

federal and state codes as guiding criteria, allowing for further modification at the 

regional and local levels.  

Forester Condon also noted that communication could be improved by 

having materials in Spanish. Lastly, he pointed out that the department tended to 

be flexible regarding planting as they recognized that different environs require 

different considerations. 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs that are extant, planned, 

proposed, or recommended. The inquiry into programs per entity was intended to 

find out what the entity is doing to provide fire prevention assistance. Participant 

comments regarding programs are noted in Table 48 for this participant. 

Table 48. LACFD: Programs 

Outreach and Public Education 

Example 1 “Handouts and pamphlets on fire safety and prevention are provided at 

homeowner meetings and open houses” – LACFD Fuel Modification 

Unit, Deputy Forester Keith Condon 

Example 2 Videos, which are forthcoming, are for homeowners on how to submit 

plans or how to do brush clearances and thinning. State videos on 

building materials are accessible on youtube.com” – Forester Keith 

Condon 

Example 3 Keith Condon also contributed to some videos for the National Fire 

Protection Associates which likewise can be found on youtube.com. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 4 	 “We participate at the Los Angeles County Fair with informational 

displays containing history of fire, prevention in urban environments, and 

collaboration efforts with various agencies like State Parks, CAL FIRE, 

US Forest Service, and Bureau of Land Management” – Keith Condon 

This agency mentioned not specific programs but strategies for education 

and awareness. Once again, Keith Condon was the main source for information 

on fire prevention strategies (programs). They were as follows: 

 Educational and outreach opportunities in the way of community 

meetings and open houses 

 Booth at the Los Angeles County Fair helping in the distribution of 

information focused on fire prevention and the Annual Brush Clearance 

 Fire prevention videos available online as part of educational efforts 

Another aspect of the inquiry was to discover the level of inter- and/or 

intra- entity collaboration that is extant, proposed, or recommended, for each 

participating entity. The purpose of seeking out collaboration efforts from 

participating entities was to understand who is collaborating, on what, where, 

with whom, how, and why. Input provided by this participant on collaboration is 

included in Table 49. 
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Table 49. LACFD: Agency Collaboration 

Plan Check 

Example 1 “All information, like building codes or building plan check, is handled by 

a fire prevention engineer at this location. But for brush clearances, 

vegetation plans check, or type of vegetation that is drought tolerant, 

you have to go to about five miles down the road to Station 32 in Azusa 

where they handle Fuel Modification Plan check. There is a student 

intern that may be able to guide you to the correct personnel” – LACFD 

Glendora Station, Fire Captain Reselle Burke 

Example 2 “Prevention is mostly coordinated with state in determining fire zones 

where building standards are required. Some forest clearing projects on 

preventive measures are coordinated with National Parks Service (NPS) 

in Santa Monica” – LACFD Fuel Modification Unit, Deputy Forester Keith 

Condon 

Example 3 “Volunteering with the Fire Safe Council on education to help improve 

environment and provide awareness on fire safety” – Keith Condon 

For this agency, inter-agency collaborations include: 

 State of California in determining fire zones in urban areas 

 National Parks Service on preventive measures 

 Fire Safe Council with fire education emphasizing awareness on safety 

While intra-agency collaborations for this agency include: 

 Glendora office handles building plan checks 

 Azusa office handles brush clearances and vegetations plan checks 

(i.e. Fuel Modification Plan Check) 
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Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. Similar to the previous categorical findings, this category and its 

findings were derived from the semi-structured interview guides used during the 

interview process. The findings for this category are noted in Table 50. 

Table 50. LACFD: Challenges 

Challenges for Department vs. the property owner 

Example 1 	 “None for the department, but property owners may find it challenging if 

they’re having trouble complying due to financial constraints or other 

means” – LACFD Headquarters, Inspector Quvando Johnson 

Example 2 	 “Codes are constantly changing due to new design technologies or 

materials, therefore, there are always adjustments happening” – LACFD 

Fuel Modification Unit, Deputy Forester Keith Condon 

Example 3 	 “People don’t like to be told what to do on their own property. We are 

trying to convince people that we are trying to help them” – Keith 

Condon 

Example 4 	 “With developers, money is their bottom line. They look at housing 

density, where the more homes they pack in to an area the more money 

they make, type of thinking” – Keith Condon 

(table continued on next page) 
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Example 5 “When submitting for plan check, Landscape Architects usually include 

different plant material that has just come out and does not have history 

of how it will do in different areas, therefore, the fuel modification plan 

check may take longer since those plants need to be checked and 

reviewed to see if they comply. If plants don’t comply then they have to 

notify the Landscape Architect to make the changes. Sometimes 

Landscape Architects may be difficult because they feel like we, LACFD 

Fuel Modification Unit, are trying to delay or obstruct their design plans 

or that it changes the design intent too much” – Keith Condon 

Example 6 “Different agencies can have varying requirements such as plant lists 

from county, public works, and other city departments which can send 

two different messages to an individual” – Keith Condon 

Example 7 “Homeowners meeting with various agencies to compromise the 

requirements on planting” – Keith Condon 

Example 8 “Overall, it’s hard getting people to follow guidelines. People are 

resistant to change when it comes to planting because they have an 

idea of what a landscape needs to look like. It’s more difficult because 

some companies fight to stick to what they want to do but if they feel 

they can’t win with the agency’s representative then they accept it as 

‘game over’ and they give up. Then they do what county says. It’s more 

of a battle than a compromise on the part of the property owner and/or 

industry professional” – Keith Condon 

This agency faced challenges both internally and externally. They were as 

follows: 

 Internal challenges 

o	 Codes and regulations are in constant flux, constantly adjusted  

o	 Organizations and agencies are providing conflicting information 

in recommendations and regulations 
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 Leads to confusion 

 Difficult to persuade in adopting fire prevention strategies 

o	 New plant materials introduced by designers 

 Difficulty approving new plants in timely manner 

 Leading to the perception of property owners and 

designers that the department deliberately creates 

obstacles 

	 External challenges 

o	 Property owners financially constrained in fire prevention efforts 

o	 Property owners don’t want to be told “what to do on their 

property” 

o	 Property owners resist change 

o	 Developers focus only on the “bottom line” so their 

understanding and ensuing design is for the short-term 

o	 It’s more of a battle than a compromise on the part of the 

property owner and/or industry professional 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

regarding industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived 

notions of potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and 

strategies. The data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 51. 
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Table 51. LACFD: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry Professionals 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “Brush clearances can be a financial issue, but for fuel modifications, 

they usually budget a cost, then it’s not an issue. Plan check fees are 

minimal” – LACFD Fuel Modification Unit, Deputy Forester Keith Condon 

Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “Property owners and industry professionals get plans approved 

because they have to comply but they don’t want to” – Keith Condon 

Example 2 “The thinking is why do I have to, ‘it will never happen to me’” – LACFD 

Fuel Modification Unit, Deputy Forester Ron 

Communicating fully with the city/county/agency 

Example 1 “People think the county should bend their requirements to meet their 

projects versus bending their project to meet the county’s requirements; 

it’s a ‘one way’ attitude” – Keith Condon 

The comments in Table 51 reflect the perceptions of the participants from 

this agency, specifically, as they relate to the categories that emerged from the 

interview guide (Appendix B). The categories are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 

2) lack of resources, including financial; 3) lack of understanding or motivation; 4) 

communicating fully with city/county/agency; and, 5) other. 

LACFD identified topics in three categories, 2) lack of resources, including 

financial; 3) lack of understanding or motivation; and, 4) communicating fully with 

city/county/agency, as the primary constraints on their fire prevention efforts. 

Specifically: 

 Lack of resources, including financial 

o Brush clearances can be costly 
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o	 Fuel modifications plan checks can be budgeted for at minimal 

cost 


 Lack of understanding or motivation 


o	 Individuals get plans approved due to compliance, not 

voluntarily 

o Underlying thinking of many is that  “it will never happen to me” 

 Communicating fully with city/county/agency 

o	 Many feel that requirements should change to meet their wants 

Whereas the findings for visits, documents, criteria, programs, 

collaboration, challenges, and perceptions themselves were gathered based on 

actions taken by the investigator to seek information with the use of the interview 

guides during the interview process, this next category, observations, was based 

on the direct and indirect observable actions by the entity.  

These observations added to the validation of participant’s knowledge 

about fire prevention, fire prevention personnel and their accessibility and the 

entity’s methods and strategies used. Observations allow for deeper insight 

towards answering the overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 52 includes 

the observable findings that were retrieved for this entity. 
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Table 52. LACFD: Observations 

Hesitation and unhelpful 

Example 1 The LACFD Headquarters Inspector, Quvando Johnson, seemed 

distracted and hesitant to help with the inquiry; he did mention that he 

would be moving to a new location due to a promotion; it is uncertain if 

that was a contributing factor as to his behavior. 

Example 2 LACFD Azusa Office Inspector Juan Robles seemed hesitant, rushed, 

uneasy, and acted as though the researcher was wasting his time. This 

may have been due to his vacation time coming up the following week, 

and he was due to leave the office in 10 minutes, as noted by the intern 

at the front desk. It is also unknown if this was the everyday attitude. 

Example 3 On a second visit to the LACFD Azusa Office, Inspector Robles never 

came out to assist me even though he was in the room directly across 

from the front desk, again, similar to the first visit, the researcher was 

unable to determine why the strong hesitation in providing information. 

Example 4 On this second visit, the intern at the Azusa office, stepped away and 

then came back to confirm that the information and codes the 

researcher was shown the previous visit were indeed inaccessible to the 

public. It was on the agency’s internal website. Therefore, the 

researcher would not be able to access them. When asked if the 

researcher could speak to Inspector Juan Robles, in that maybe there 

was a miscommunication or misunderstanding on the researcher’s part, 

the intern said he had just spoken to Inspector Robles. Then when 

asked if the intern could provide a copy of those codes the researcher 

was told “the files are too big and you will have to contact the fire 

department headquarters on Eastern Avenue or go to the public library 

to get a copy.” The strong hesitation and the library reference were of 

particular note. 

(table continued on next page) 
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Assistance 

Example 1 Keith Condon seems very knowledgeable and willing to work with 

people. The extensive time he spent with the investigator, as a walk-in, 

and the patience he demonstrated in answering questions beyond those 

asked was extremely helpful to the study. Comparatively, he was the 

most forthcoming with information and willing to assist of all the Los 

Angeles County Fire Department personnel interviewed. 

Observations for each agency were noted during visits and interactions 

with personnel, whether PP or not. Furthermore, the observable information was 

documented through descriptive and reflective field notes as identified in Chapter 

3, Methods. The researcher’s observations for LACFD were as follows:  

 At three of the four locations a distinct sense of hesitation and lack of 

willingness to help 

 While some participants seemed distracted or rushed, overall it 

appeared too common to be a coincidence 

 The consistent referrals to the public library for fire prevention 

information 

 Being told that relevant files were “too big” to share with the researcher 

 Body language and overall attitudes supported, very strongly, these 

observations 

If not for Keith Condon, the data gathered from this agency would have been 

much less. This potential for lack of information would have prevented the 

researcher from using this agency as a viable data source. One can only wonder 
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how an industry professional or property owner would have responded to the 

same. 

Surprises for LACFD. 

Most of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) offices visited were 

not very forthcoming in sharing public information. In addition, three of the four 

offices suggested the researcher seek fire prevention information at the public 

library. 

Accordingly, an inquiry at multiple public libraries was conducted. The first 

library visited was helpful in providing some online links but they were puzzled as 

to why the LACFD would refer someone to the library for fire prevention 

information. In questioning the validity of the first experience, the researcher 

proceeded to visit three more libraries. Thus conveying the same request for fire 

prevention information, pertinent to the wildland-urban interface, the researcher 

received the same results from bewildered librarians with questions of concern 

such as, 

 “Who sent you here?” 

 “What information are you looking for?” 

 “I wonder why they would send you here?” 

 “Interesting, I would have thought they would be the ones to have that 

information.” 

Of the four public libraries where an investigation was conducted, two were Los 

Angeles County libraries and the other two were city libraries. More so, the point
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person at the Pacoima location (addressed later in this document) apologized for 

the behavior of those others on the library issue, inferring that it is possibly just a 

ploy to detour civilians who inquire. 

Nonetheless, in general, it remains uncertain as to the reason for, or 

cause of, the hesitation from this agency for participating and/or aiding in this 

study and for the continual referrals to the public library. It was, however, 

refreshing to speak to Deputy Forester Keith Condon from the Fuel Modification 

Unit at the Azusa Office/Station who in turn was quite helpful and informative. His 

participation contributed greatly to the study and provided insight as to the 

process and methods used such as the fuel modification plan check and field 

inspections. Specifics on the Pacoima interactions are detailed in the RAST 

section later in this chapter. 

Summary of Findings for Los Angeles County Fire Department. 

The Los Angeles County Fire Department utilizes and adheres to federal and 

state codes and guidelines throughout their various departments such as the fire 

prevention unit, the fuel modification unit, and their forestry division. The Los 

Angeles County Fire Code 2010 is a primary source used by the various 

departments within the agency. Unfortunately, the codes and guidelines being 

used were not made available (despite being physically on site) at any of the 

specific offices that were visited or at the local libraries where I was directed to 

access them. 
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Two of the four LACFD offices visited provided the most information on 

challenges they face regarding fire prevention measures. While both the East 

Los Angeles Headquarters (LAHQ) and the Azusa office noted that property 

owners had challenges, the Azusa office also included challenges dealing with 

developers, professionals, and codes that have conflicting and/or amended 

information. For instance, with respect to property owners it was noted that they 

either face challenges in complying due to money issues or resist due to change 

or simply comply due to frustration. Meanwhile, the challenge with developers is 

their focus on their bottom line and the maximizing of properties per land use and 

neglecting long-term issues. 

On the professionals’ side, one challenge is the specification of newly 

introduced plant material that has little to no history of plant characteristics, which 

may increase the duration of the plan check process due to the in-depth review 

of the new plants. Further challenges noted for this agency were conflicts and/or 

the amendment of codes due to new technology or materials for fire prevention 

measures which causes adjustments, and with multiple agencies interpreting and 

applying these adjustments differently can create confusing information for 

individuals, whether agency officials, property owners, or professionals. 

The next participating agency was the University of California Cooperative 

Extension. 
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Figure 14. University of California Cooperative Extension – Agriculture & Natural 

Resources Division Logos. (Source: www.ucanr.edu) 

Agency 2 – University of California Cooperative Extension – Division of 

Agriculture & Natural Resources. Within the University of California 

Cooperative Extension (UCCE) is the Division of Agriculture and Natural 

Resources (ANR). The mission of the ANR concentrates on the generation and 

cultivation of information and knowledge through research and outreach efforts in 

the areas of agriculture along with natural and human resources. 

In addition, the ANR division is the link between research and local 

concerns. This information is made available to the public through the many 

efforts of experienced ANR professionals. For instance, ANR works closely with 

communities while providing assistance such as solutions, facilitation, 

collaboration, stewardship, and education related to local issues. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews associated with 

the University of California Cooperative Extension is provided in Table 53.  
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Table 53. UCCE: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  0 – Visit to inquire 

0 – Interview visit 

0 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

19 – Email for coordination purposes 

2 – Quantity 0 – In Person 

3 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

The PP for this agency was introduced to the researcher while at a 

conference by a contact from the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), 

minimizing the actions required to interview the PP. All data eventually gathered 

from this agency was through this one individual, via email and phone. While 

coordination for the phone interview did take a bit of an effort, as noted by the 

quantity of emails noted in Table 53. The PP was informative and helpful in 

providing interview data and links to documents. The documents noted in Table 

54 were provided by this agency during the interview process. 

Table 54. UCCE: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 S.A.F.E. Landscapes: Sustainable and Fire-Safe Landscapes In The Wildland 

Urban Interface 

2 UCCE Website for additional information: 

http://ucanr.edu/sites/SAFELandscapes/ 
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This agency provided one guidebook, S.A.F.E. Landscapes, and the 

entity’s website for additional information. The guidebook is fourty-five pages 

long and includes guidelines for creating and maintaining fire safe landscapes for 

residential communities. The website was informative and supplied more details 

supporting the guidebook. 

The next set of findings provides more insight relating to specific guiding 

criteria. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the interview 

process that reflects types of criteria being used. Participant quotes are included 

in Table 55. 

Table 55. UCCE: Guiding Criteria 

The information provided to the public is based on principals 

Example 1 “I don’t focus on a lot of the criteria. When I go out and give a 

presentation, I’ll present together with someone from LA County Fire. 

When it comes to regulations, I let them handle the legal side of it. I only 

present the principals behind it.” – Nature Resource Advisor, Sabrina 

Drill 

Example 2 “The material I present, I’ve pulled it from a lot of different sources, it’s 

material that I developed together with colleagues at the University of 

California Cooperative Extension. I don’t hand out like Ready, Set, Go or 

anything like that.” – Nature Resource Advisor, Sabrina Drill 

The information that the University of California Cooperative Extension 

(UCCE) provides to the public is based on basic wildfire prevention principles 

that are produced in-house. UCCE does not provide any regulatory-specific 
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criteria to the public like the Ready! Set! Go! information which is left to the local 

jurisdictions to produce, since local jurisdictional information varies. 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. An agency’s programs play a critical role in fire prevention efforts. 

The inquiry into programs was intended to find out what the entity is doing to 

provide fire prevention assistance. Participant comments regarding programs are 

noted in Table 56. 

Table 56. UCCE: Programs 

Outreach and Education 

Example 1 “Often, I co-present with other agencies.  When I don’t I’ll try to 

paraphrase a little bit then I’ll direct them to specific websites because 

sometimes things like brush clearances could change per year. Most 

homeowners are directly contacted by fire agencies, given a slip on their 

door that stated they need to complete brush clearances or get 

something in the mail” – Nature Resource Advisor, Sabrina Drill 

Example 2 “The material I presented doesn’t include specifics such as distances or 

dates because the material is relevant in a more regionally application 

and people in different cities have different requirements. For example 

the City of Glendale has slightly different requirement than the City of 

Los Angeles” –Sabrina Drill 

Similar to the LACFD, the University of California Cooperative Extension 

(UCCE) participates in educational and outreach efforts such as community 

meetings and organizational events that appear to be sponsored and led by 

others. 
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Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration for each participating entity. The purpose of seeking out 

collaboration efforts from participating entities was to understand who is 

collaborating, on what, where, with whom, how, and why. The input provided by 

this participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 57. 

Table 57. UCCE: Agency Collaboration 

Coordinating with various agencies like Los Angeles County Fire Department, various 

cities, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), National Parks Service (NPS), Fire Safe Councils 

(FSC), and Homeowners Association 

Example 1 “Among cities that have fire agencies, it’s the ones that have a 

significant amount of wildland-urban interface that I’ve had the most 

interaction with. Even though the cities such as Monrovia & Beverly 

Hills, are far apart from each other, they’re two city agencies that have 

quite a bit of significant slope and natural conditions and who were most 

interested in working with UCCE” – Nature Resource Advisor, Sabrina 

Drill 

For this study, inter-agency is defined as operations conducted between 

different entities, outside of the city or agency, while intra-agency is defined as 

operations spanning different divisions or departments within the city or agency. 

While there did not appear to be any intra-agency collaboration, this agency’s 

inter-agency collaborations includes: 

 UCCE closely follows CAL FIRE in collaboration efforts  

 UCCE was collaborating with six or more entities including the LACFD, 

USFS, NPS, and California FSCs at the time of the study 
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Of particular note, UCCE was working with two cities at the time on fire 

prevention issues: City of Monrovia and City of Beverly Hills. Interestingly, these 

were the only two cities with significant slope and natural conditions that had 

expressed interest in working with UCCE on fire prevention. 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. The findings for this category are noted in Table 58. 

Table 58. UCCE: Challenges 

Property owners 

Example 1 “As usual, money and time. Property owners need to understand that 

having a fire resistant landscape is not as simple as INSTALLING a fire 

resistant landscape, it requires continued maintenance” – Nature 

Resource Advisor, Sabrina Drill 

Example 2 “There is a lot of confusing and conflicting information. Folks need to 

know the specifics, such as actual inches between patches of 

vegetation, are in each local area with different regulatory bodies” – 

Sabrina Drill 

UCCE was yet another agency noting challenges related to property 

owners. Specifically: 

 Confusing and conflicting information 

 Money and time are challenges for property owners 
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 Larger challenge was understanding fire resistant landscapes beyond 

installation 

Ms. Drill noted that due to the large amounts of information, which can be 

conflicting and confusing, makes it difficult to understand. She also commented 

that It is not enough to install them [fire resistant landscapes] but to also 

understand the maintenance that is involved.  

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 59. 

Table 59. UCCE: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “Some do, some don’t. I suppose more don’t than do” – Nature 

Resource Advisor, Sabrina Drill 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “For property owners it’s a matter of priorities. For folks managing public 

landscapes, yes, they may lack resources. Time and effort are probably 

more important than money, at least for the landscape. Projects on the 

structure itself may require more expensive materials” – Sabrina Drill 

Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “Understanding and awareness more than motivation” – Sabrina Drill 

Regarding perceptions, this agency noted that: 


 People do not lack knowledge and skills regarding fire prevention
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 Regarding resources, for property owners it is about prioritizing 

projects 

 Regarding resources for managerial staff of public spaces, time and 

effort are the main constraints 

 For understanding and motivation, it is about understanding and 

awareness more so than motivation 

This next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by that entity. Table 60 includes the observable findings that 

were gathered for this entity. 

Table 60. UCCE: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 While only one individual was contacted from UCCE, she was very 

knowledgeable. Professionally, Sabrina Drill provides information to the 

public that is more broad-based than that of the local jurisdictions since 

the local jurisdiction information can vary from city to city or community 

to community. For instance, due to varying local jurisdictions, she does 

not provide specific plant recommendations in an effort not to confuse or 

contradict. 

Example 2 Meanwhile, her presentations are in collaboration with local agency 

representatives in order for them to provide the specific 

recommendations. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Assistance 

Example 1 The UCCE representative was willing and helpful. While we were unable 

to set an in-person interview Sabrina Drill was helpful and 

accommodating with an extensive phone interview instead. She also 

offered further help if needed. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 While no hardcopies were provided, as the interview was done via a 

phone conversation, links to online locations were specified by the 

participant. One link is to an online document (S.A.F.E. Landscapes: 

Sustainable and fire-safe landscapes in the wildland-urban interface) 

while the other is a website (http://ucanr.edu/sites/SAFELandscapes). 

Additional 

Example 1 Due to the nature and constraints of a phone interview observations 

were limited to those listed above. 

Observations for this agency were noted during interactions, specifically 

email and phone conversations, with the point-person. Due to this limitation, 

physical observable data was non-existent, and therefore the researcher relied 

solely on the exchange of words. 

UCCE was very knowledgeable about wildfire prevention efforts. 

Regarding assistance, this entity’s representative was willing and helpful. For 

instance, her willingness was evidenced through the extensive phone interview 

due to the inability to meet in person. In addition, she provided online links and 

offered further assistance if necessary. 
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Surprises for UCCE. 

Due to continuous scheduling conflicts, a phone conversation was conducted in 

lieu of an in-person interview. In addition, the emphasis was made that ANR 

does not partake in the specifics of regulations but more so the research of 

principles behind fire prevention and providing that information through education 

and outreach programs. 

Summary of Findings for UCCE.  

The emphasis of Natural Resource Advisor Sabrina Drill is that when she 

conducts outreach with communities or other organizations she only presents the 

principles behind fire prevention, not the details such as guidelines, requirements 

or codes. Because requirements and codes can vary from jurisdiction to 

jurisdiction and they change periodically or even yearly such as brush 

clearances, she allows the enforcing agencies to address those details. The 

material used for outreach purposes is typically material that has been 

researched and/or developed by her and colleagues at the University of 

California Cooperative Extension. In addition, because there is plenty of 

confusing and conflicting information for people, she also collaborates with 

various agencies during some of these outreach measures in order to provide the 

community with a delineated collection of fire prevention information. Sabrina 

Drill’s take is that it’s important to educate people because they need to 

understand that it’s not just about installing a fire resistant landscape, it’s also 

about the continual upkeep. 
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Figure 15. United States Forest Service Logo. (Source:  www.fs.fed.us) 

Agency 3 – U.S. Forest Service. The U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest 

Service, a federal agency, is also referred to as the USDA Forest Service, the 

U.S. Forest Service or the USFS. This agency’s purpose is to preserve and 

manage the forests and grasslands for future generations to come. In sum, the 

agency’s mission is "caring for the land and serving the people” (United States 

Forest Service 2013) which is also carried through to their motto. Furthermore, 

the mission continues on to include other concepts such as advocating for 

conservation on behalf of the forests, protection and management of forest lands 

and natural resources, promoting healthy forests stewardship practices, providing 

assistance, financial and technological, to states, cities, communities and private 

forest owners for the improvement of the environment through stewardship and 

quality land management practices, providing employment, training, and 

educational opportunities for the financially disadvantaged, elderly, and youth, 

and promoting stewardship practices for the preservation of range and watershed 

lands for the improvements of rural areas just to name a few. 
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There are four tiers of national offices consisting of National Level, 

National Forest, Region, and Ranger District. The National Level, also referred to 

as the Washington Office, oversees the entire Forest Service and is managed on 

a federal level by someone upholding the position of Chief. The National Forest 

contains 155 forests and 20 grasslands and coordinates with regional foresters 

from the various Regional Districts it oversees. There are nine geographic 

regions (note that R7 was eliminated in the past) whose management of the 

forest lands is done throughout the United States. The nine geographic regions 

are noted in Figure 17. 

R1 – Northern Region	 R6 – Pacific Northwest Region 

R7 – (region was eliminated 
R2 – Rocky Mountain Region 

some years ago) 

R3 – Southwestern Region R8 – Southern Region 

R4 – Intermountain Region R9 – Southern Region 

R5 – Pacific Southwest Region R10 – Alaska Region 

Figure 16. United States Forest Service Regional Area Map (United States 

Forest Service 2013). 
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The fourth tier, the Ranger District, is comprised of over 600 districts and 

is the first point of contact for any individual trying to connect with the U.S. Forest 

Service. Region 5 (Figure 18), the Pacific Southwest Region also being California 

contains 18 national forest and grassland offices, one of them being the Angeles 

National Forest (ANF). There are four offices within the ANF, located in the 

Southern California area, one being the Supervisor’s Office while the other three 

are Ranger District offices consisting of the Los Angeles River Ranger District, 

the San Gabriel River Ranger District, and the Santa Clara/Mojave Rivers 

Ranger District. The Los Angeles River Ranger District was the office associated 

with this study. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with the United 

States Forest Service is listed in Table 61. 

Table 61. USFS: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

1 – visits to inquire 

1 – Interview visits 

2 – In Person conversations 

3 – Phone inquiries 

3 – Emails for coordination purposes 

4 – Quantity 2 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

1 – Phone 

0 – Email 

The actions required for this agency in indentifying and accessing the PP 

were as follows: 

 One visits involved in reaching the PPs 
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 Two in person interviews (simultaneous) 

 One Follow-up by phone 

 The visits and interviews resulted in four documents  

 Total of twelve actions to gather data from this entity 

Of note is that these PPs were prior referrals from a participant of the City of 

Pasadena. This made for a much quicker and simpler connection and 

subsequent information gathering. 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 62 

were provided by this agency during the interview process and from the point-

persons. 

Table 62. USFS: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 Ready, Set, Go! 

2 Fire Hazard Reduction (fire prevention flyer) 

3 Notice sample that typically gets sent out to property owners regarding brush 

and hazardous material clearances 

4 Pamphlet/Brochure by Fire Adapted Communities Coalition (Fireadapted.org) 

This agency provided four documents as follows: 


 Three state (items 1 – 3) 


 One federal (item 4) 
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Item 3 is a form sent out to property owners, with permits, as a checklist. 

The next set of findings provides more insight related to specific guiding 

criteria being used. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the 

interview process that reflects types of criteria being used and how it is used. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 63. 

Table 63. USFS: Guiding Criteria 

Distribution of material 

Example 1 “The information gets distributed, in pamphlet or notice format, which is 

sent to the homeowners if they are permittees” – Battalion Chiefs, Scott 

Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

Updates 

Example 1 “We are using a 30’ clearance around structures now but next year the 

clearance will be going from 30’ to 100’, driven by federal guidelines” – 

Scott Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

USFS distributes information in the forms of pamphlets and notices only to 

permit holders such as homeowners or businesses [who file for permits]. Yet, 

they do abide by structural setback criteria that will be changing and is driven by 

federal guidelines. 

Another aspect includes available programs that are extant, planned, 

proposed, or recommended. The inquiry into programs per entity was intended to 

find out what the entity is doing to provide fire prevention assistance. Participant 

comments regarding programs are noted in Table 64 for this participant. 
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Table 64. USFS: Programs 

Education 

Example 1 “Education at the nursery level would be helpful regarding plant 

selection, there are many nurseries that stock plants that are on the 

invasive species list” – Battalion Chiefs, Scott Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

Example 2 The news media, with the coverage they do of fires, is putting out more 

information to the public, yet it is still no enough” –Scott Lowden & Mark 

Aguirre 

Inspection process 

Example 1 “A notice is sent out, then time is allowed to comply, we re-inspect; It is 

only done on forest service land” – Scott Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

Assistance 

Example 1 “Fire Safe Councils get grant money to do fire reduction; it’s federal 

money for communities that are motivated and they have matching 

money” –Scott Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

The USFS listed three different programs. They are as follows: 

 Education 

 Inspection process 

 Assistance 

Regarding education, they commented on the need for it at the nursery level to 

lessen the use of invasive plant species. Furthermore, they commented on the 

media as a fire prevention information channel to the public, yet still not enough. 

The inspection process is straightforward but only for permitees. The USFS also 

serves as a matching source for a funding program that is available to 

communities through the California Fire Safe Council.  

153 




 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration that is extant or proposed for each participating entity. The 

purpose of seeking out collaboration efforts from participating entities was to 

understand who is collaborating, on what, where, with whom, how, and why. 

Input provided by this participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 65. 

Table 65. USFS: Agency Collaboration 

Coordination with various cities and agencies 

Example 1 “City of Monrovia, Pasadena, BLM, Santa Monica Conservancy, plus 

whatever cities butt up against the wilderness” – Battalion Chiefs, Scott 

Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

The USFS collaborates with agencies and cities bordering wilderness 

throughout the country. Specific to the area of this study they include the 

following cities: 

 City of Monrovia 

 City of Pasadena 

 Any others bordering the WUI 

Meanwhile, agencies include: 

 Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

 Santa Monica Conservancy (SMC) 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 
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present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. Similar to the previous categorical findings, this category and its 

findings were derived from the semi-structured interview guides used during the 

interview process. The findings for this category are noted in Table 66. 

Table 66. USFS: Challenges 

Education and costs 

Example 1 “Need more education to the public.” – Battalion Chiefs, Scott Lowden & 

Mark Aguirre 

The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) only noted one challenge, that there is a 

definite need for more education for the public. 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 67. 

Table 67. USFS: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “Agree, there is a lack of education” – Battalion Chiefs, Scott Lowden & 

Mark Aguirre 

(table continues on next page) 
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Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “Yes, costs, other resources are there” – Scott Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “Yes, need better education” – Scott Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

Communicating fully with the city/county/agency 

Example 1 “Some people are just not interested, need better education and 

community planning, houses need to be built in better areas” – Scott 

Lowden & Mark Aguirre 

USFS identified topics in four categories, 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 

2) lack of resources, including financial; 3) lack of understanding or motivation, 

and, 4) Communicating fully with the city/county/agency, as the primary 

constraints on their fire prevention efforts. Specifically: 

 Lack of knowledge and skills  

o Among the public there is a lack the knowledge and skills 

 Lack of resources, including financial 

o While there are costs, resources are there to help 

 Lack of understanding and motivation 

o More education would resolve both 


 Communicating fully with the city/county/agency 


o Some people just no interested 

o Better education 

o Better community planning, houses built in better areas 
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The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by that entity. These observations added to the validation of 

their knowledge about fire prevention. Table 68 includes the observable findings 

that were gathered for this entity. 

Table 68. USFS: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Both participants from the U.S. Forest Service were very knowledgeable 

about their jobs and what needs to happen within their jurisdictions. 

Battalion Chiefs Scott Lowden and Mark Aguirre stated that there is a 

deficiency in education efforts to increase people’s awareness level 

about wildfires within their communities per their experience. People do 

not understand why the need for clearances. 

They also understand that nursery knowledge and awareness about 

invasive plants is lacking since nurseries continue to provide invasive 

species to the public. 

Assistance 

Example 1 Both participants were helpful in providing assistance and allocating 

time. For instance, Chief Lowden suggested that Chief Aguirre also 

participate as he would be able to provide additional information towards 

the study. Both participants were willing to meet with the investigator on 

a day’s notice in which a meeting time was scheduled. Moreover, the 

short notice did not constrict the time of the interview in which they were 

happy to contribute to the study.  

Takeaways 

Example 1 They also provided brochures and flyers in addition to a sample of a 

typical inspection letter sent out to people regarding annual clearances. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Additional 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Example 3 

Education was noted as a primary need during the interview process. 

It was interesting that both participants wanted to be interviewed 

together. 

Both participants would almost finish each other’s sentences and/or 

agree with the other’s comments. 

Observations for each agency were noted during visits and interactions 

with personnel, whether point-person or not. Furthermore, the observable 

information was documented through descriptive and reflective field notes as 

identified in Chapter 3, Methods. Observations specific to this agency are as 

follows: 

 The two participants from USFS were very knowledgeable 

 They both emphasized the deficiency in education regarding fire 

prevention and invasive plant species 

 Both participants were also helpful in providing assistance, allocating 

time, and were happy to participate in the study on short notice 

 They provided brochures, flyers and documents such as a sample of 

an inspection letter 

 They chose to be interviewed together 

Surprises for USFS. 

The input was mainly about the need for more education and educating the 

public on fire issues, but no specific methods, or strategies for educating were 
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identified or provided, other than the topics of fire prevention and nurseries 

regarding invasive plant species. 

Summary of Findings for USFS. 

The U.S. Forest Service oversees and maintains public lands that are within its 

jurisdiction, however, they also coordinate with agencies, cities, and property 

owners that butt against the wilderness like City of Monrovia, City of Pasadena, 

Santa Monica Conservancy, and Bureau of Land Management. The U.S. Forest 

Service also has an annual brush clearance program which consists of mailing 

notices out to people, allotting time for compliance, performance of compliance 

inspections, and conducting a re-inspection for pending items if there were 

compliance issues the first time around.  

As Battalion Chiefs Lowden and Aguirre put it, the media propels lots of 

information, more so now than before, but there needs to be more education to 

the public as well as other entities. For instance, education at the nursery level 

regarding plant selection. A challenge is that many nurseries stock plants that 

also appear on the invasive species lists yet they are being distributed by the 

masses. Other challenges consist of methods for increasing public interest about 

fire issues, improvements on community planning approaches, and 

considerations of more appropriate places to build. However, there were no 

methods or strategies specified, for the undertaking of these efforts. 
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Figure 17. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 

Logo (Source: www.fire.ca.gov). 

Agency 4 – California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. The 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection services, more commonly 

referred to as CAL FIRE, is the state’s emergency service provider to thirty-six of 

its fifty-eight California counties that are in contractual agreements at the local 

level (CAL FIRE 2012). While CAL FIRE is committed to resource protection and 

stewardship of California lands, which deals mostly with wildfires, they also 

adhere to emergency response measures that are not always associated with 

wildlands or wildfires. Because of the department’s size and incident expertise, 

the emergency response measures extend to areas such as “medical aids, 

hazardous material spills, swiftwater rescues, search and rescue missions, civil 

disturbances, train wrecks” (CAL FIRE 2012), as well as larger scale disasters 

such as floods and earthquakes. 

During emergencies and/or disasters, CAL FIRE provides full participation 

during incidents in State Responsibility Areas (SRA), areas where the financial 

responsibly belongs to the state, and provides some assistance to the Local 
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Responsibility Areas (LRA), areas of financial responsibility belonging to local 

agencies for counties with whom CAL FIRE holds a contractual agreement with. 

CAL FIRE’s facilities encompass twenty-one units, 803 stations (state and local), 

thirty-nine camps, thirteen air attack, and nine helitack bases (CAL FIRE 2012). 

The Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM), which became part of the 

CAL FIRE family in 1995, promotes the same CAL FIRE mission. The OSFM 

provides a variety of fire prevention, educational, and code enforcing programs 

such as enforcement of fire prevention laws and regulations, investigation of 

arson ignited fires, fire protection inspection licensing, chemical flame retardant 

regulations, fire safety standards evaluations, and more. In addition, together 

with the State Fire Training and the CAL FIRE Academy programs, the OSFM 

provides training and certification for the California Fire Service exposing fire 

personnel to classroom as well as practical training. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with CAL FIRE is 

listed in Table 69. This is followed by a list of specific documents received and 

findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, and perceptions, along with the researcher’s observations.  

161 




 

 

 

 

 

 

   

   

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Table 69. CAL FIRE: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  0 – Visits to inquire 

0 – Interview visits 

0 – In Person conversations 

2 – Phone inquiries 

15 – Email for coordination purposes 

2 – Quantity 0 – In Person 

2 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

3 – Email 

The initial point-person was a referral from the point-person at California 

Fire Safe Council (CFSC). Furthermore, the initial point-person from this agency 

referred the researcher to the agency’s second point-person. 

For this agency the actions required to identify and access the point-

person (PP) were minimal due to the referral and hence direct connection. The 

actions were straightforward as follows:  

 Two phone inquiries to access the PPs 

 Fifteen emails to coordinate the interview dates and times 

 Two phone interviews 

 Three follow-up emails 

 The interviews resulted in two documents (emailed to researcher) 

 Total of twenty-two actions to gather data from this entity 

Both PPs for this agency were informative and accommodating. They both 

expressed interest in the researcher’s eventual findings and even invited the 

researcher to a Fire Prevention event in Ventura County.  
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The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 70 

were provided by the point-persons during the interview process. 

Table 70. CAL FIRE: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 Readyforwildfire.org (online resource) 

2 CAL FIRE: Fire Engineering Field Guides 

http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/fire_er/fpp_engineering 

Both documents provided by this agency are accessible online. The field 

guides for item 2 in Table 70 are downloadable documents. While some 

documents acquired can be part of the guiding criteria at various levels for this 

entity, other documents or online links can serve as informational, educational, or 

other purposes. However, the next set of findings provides more insight relating 

to specific guiding criteria being used. 

This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the interview 

process that reflects types of criteria being used, not used, and how it is used, 

along with accessibility of that criteria, facility of applying criteria, and more. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 71. 
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Table 71. CAL FIRE: Guiding Criteria 

Codes 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Example 3 

“We reference codes 4290 & 4291, for defensible space, and building 

codes” – Deputy Chief of Wildfire Prevention Engineering, Mike Wilson. 

“There are fire prevention field guides that assist in deciphering the PRC 

4290-91 defensible space and fire safe regulations as well as industrial 

operations in the wildland and railroad guide here: 

http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/fire_er/fpp_engineering” – Mike Wilson. 

“The Board of Forestry also has a guide to assist in creating defensible 

space. The www.readyforwildfire.org site has a great deal of information 

to assist the home owner” – Mike Wilson. 

The sources for guiding criteria provided by CAL FIRE are the following: 

 Codes 4290 & 4291 for defensible space and building codes 

 Fire prevention field guides 

 Board of Forestry Defensible Space Guidelines 

 www.readyforwildfire.org 

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection more commonly 

known as CAL FIRE is referencing defensible space and building codes related 

to wildfire prevention. In addition, they produced field guides that help decipher 

the codes and are put out for distribution. 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs that are extant, planned, 

proposed, or recommended. Participant comments regarding programs are noted 

in Table 72 for this participant. 

164 


http:www.readyforwildfire.org


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

	

	

	

	

	

	

 




Table 72. CAL FIRE: Programs 

Prevention program for strategies 

Example 1 	 “Getting the information to the public and now with social media it’s 

quicker” – State Fire Marshal, Phyllis Banducci 

Example 2 	 “Ready! Set! Go!; there’s lots of programs but it’s the common message” 

– Phyllis Banducci 

Example 3 	 “The fire prevention educational material used is tailored to target 

audiences based on equipment activity, for instance, the education 

material is on understanding how fires start depending on the equipment 

being used and how that contributes to ignitions” – Phyllis Banducci 

Example 4 	 “Not as many school programs as before” – Phyllis Banducci 

Example 5 	 “Ready! Set! Go! Campaign, which you can find all that information on 

readyforwildfire.org, that’s kind of all encompassing, how to prepare your 

home, hardening your home, having a checklist. That’s working pretty 

good and that’s multi-agency” – Deputy Chief of Wildfire Prevention 

Engineering, Mike Wilson 

Example 6 	 “Another message we are adopting, it’s pretty much brand new, is ‘One 

Less Spark One Less Wildfire.’ It’s just a way to focus on things that are 

causing ignitions mostly to do with clipping use, vehicle, or related 

causes. That’s just taking off and it’s a multi-agency message as well. 

When I say multi-agency, I’m the co-chair of what’s called the CWCG 

Fire prevention committee, it’s the California Wildland Fire Coordinating 

Group” – Mike Wilson 

While the State Fire Marshal at CAL FIRE noted that they have fewer 

school programs than before, they currently have two main programs that focus 

on education for people, not just at the local, regional, and state level but also at 

multi-agency scales. The two programs include: 

 Ready! Set! Go! 
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 One Less Spark One Less Wildfire 

Programs typically entail a certain amount of coordination and possibly 

collaboration whether it is inter- or intra-entity. The purpose of seeking out 

collaboration efforts from participating entities was to understand who is 

collaborating, on what, where, with whom, how, and why. The input provided by 

this participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 73. 

Table 73. CAL FIRE: Agency Collaboration 

Coordinating with all other Fire Protection Agencies, from the local, regional, state, to 

the federal level. 

Example 1 “We are working with the Bureau of Land Management [BLM], Bureau of 

Indian Affairs [BIA], Fish and Wildlife Service [FWS], National Parks 

Service [NPS], California Fire Safe Council & Local Fire Safe Councils 

which we are doing lots of work with, US Forest Service [USFS] – San 

Bernardino Unit, Los Angeles County Fire Department – Forestry 

Division” – State Fire Marshal, Phyllis Banducci 

Example 2 “The California Wildland Fire Coordinating Group [CWCG Fire 

Prevention] meet monthly and work constantly to try and continue to 

push to develop new multi-agency campaign and messaging to leverage 

all those agencies”; preventwildfireca.org. Are currently working with 

agencies like CAL FIRE, Forest Service [USFS], Fish & Wildlife Service 

[FWS], Bureau of Land Management [BLM], National Parks Service 

[NPS], and Fire Safe Council [FSC], ‘biggest one we coordinate with in 

California’” – Deputy Chief of Wildfire Prevention Engineering, Mike 

Wilson. 
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CAL FIRE was collaborating with up to seven different agencies. These 

include the following: 

 Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

 Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 

 Fish and Wildlife Services (FWS) 

 National Parks Service (NPS) 

 California Fire Safe Council (CFSC) 

 U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 

 Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Forestry Division (LACFD – 

Forestry) 

Of interest is that the largest coordination efforts in the state of California at the 

time of the study were with CFSC. 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. The findings for this category are noted in Table 74. 

Table 74. CAL FIRE: Challenges 

Fire Safety 

Example 1 	 “If they understood more about fire safety; [Developers] it’s all about 

money and selling more lots, not understanding things such as ingress 

and egress to a community relevant to fires” – State Fire Marshal, 

Phyllis Banducci 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 “Possibly if we can slow the development or increase the cost or enforce 

codes restricting growth [in the WUI] resulting in fewer parcels, it may 

lead to resistance at the local level or with the board of supervisors 

because contractors want to build to maximize money” – Phyllis 

Banducci 

Example 3 “The methods are fairly well described in the guides but there are often 

times environmental constraints that cause obstacles” – Deputy Chief of 

Wildfire Prevention Engineering, Mike Wilson. 

CAL FIRE noted challenges in the following areas: 

 Dealing with developers, specifically their low understanding of fire 

safety 

 The resistance to increasing costs and/or enforcing codes to restrict 

growth in urban development 

 Environmental constraints cause varying obstacles 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 75. 
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Table 75. CAL FIRE: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “Yes, they don’t have the knowledge. It isn’t a question of educating if 

they don’t understand” – State Fire Marshal, Phyllis Banducci 

Example 2 “I disagree, in California the word Defensible Space is a very well-known 

term especially for those who live in fire prone areas. Some recent urban 

dwellers or those who have a second property in the WUI may not be as 

familiar at times. There needs to be more formal vegetation 

management and build construction ‘home hardening’ information 

provided to the industry professionals in academic, continuing 

education, and in-service training” – Deputy Chief of Wildfire Prevention 

Engineering, Mike Wilson. 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “I strongly agree, because the resources aren’t really there and it’s 

always about money, I think it’s money and understanding. And one of 

the other things is the building materials that are out there. Say for 

instance, if they get the new and the greatest and the latest building 

materials they’re going to cost more because they’re new. And they may 

meet the WUI building standards because they’re more fire resistant, but 

you’ve got old product that’s still out there, obviously it’s going to be 

cheaper, they’re always going to want to go with the cheaper product to 

keep costs down. Maybe eventually, as we develop products that are 

more fire safe the cost will go down but the newer materials are always 

going to cost more… supply and demand” – Phyllis Banducci 

Example 2 “I disagree, we rarely hear that lack of resources is the reason for not 

implementing. But we do encourage the development of fire safe or FD 

sponsored programs like free chipping services” – Mike Wilson 

(table continues on next page) 
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Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “I don’t believe that it’s all intentional… it all goes back to their 

understanding and education. If they knew and understood more, then 

they would be more motivated” – Phyllis Banducci 

Example 2 “I am not sure. It is fairly easy to develop understanding so there could 

be some motivation issues” – Mike Wilson 

Communicating fully with the city/county/agency 

Example 1 “I’d say undecided but would put a qualifier on that. Property owners and 

industry professionals don’t communicate with fire prevention folks as 

much as they nearly probably should. Say for an instance, industry 

professionals, they have to communicate with the local planning groups, 

have to go get a planning permit from them, right? They have to get 

everything; have to get their projects approved, so they have to work 

closely with county planning folks but doesn’t mean that they necessarily 

have to go work with the Fire Department. Fire departments aren’t 

always at the planning table. So, they have to work closely with city and 

county planners and don’t have to work closely with fire professionals, 

where they could really get understanding of prevention” – Phyllis 

Banducci 

Example 2 “I agree, there needs to be more communications with local agencies” – 

Mike Wilson 

The findings for Perceptions were: 

 Lack of knowledge and skills 

o It is not about educating if they do not understand 

o Those living in fire prone areas know about defensible spaces 

whereas those with second homes do not 

 Lack of resources, including financial 

o It is a question about money and understanding 
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o	 Newer innovative approved fire rated building materials can be 

cost prohibitive compared to older approved material 

o	 Rarely hear about lack of resources being a reason for not 

implementing 


 Lack of understanding or motivation 


o	 Motivation would increase if there was more knowledge and 

education 

o	 Developing understanding is present but possible issues with 

motivation 


 Communicating fully with city/county/agency 


o	 Property owners & industry professionals do not communicate 

with fire prevention department as much as they should 

o	 Fire department not always present during plan checks 

o More communication is needed with local agencies 

While all of these comments appear valid, there are a couple of inconsistencies 

or contradictions. For instance, education often leads to understanding, so, how 

can it be not about educating if they do not understand? Also, while the argument 

for using older materials to save on costs seems reasonable, how does that 

match with the statement that we rarely hear about lack of resources being a 

reason? These instances provide examples of potential misunderstandings of 

concepts and terminology. Furthermore, the later example was a case of two 

different individuals providing the two, seemingly opposing, statements. Lastly, 

while the belief that property owners & industry professionals do not 
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communicate with fire prevention department as much as they should may be 

true, the real question may be, What keeps them from, or motivates them not to 

communicate more? 

Perceptions were gathered based on actions taken by the investigator to 

seek information with the use of the interview guides during the interview 

process, this next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by that entity. This input then allows for deeper insight 

towards answering our overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 76 

includes the observable findings that were gathered for this entity. 

Table 76. CAL FIRE: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 	 CAL FIRE understands the public counts on public officials and that a 

communication gap exists. State Fire Marshal, Phyllis Banducci, knows 

that while people seek information from public officials such as planners 

for acquiring permits and plan check approvals, she also acknowledges 

that there is a communication gap between the fire department’s public 

officials and the community for understanding fire prevention.  

Example 2 	 Deputy Chief of Wildfire Prevention Engineering, Mike Wilson, heads a 

few campaigns that help promote state-wide fire prevention awareness. 

Furthermore, he is knowledgeable of ongoing campaigns that address 

accidental fires caused by sparks and other sources. He also has a good 

understanding of codes and regulations focused on fire prevention. In 

addition, his focus in heading the California Wildland Fire Coordinating 

Group (CWCG) is to develop a “multi-agency campaign” while messaging 

to leverage the inter- and intra-agencies collaboration efforts. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

The two representatives were immediate in their willingness and 

helpfulness. Ms. Banducci handles fire issues mostly on the planning 

side of things and works hand-in-hand with Mr. Wilson whom she non-

hesitantly recommended to contact and include in the study as a 

participant since he handles the technical side of things. 

Mr. Wilson even extended an invitation to the investigator for attending a 

Fire Prevention Event in Ventura with the California Board of Forestry. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 No hardcopies were provided as the interviews were done via phone 

conversations. Nonetheless, participants provided links to literature and 

websites that would help elaborate on their programs and ongoing 

efforts. 

Additional 

Example 1 While this agency produced two interviews, it was difficult to get actual 

observable data as the interviews were done via phone conversations. 

Observations regarding this agency include the following: 

	 Understanding that the public relies on public officials 

	 Acknowledgment of existing communication gaps between the fire 

department’s public officials and communities in understanding fire 

prevention 

	 Knowledgeable of ongoing campaigns designated to promote state

wide fire prevention awareness 

	 Developing inter- and intra-agency collaboration through campaigns 

	 Participants were willing and helpful in providing the planning and 

technical aspects 
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 An invitation to a fire prevention event was extended to the researcher 

 While no hardcopy documents were provided, online sources were due 

to phone interviews 

 Difficulty in acquiring observable data due to phone interviews 

Surprises for CAL FIRE. 

It was interesting to learn of more global efforts and that other collaborating 

agencies being motivated to deal with new programs and approaches. However, 

there was no real mention of how those collaborating agencies are formulating 

the efforts and relaying them over to the local and even property owner levels. 

Summary of Findings for CAL FIRE. 

As a state entity, accountable for the protection of natural resources from fire on 

state responsibility areas (SRA), it has been busy working on various programs 

that promote the collaboration with federal, state, regional, and local agencies. 

For instance, CAL FIRE is working with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 

Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), National Parks 

Service (NPS), California Fire Safe Council (CFSC), and the U.S. Forest Service 

(USFS) on a few different efforts. They tend to form teams and do a great deal of 

work and collaboration with the California Fire Safe Council who provides 

resources and grant funding at a more local level. Other teaming efforts, which 

are multi-agency, include a few programs that are ongoing at the moment such 

as the Ready! Set! Go!, Ready For Wildfire, which contains lots of information for 
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creating defensible spaces, and One Less Spark One Less Wildfire campaigns. 

There are other programs as well but according to State Fire Marshal, Phyllis 

Banducci, and Deputy Chief of Wildfire Prevention Engineering, Mike Wilson, 

they are all conveying a common message and providing the information for 

educational and stewardship purposes. 

Education is important but it is also essential to understand about fire 

issues and if people understood more, then they would be motivated and would 

want to inquire more but the perception from the agency is that this is not the 

case. Per both CAL FIRE representatives, more communication with local 

agencies is necessary, but sometimes people don’t communicate with the 

appropriate personnel possibly because those specific personnel are not present 

and/or involved during certain processes like plan check or other approval 

procedures at the various agencies which would be most beneficial holistically. 

Findings: Organizations 

Three organizations participated in the study. They were all involved at various 

levels of fire prevention, or the promotion thereof, in the WUI for the targeted 

areas. The names, addresses, and pertinent information for each are listed in 

Appendix E. 
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Figure 18. California Fire Safe Council (CFSC) Logo (Source: California Fire 

Safe Council 2013). 

 

Organization 1 – California Fire Safe Council. The California Fire Safe 

Council’s (CFSC) “mission is to mobilize Californians to protect their homes, 

communities and environments from wildfires” (California Fire Safe Council 

2013). Formed in 1993 with the grant clearinghouse being available since 2004, 

the CFSC, is a pass-through non-profit organization for grant funding. Grant 

funding is provided through the CFSC from various granting agencies such as 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). The 

role of CFSC is monitoring the awarded grants as well as the grantee’s process 

for compliance of funding, agreement guidelines, and all applicable laws and 

regulations. CFSC also provides assistance and outreach to the public in wildfire 

prevention, whether current or future grantee. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with the California 

Fire Safe Council is listed in Table 77. This is followed by a list of specific 

documents received and findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency 
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collaboration, challenges, and perceptions, along with the researcher’s 

observations. 

Table 77. CFSC: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

1 – visits to inquire 

1 – interview visits 

2 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

9 – Emails for coordination purposes 

3 – Quantity 2 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

The actions required to identify and access the point-person (PP) for this 

organization were as follows: 

 One email involved in reaching a PP 

 Two in person interviews 

 One follow-up email 

 The visit and interviews resulted in three documents 

 Total of fifteen actions to gather data from this entity 

Accessing the initial PP for this organization was another instance of referrals, 

furthermore, this specific point-person had been met previously by the researcher 

at a conference. The initial PP, when met for the interview, suggested a second 

PP from this organization be included as well for additional information.  

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 
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Item Document Title 

1 Community Wildfire Protection Plan 

2 National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy 

3 National Fire Plan (now “Nat. Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy”) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 78 

were provided by this organization during the interview process and from the 

point-persons. 

 

Table 78. CFSC: Documents  

This organization provided seven documents as follows: 

   One local (item 1) 

   Two federal (items 2 and 3) 

 

The next set of findings, guiding criteria, provides more insight relating to 

specific guiding criteria being used. The data for this section is acquired during 

the interview process that reflects types of criteria being used and how it is used. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 79.  
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Table 79. CFSC: Guiding Criteria 

Guidelines Compliance 

Example 1 “All grantees must abide by federal, state, and local guidelines such as 

the Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) and the National 

Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy (NCWFMS). Some 

granting agencies may require grantees to abide by the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) such as CAL FIRE but the grantee is 

not subject to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements” 

– Executive Director, Margaret Grayson 

Example 2 “Grantees must meet all requirements based on award acceptance 

agreement” – Margaret Grayson and Grant Manager, Katie Martel 

This organization uses two criteria for guidance, one of the two was 

developed locally. They are: 

 Federal, state, and local guidelines 

 Example local guidelines 

o CWPP 

o NCWFMS 

 Some grantees may be required to abide by CEQA but not NEPA 

 Grantees must meet all acceptance agreement requirements 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs that are extant, planned, 

proposed, or recommended. The inquiry into programs per entity was intended to 

find out what the entity is doing to provide fire prevention assistance. Participant 

comments regarding programs are noted in Table 80 for this participant. 
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Fire prevention grants 

Example 1 “The California Fire Safe Council, a statewide non-profit organization, 

provides grants to local Fire Safe Councils and other community 

organizations using its innovative Grants Clearinghouse.” – CFSC 

(www.www.cafiresafecouncil.org) 

Example 2 “Grantees can be any entity other than an individual person.” – 

Executive Directors, Margaret Grayson and Grant Manager, Katie Martel 

Example 3 “We manage the grant funding distribution and the progress, from 

beginning to end, which is relayed from grantor to grantee and vice 

versa.” – Executive Director, Margaret Grayson 

Providing Assistance 

Example 1 “Depending on the grantee and or entity inquiring, we will assist with 

education and reference to resources” – Executive Director, Margaret 

Grayson 

Example 2 “We provide assistance throughout the grant process. In addition, we 

provide information on regulations, webinars, plus 4-6 training sessions 

at the beginning of the grant cycle and during the application process, 

which includes a manual.”  – Grant Manager, Katie Martel 

Monitoring Grantees 

Example 1 “The monitoring of the grant and the process, in combination between 

the grantor (funding agency) and CFSC, happens from the beginning of 

a project to the end overseeing the grantee and their project progress. 

At the end of the project, a closeout report is proved from the grantee 

with goals acquired, along with before and after photos of the project in 

addition to the inclusion of a brochure if applicable. The monitoring can 

happen prior to funding (during the grant application process) as well as 

after funding (after project is complete) to report success stories as well 

as provide insightful contributions to fire prevention methods and/or 

strategies used.” – Executive Director, Margaret Grayson 

(table continues on next page) 

Table 80. CFSC: Programs 
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Example 2 	 “We relay quarterly progress reports from grantee to grantor (funding 

agency). If documentation looks questionable and any concerns of 

progress arise, then CFSC, on behalf of the grantor may work with 

grantee to rectify progress status. If the questionable documentation is 

rectified then funding will continue otherwise funding distributions may 

stop and grantee may be required to fulfill repayment penalties.” – Grant 

Manager, Katie Martel 

This organization primarily serves to manage and support the grant 

process for fire prevention efforts at the local level. This organization’s 

management and support for fire prevention grant programs include: 

 Grants Clearinghouse 

o Local Fire Safe Councils 

o Other community organizations
 

 Manage the grant process before, during & after 


o Mentoring 

o Monitoring 


 Assistance for grantees 


o Education 

o References to resources 

Having programs can be a useful tool for helping people get involved. 

Programs also entail a certain amount of coordination and possibly collaboration 

whether it is inter- or intra-entity. 
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Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration that is extant or proposed. The purpose of seeking out 

collaboration efforts from participating entities was to understand who is 

collaborating, on what, where, with whom, how, and why. The input provided by 

this participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 81.   

 

Table 81. CFSC: Agency Collaboration 

 

Los Angeles County Fire Department, CAL FIRE, US Forest Service (USFS), Bureau 

of Land Management (BLM), National Parks Service (NPS), Fish and Wildlife Service 

(FWS), Insurance Companies, and Utility Companies. 

Example 1 “We are a ‘pass through entity’ for grant funding as well as aid in the 

communication between grantee and grantor [funding agency]” – 

Executive Director, Margaret Grayson  

Example 2 “Inspection of projects are coordinated through the local fire department 

which occur at various stages. Progress reports are then prepared and 

sent on a quarterly basis to CFSC to be forwarded on to the grantor” – 

Margaret Grayson 

Example 3 “The granting agencies are looking for progress and success stories. For 

instance, if some funded project methods prove successful, then 

acknowledgement of the contributions and success rate is what the 

funding agency is looking for” – Margaret Grayson and Grant Manager, 

Katie Martel 

Example 4 “State requirements offer specific work that needs to be completed, 

[however] local fire officials can assist with teaching property owners 

how to implement” – Katie Martel 

 

For this study, inter-agency is defined as operations conducted between 

different entities, outside of the organization, while intra-agency is defined as 
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operations spanning different divisions or departments within the organization or 

agency. For this organization, inter-agency collaborations include: 

 Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) 

 CAL FIRE 

 U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 

 Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

 U.S. National Park Service (NPS) 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 

 Insurance companies 

 Utility companies 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration in fire prevention efforts may 

bring challenges. For this reason, collecting information on the present and 

potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important for this study. 

Similar to the previous categorical findings, this category and its findings were 

derived from the semi-structured interview guides used during the interview 

process. The findings for this category are noted in Table 82. 

Table 82. CFSC: Challenges 

Criteria Conflicts 

Example 1 	 “Insurance companies have a conflict with the 100’ and the 200’ 

defensible space distances” – Executive Directors, Margaret Grayson 

and Grant Manager, Katie Martel 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 “For some, the cost of fire prevention activities is an issue” – Katie 

Martel 

Example 3 “Most people can afford to do the defensible space work but lack the 

understanding” – Margaret Grayson 

Example 4 “What to do with the material and/or debris once it’s removed from a 

project site” – Katie Martel 

The California Fire Safe Council indicated that the main challenges 

include: 

 Conflicting fire prevention information available to the public 

o Insurance companies requirements 

o Defensible spaces criteria 

 Post project debris removal 

 Issues with fire prevention application costs 

 Lack understanding why the need to implement preventive measures 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 83. 
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Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “Not sure. For example, ‘most of the folks we work with are 

knowledgeable themselves and work hard to spread the word within 

community. However, in many cases, you’ll find that others are still ‘in the 

dark’” – Grant Manager, Katie Martel 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “I agree, there is always a need for more money for community wide 

projects and assistance for seniors/low income” – Executive Director, 

Margaret Grayson 

Example 2 “I agree, cost and lack of accessible resources often impede a 

community’s interest in implementing fire prevention activities. Many feel 

they can make only a limited impact without grant funds” – Katie Martel  

Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “Agree, sometimes it takes a fire to get folks motivated; other times the 

Fire Safe Council needs to be the ‘spark plug’ to get homeowners 

interested/motivated” – Katie Martel 

Communicating fully with the city/county/agency 

Example 1 “I am unsure. Collaboration is a buzz-word at this time. We strongly 

encourage that community members work with local agencies for support 

and assistance” – Katie Martel 

Table 83. CFSC: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry Professionals  

The comments in Table 83 reflect the perceptions of the participants from 

this city, specifically, as they relate to the categories that emerged from the 

interview guide (Appendix B). The categories are: The categories are: 1) lack of 

knowledge and skills; 2) lack of clear guidelines; 3) lack support from 

city/county/federal; 4) lack of resources, including financial; 5) lack of 
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understanding or motivation; 6) Communicating fully with city/county/agency; 

and, 7) other. 

The CFSC identified topics in four of the seven categories, 1) lack of 

knowledge and skills; 2) lack of resources, including financial; 3) lack of 

understanding or motivation; and, 4) communicating fully with city/county/agency 

as the primary constraints on their fire prevention efforts. Specifically: 

	 Lack of knowledge and skills 

o	 While many have the knowledge and skills, others are still in the 

dark 


 Lack of resources including financial 


o	 Always need more money for community wide projects and 

assistance for seniors/low income 

o	 Cost and lack of accessible resources impede community’s 

interest in implementing fire prevention activities 

o Many feel they can make only limited impact without grant funds 

 Lack of understanding or motivation 

o Sometimes it takes a fire to get folks motivated 

o	 Other times the Fire Safe Council needs to be the ‘spark plug’ to 

get homeowners interested/motivated 


 Communicating fully with city/county/agency 


o	 Unsure, collaboration is a buzz-word at this time 

o	 We strongly encourage community members work with local 

agencies for support and assistance 
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In addition, whereas the findings for visits, documents, criteria, programs, 

collaboration, challenges, and perceptions themselves were gathered based on 

actions taken by the investigator to seek information with the use of the interview 

guides during the interview process, this next category, observations, was based 

on the direct and indirect observable actions by that entity.  

These observations added to the validation of their knowledge about fire 

prevention.  This input then allowed for deeper insight towards answering the 

overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 84 includes the observable 

findings that were gathered for this entity. 

Table 84. CFSC: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

CFSC had a very good understanding and knowledge base of the grant 

process for providing community assistance towards preventative 

wildfire measures. Both representatives, Executive Director Margaret 

Greyson and Grant Manager Katie Martel, had extensive knowledge on 

the grant side for helping communities prepare for wildfires and guiding 

community participants towards their designated goals. 

Moreover, they knew the process, the “how to’s” for providing financial 

assistance depending on the community needs. Plus they understood 

the in-depth coordination that is necessary between the grantor and 

grantee in getting a community to a successful grant outcome. 

Assistance 

Example 1 CFSC was very forthcoming with information and willing to assist. They 

made the investigator feel welcomed. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 CFSC provided material, links, and referrals without hesitation and 

offered to be re-contacted for any additional information. Furthermore, 

they invited the investigator to one of their pre-grant workshops to 

observe the grant assistance introduction process. 

Takeaways 

Example  1 CFSC provided primary sources for guidelines and codes in addition to 

referrals. Ms. Grayson and Ms. Martel provided the names to the various 

fire plans that are to be followed at the national, state and community 

level. In addition, the referral they provided was to CAL FIRE’s Phyllis 

Banducci. 

Observations for each organization were noted during visits and 

interactions with personnel, whether point-person or not. Furthermore, the 

observable information was documented through descriptive and reflective field 

notes as identified in Chapter 3, Methods. 

The researcher’s observations for the CFSC were as follows: 

 Another instance of prior referrals leading to simpler and smoother 

data gathering process 

 Both PPs had extensive knowledge and understanding of the grant 

process for providing community assistance 

 Understood in-depth coordination necessary between grantor and 

grantee 

 Both PPs were forthcoming in providing insight, information, links, and 

referrals 

 PPs invited the researcher to the 2014 Grant Application Workshop 
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Surprises for CFSC. 

An invitation to a grant funding workshop was extended to the researcher. The 

workshop was informative, however, the topics discussed appeared to be that of 

the grantee’s process for keeping up with the reporting of project progress which 

is quite heavy on the paperwork side. Attendees varied from property owners 

managing local fire safe councils to personnel from agencies such as BLM, city 

and county fire departments, various cities, and the California Conservation 

Corps (CCC). 

Summary of Findings for CFSC. 

As a pass-through organization for grant funding the California Fire Safe Council 

assists and collaborates with funding agencies, various resource agencies, 

grantees and prospective grantees involved in the grant process for fire 

prevention funding. However, individuals are not eligible for funding, the 

prospective grantee must be an incorporated group or entity. Once awarded, all 

grantees must abide by all federal, state, and local guidelines throughout the 

process, such guidelines as the Community Wildfire Protection Plan and the 

National Cohesive Wildland Fire Mitigation Strategy.  Once awarded the grantee 

must also follow and meet all agreement requirements including submission of 

quarterly progress reports with a final closeout report to be submitted at the end 

of the process; all information is forwarded on by CFSC to the funding agency or 

organization for review. 
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The assistance from CFSC to grantees can range from providing general 

information, application support, providing resource references and aiding with 

agency coordination, to education and training in the form of workshops and 

lectures, to monitoring of the funding as well as the progress of projects. All 

inspections, at various stages of the projects, are coordinated through the local 

fire department and the updated information is forwarded on to the funding 

agency by CFSC. 

The funding agency is continually looking for proven methods in funded 

projects and/or successful outcomes that attribute to progress in the subject of 

fire prevention through community assistance. Once awarded, the grantee may 

come across some difficulties during the process, for instance, abiding by 

conflicting codes and meeting the granting agency’s deadlines. One example of 

conflicting codes or overlapping measures would be avoiding disturbance of 

specific avian species nesting on the project site during the project’s progression, 

since nesting is protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, therefore, the 

project’s progression would be impeded.  

Figure 19. Southern California Regional Area Safety Taskforce (RAST) Logo. 

(Source: RAST website 2013) 
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Organization 2 – Southern California Regional Area Safety Taskforce.  

The Southern California Regional Area Safety Taskforce (RAST), an Ad-Hoc 

entity, speaks jointly about the importance of collaboration in the areas of 

planning, fire shed management, and implementation that cultivates “safe and 

sustainable communities” (Southern California Regional Area Safety Taskforce 

2013). Moreover, RAST organizes a regional Fire Summit on an annual basis in 

order to draw upon experts, leaders and entities that provide contributions for 

improvement to wildfire management, natural resource protection, and 

community organization. What’s more, RAST’s motto is “coordinating wildfire 

management for healthy landscapes and safe communities.” 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with the Southern 

California Regional Area Safety Taskforce is listed in Table 85. This is followed 

by a list of specific documents received and findings pertaining to guiding criteria, 

programs, agency collaboration, challenges, and perceptions, along with the 

researcher’s observations. 

Table 85. RAST: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  1 – visits to inquire 

1 – interview visits 

1 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

13 – Emails for coordination purposes 

32 – Qty 1 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 
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The PP for this organization was actually discovered during data gathering 

at the City of Pasadena. While this individual actually works for LACFD he was 

the PP for RAST as well. 

The actions required to identify and access the PP were as follows:  

 One visit involved in reaching a PP 

 One in person interview (three hours long) 

 One follow-up email 

 The visit and interview resulted in thirty-two documents  

 Total of seventeen actions to gather data from this entity 

His immediate willingness and the level of help and information he provided 

distinguished him from those initially encountered at LACFD. 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. Documents noted in Table 86 were 

provided by this agency during the interview process and from the PP. 

Table 86. RAST: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 County of Los Angeles Fire Dept.: Fire Hazard Reduction & Safety Guidelines 

(pamphlet) 

2 Be Prepared When Wildfires Threaten you Home – Farmers Ins & Alliance 

(Agencies/Groups; fire preparedness packet) 

(table continues on next page) 
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3 Homeowner’s Guide to Fire and Watershed Safety at the Chaparral/Urban 

Interface: This or This? The Choice Is Yours! (Booklet) 

4 A Road Map to Fire Safety: How to Create Defensible Space in the Santa 

Monica Mountains (spiral bound info guide/booklet; by Santa Monica 

Mountains Fire Safe Alliance; 

www.fire.lacounty.gov/forestry/roadmaptofiresafety.pdf) 

5 Vegetation Management in the Wildland-Urban Interface of Los Angeles 

County – LACoFD – Forestry Division (Info booklet) 

6 Preparing a Community Wildfire Protection Plan: A Handbook for Wildland-

Urban Interface Communities – Communities Committee, National Assoc. of 

Counties, Nat. Assoc. of State Foresters, Society of American Foresters, & 

Western Governors’ Assoc. (Booklet) 

7 READY! SET! GO!: Your Personal Wildfire Action Plan – LACoFD (brochure) 

8 Fire Hazard vs. Erosion Control: A Homeowner’s Guide – LACoFD (booklet) 

9 Protect Your Family with Ember Resistant Vents – Product Flyer 

10 Oak Trees: Care and Maintenance – LACoFD (pamphlet) 

11 Watershed Wise: Summer 2008, 11:3 – Los Angeles & San Gabriel Rivers 

Watershed Council Quarterly Magazine 

12 Invasive Plants and Wildfires in Southern California – Research Info pamphlet 

13 Weed Watch: Southern California Edition – Pocket Guide 

14 Don’t Plant a Pest!: Give them an inch and they’ll take an acre… - Invasive 

plants brochure 

15 California Fair Plan flyer (www.cfpnet.com) 

16 California Department of Insurance: Home Inventory Guide – packet 

(www.insurance.ca.gov) 

(table continues on next page) 
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17 CAL FIRE – Protecting the Homes & Citizens of California: Wildland Urban 

Interface Building Standards (California Building Code Chapter 7A; 

www.fire.ca.gov) 

18 Controlling Nature’s Wrath – California Living: Fire Safe (DVD) 

19 Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (p.l. 108-148) attached; 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-108hr1904enr/pdf/BILLS

108hr1904enr.pdf 

20 National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy; 

http://www.forestsandrangelands.gov/strategy/  

21 State Fire Plan; http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/pub/fireplan/fpupload/fpppdf668.pdf  

22 Los Angeles County Fire Plan; 

http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/fire_er/fpp_planning_plans_details?plan_id=150 

23 Vegetation Treatment Program Environmental Impact Report (VTPEIR) 

24 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/  

25 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);  http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/  

26 California’s Forests and Rangelands: 2010 Assessment; 

http://frap.fire.ca.gov/assessment/assessment2010/document.html  

27 Pacific Southwest Research Station; http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/  

28 County of Los Angeles Fire Code; To view the fire code reference go to: 

http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16274 then find Title 32 - FIRE 

CODE on the menu at left size of the screen 

29 Community Wildfire Protection Plan; 

http://www.communitiescommittee.org/pdfs/cwpphandbook.pdf and 

http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/hfi/field-guide/web/page15.php  

30 County of Los Angeles Brush Clearance Program; 

http://fire.lacounty.gov/forestry/BrushClearance.asp  

(table continues on next page) 
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31 County of Los Angeles Fuel Modification Program: 

http://fire.lacounty.gov/forestry/FuelModification.asp  

32 California Fire Safe Council; www.firesafecouncil.org/ 

This organization provided thirty-two documents as follows: 

 Two local (items 6 and 29) 

 Eleven county (items 1, 4, 5, 8 - 11, 22, 28, 30 and 31) 

 Fifteen state (items 2, 3, 7, 12-18, 21, 23, 25, 26 and 32) 

 Four federal (items 19, 20, 24 and 27) 

Of note is that three of the Fifteen state documents are related to insurance fire 

prevention requirements. Furthermore, item 9, a Fire Prevention Vents Pamphlet, 

is an advertisement for a third-party product recommended for homeowners as 

part of their fire prevention efforts. 

The next set of findings provides insight relating to specific guiding criteria 

being used. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the interview 

process that reflects types of criteria being used and how it is used. Participant 

quotes are included in Table 87. 

Table 87. RAST: Guiding Criteria: 

Fire Plan 

Example 1 	 “The idea of the fire plan [federal] is to bring everyone together and 

allow for collaboration between the federal, state, county and any 

stakeholders” – RAST Chair, J. Lopez 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 “The fire plan is federal based, the Los Angeles County Fire Plan is 

county based, then there’s city based fire plans followed by the 

community based fire plan referred to as the Community Wildfire 

Protection Plan” – J. Lopez 

Example 3 “There’s two parts that complement each other, there’s the preservation 

part, which looks at code standards, and the fire plan, the ‘let’s work 

together’ part which concentrates on collaboration and/or volunteer 

activities” – J. Lopez 

This organization follows a two-part criteria listed as follows: 

	 Collaborative criteria from federal to the local level 

o	 National Cohesive Wildfire Management Strategy 

o	 Strategic Fire Plan of California 

o	 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Strategic Fire Plan 

o Community Wildfire Protection Plan 


 Preventive criteria 


o	 Codes and regulations related to fire prevention from federal to 

local level 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs that are extant, planned, 

proposed, or recommended. The inquiry into programs per entity was intended to 

find out what the entity is doing to provide fire prevention assistance. Participant 

comments regarding programs are noted in Table 88 for this participant. 
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Table 88. RAST: Programs 

Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) of 2003 

Example 1 “Mandated reduction of vegetation and fuel in areas that could help 

propagate fire” – RAST Chair, J. Lopez 

Example 2 “The fire plan as of 2010 was re-named Cohesive Strategy Plan. The 

draft is in its third phase and the word cohesive gives you an idea of 

what they’re trying to do, ‘common approach to hazard reduction’” – J. 

Lopez 

Approaches on projects 

Example 1 “Some work well, for example, a community is in a pine forest, the most 

effective thing to do is what we call a ‘shaded fuel break’ in which you 

remove all the little trees and open up the forest, where you don’t have 

continuity of trees from one end to the other, you reduce the continuity for 

fire hazard” – J. Lopez 

Example 2 “Shaded fuel break is not completely open fields, you have to have quite 

a bit of shaded terrain because once you remove the vegetation 

completely then habitat conversion happens, you keep the shade of the 

trees on the ground and you’ll perpetuate the forest habitat” – J. Lopez 

Example 3 “One thing I would like to stress, is that there should be equal value to 

vegetation as well as to structures” – J. Lopez 

Vegetation Treatment Program 

Example 1 “We consider what works, what tools to use, is it heavy equipment? Do 

we need hand crews… goats… while dealing with topography and 

accessibility? For example, a hillside with poison oak, what do you use? 

Hand crews? Not able to do so due to access where the slope is too 

steep, then we use goats” – J. Lopez 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 “Annually, there are brush clearances, brush reduction, fire hazard 

reduction, inspections, and reviews to check if site complies, does not 

comply, or if coordination is needed to work with organizations or 

community in order to comply” – J. Lopez 

Projects 

Example 1 

Example 2 

“County-based projects that are state funded, the typical duration and 

process is about 3 years. Within those 3 years it’s: 

 1 year of planning 
 3 years of implementation 
 2 years of monitoring 
 Every 6 months monitor for 2 years plus monitor once 5 years 

later which is part of the EIR guide” 

– J. Lopez 

“Community based projects that are funded by the Fire Safe Council, the 

typical duration and process is about 18 months to 24 months. Within that 

time it’s: 

 1 year of planning 
 18 months of implementation 
 6 months before completion submit a report  

– J. Lopez 

The programs this organization is involved with are diverse in scale and 

their approach was comprehensive in scope. The programs emphasize fire 

preparedness and fire prevention for both vegetation as well as structures. 

Overall, this organization based its programs on the Healthy Forest Restoration 

Act (HFRA) of 2003, and included the following: 

 Cohesive Strategy Fire Plan 

o County-based 

o Community-based 
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Their comprehensive approach included strategies such as: 

 Create Shaded Fuel Breaks 

 Vegetation treatment program 

o	 Consideration of environmental conditions  

o Annual brush Clearances 


 Fire prevention projects 


o	 County based projects – state funded 

 Thirty-six month (3 year) duration process: One year 

planning, three years implementation, two years 

monitoring (every six months) 

 Five years monitoring project completion, part of EIR 

requirements 

o	 Community based projects – CFSC funded 

 Eighteen to twenty-four month process: One year 

planning, eighteen months implementation 

 Six months prior to completion, submit report 

Programs entail a certain amount of coordination and collaboration 

whether it is inter- or intra-entity. Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the 

level of inter- and/or intra- entity collaboration for each participating entity. Input 

provided by this participant on collaboration is included in Table 89. 
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Table 89. RAST: Agency Collaboration 

Local, state, and federal Fire Plans 

Example 1 “The number one thing with any one of those plans is collaboration, 

collaboration, collaboration” – RAST Chair, J. Lopez 

Example 2 “The job of the fire plan is to get everyone to stop thinking just about 

what they have – let’s work together” J. Lopez 

Relationships 

Example 1 “We have a good relationship with the Forest Service” – J. Lopez 

Example 2 “We have a good relationship with the cities within Los Angeles County” 

– J. Lopez 

Example 3 Just noting the “difference between Forestry [Division] and the Fire 

Department is that the purpose of the forestry is to protect key natural 

and/or renewable resources and the fire department protects the 

community” – J. Lopez 

Due to the nature of this organization, all collaborative efforts were of an 

inter-agency nature and included: 

 U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 

 Los Angeles County 

 Various Cities within Los Angeles County  

Additionally, the researcher, during her interviews, also noted that RAST 

collaborates with UCCE and CFSC. 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. The findings for this category are noted in Table 90. 
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Table 90. RAST: Challenges 

Education 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Example 3 

Regarding codes, yes, we’re good but “community education is needed 

for volunteer projects” – RAST Chair, J. Lopez 

The “time to properly research options [that are] available” – J. Lopez 

“Education that does not lead to behavioral change is ineffective” – J. 

Lopez 

The main challenges identified for this organization include: 

 Lack of community education for volunteer projects 

 Lack of time to properly research options 

 Education that does not lead to behavior change 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 91. 

Table 91. RAST: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “Local issues are difficult to discuss and implement global solutions” – 

RAST Chair, J. Lopez 

(table continues on next page) 

201 




 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Lack Clear Guidelines 

Example 1 “Fire code covers them well but volunteer fire prevention is quite loose” 

– J. Lopez 

Lack support from city/county/federal agencies 

Example 1 “Not lack of support but lack of connection with the proper programs, 

activities, locations, persons” – J. Lopez 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “Money is always an issue” – J. Lopez  

Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “More lack of time and proper motivation” – J. Lopez  

The comments in Table 91 reflect the perceptions of the participants from 

this organization, specifically, as they relate to the categories that emerged from 

the interview guide (Appendix B). RAST identified topics in the first three 

categories, 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of resources, including 

financial; and, 3) lack of understanding or motivation, as the primary constraints 

on their fire prevention efforts. Specifically: 

 Lack knowledge and skills 

o Actionable skills in developing global solutions to local problems 

o Discrepancies between codes and volunteer tactics 

 Lack of resources, including financial 

o Connection with the proper programs, activities, etc. 

o Finances, always 
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 Lack understanding or motivation 

o Time 

o Proper motivation 

The next category, observations, was more so based on the direct and 

indirect observable actions by that entity. This input then allows for deeper insight 

towards answering our overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 92 

includes the observable findings that were gathered for this entity. 

Table 92. RAST: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 RAST representative proved extremely knowledgeable and informative 

regarding wildfires in the wildland-urban interface (WUI). RAST 

Chairperson, J. Lopez, who is also Deputy Forester at the Los Angeles 

County Fire Department’s Forestry Division and Prevention Bureau, 

provided historical information on the background of various programs 

such as the “Healthy Forest Restoration Act” and vegetation treatments 

like that of shade breaks as well as the varying fire plans referenced by 

their agency. Furthermore, he fully explained agency collaboration 

efforts, differences between Forestry and the Fire Department, plus 

differences in typical terminology used, such as “clearances.” 

(table continues on next page) 
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Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

This agency’s participant provided the most information of all public 

officials, whether city, agency, or organization. Mr. Lopez was engaged 

and excited to participate in the study due to the policy aspect which he 

acknowledged was not a topic most individuals he encountered showed 

an interest in or followed at any level. He also provided plenty of 

information and literature on many of the county’s community awareness 

and stewardship efforts. 

RAST chairperson Lopez was very accommodating and helpful due to his 

interested in the study. He provided the researcher with nearly three 

hours of interview data as well as several knowledgeable referrals that he 

believed could aid in the study. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 The participant provided 32 items in the form of hardcopy brochures, 

pamphlets, packets, magazines, guidelines, digital media (such as DVDs 

or CD-ROMs), and website links along with five referrals. 

Additional 

Example 1 While this participant is also associated with the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department, unlike most previously mentioned experiences with this 

agency, J. Lopez was one of only two persons, of the 12 interviewed that 

actually provided substantial assistance and information. 

Observations for each entity were noted during visits and interactions with 

personnel, whether PP or not. Furthermore, the observable information was 

documented through descriptive and reflective field notes as identified in Chapter 

3, Methods. The researcher’s observations for RAST were as follows:  

 The PP was also deputy forester at LACFD’s Forestry Division and 

Prevention Bureau 

 The PP was knowledgeable and informative regarding wildfires in the 

WUI 
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	 This organization’s participant provided most information of all public 

officials 

	 Participant was engaged and excited in the study topic and requested 

to be invited to the final presentation along with a copy of the 

document 

 Provided ample documentation and referrals 

 One of only two, out of twelve in-person interactions from LACFD, to 

provide substantial assistance and information 

Surprises for RAST. 

This organization’s representative, RAST Chair J. Lopez, was very helpful and 

forthcoming with information such as valuable input, hardcopy material, links, and 

referrals. It was inspiring to find an individual so motivated and excited about 

educating and assisting people connect and become stewards of the land.   

Summary of Findings for RAST. 

The purpose of the Southern California Regional Area Safety Taskforce (RAST) 

is to decrease the threat of disastrous wildfires while increasing inter-agency 

collaboration. The goal is to promote the collaboration between the various 

agencies, participating in wildfire, to attain agreed upon goals for streamlining 

efforts in the field as well as encouraging sustainable communities. Some of the 

participating agencies include federal, state, regional, and local level such as the 
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University of California Cooperative Extension and Fire Safe Councils plus other 

entities that deal with similar issues. 

RAST endorses and advocates the various multi-level fire plans available. 

The fire plans, whether at the federal, state, county, or local level, encourage 

inter- and intra-agency collaboration. Although the numerous plans have the 

focus of collaboration in common, they vary with more detailed and specific foci 

per level. The various plans include the federal-based fire plan also referred to as 

the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy, the state-based fire 

plan is the Strategic Fire Plan for California, the county-based plan is the County 

of Los Angeles Fire Department Strategic Fire Plan, and the community-based 

fire plan is referred to as the Community Wildfire Protection Plan. Based on 

interview comments, they are all intended to be used accordingly per the 

jurisdictions, to promote collaboration, and to guide entities into allowing for a 

broader perspective on wildfire prevention rather than focusing on a more narrow 

view such as specific job related tasks. 

In addition, RAST collaborates with various agencies to help educate, not 

just other agencies and organizations, but also the public.  Furthermore, RAST 

contributes and collaborates with experts and other entities, during outreach 

efforts aimed at communities, in order to inform people of fire issues and 

stewardship opportunities. For example, a participant in the California Fire Safe 

Council workshop, RAST Chair, J. Lopez, also a representative of the Los 

Angeles County Fire Department – Forestry Division, was there to provide 

assistance to the attendees with regards to wildfire prevention relevant to the 
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funding purposes. There are other events where RAST teams with groups such 

as insurance companies or the University of California Cooperative Extension for 

community outreach efforts which provide a more thorough collection of 

information. J. Lopez noted that both RAST and the LACFD – Forestry have 

good rapport with The U. S. Forest Service and various cities in Los Angeles 

County which is beneficial during community outreach and other collaboration 

events. J. Lopez feels that there is still a disconnect between property owners, 

assistance programs, motivation, considerations for site specific maintenance 

approaches, and the understanding that vegetation has as much validity as 

structures when it comes to fire prevention. Although he believes that there 

should be more fire prevention education, he also stated that “education that 

does not lead to behavioral change is ineffective.” 

Figure 20. Theodore Payne Foundation Logo (Source: www.theodorepayne.org). 

Organization 3 – Theodore Payne Foundation. The Theodore Payne 

Foundation (TPF) is an educational, outreach, and nursery organization that was 

founded in 1903 by Theodore Payne and later incorporated in 1960 for the 

promotion and preservation of California native flora. TPF is a twenty-two acre 
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non-profit California native plant nursery located fifteen miles northwest of 

Downtown Los Angeles, nestled in the hillsides of the Verdugo Mountains. Their 

mission is to “promote and restore California landscapes and habitats” (The 

Theodore Payne Foundation 2013), propagate and offer California native flora to 

the public, and to inform and gain awareness of California plants and their 

history. 

TPF offers an assortment of classes, programs, and events to help 

educate the public and promote stewardship of native planting. The various 

educational platforms consist of native planting classes that provide the ‘How To’ 

of native plants, group presentations, propagation of plant species and cultivars, 

K-12 educational school programs, garden tours exposing people to native plants 

in garden settings, plant sales that encourages planting of native species and 

volunteer opportunities that allow for learning by doing while assisting the 

foundation. In sum, it promotes stewardship practices for restoring natural 

landscape and habitats. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with the Theodore 

Payne Foundation is listed in Table 93. This is followed by a list of specific 

documents received and findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency 

collaboration, challenges, and perceptions, along with the researcher’s 

observations. 
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Table 93. TPF: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups

  1 – visits to inquire 

1 – Interview visits 

3 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

10 – Emails for coordination purposes 

3 – Quantity 2 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




The researcher had previous professional relationships with individuals 

from this organization. This, again, may have promoted smoother 

communications and access to the PP. The actions required to identify and 

access the PP for this organization were as follows: 

 One visit involved in reaching a PP 

 Two in person interviews 

 One follow-up email 

 The visit and interviews resulted in three documents 

 Total of seventeen actions to gather data from this entity 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 94 

were provided by this organization during the interview process and from the 

point-persons. 
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Table 94. TPF: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 The Poppy Print – Summer 2013 newsletter 

2 Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD): Brush Clearance Program Information 

Reminder – Inspections begin May 1, 2013 (City Brochure) 

3 S.A.F.E. Landscapes (2008 Calendar has tips on vegetation and fire) 

This organization provided three documents as follows: 

 Two local (items 1 and 2) 

 One county (item 3) 

The next set of findings provides more insight relating to specific guiding 

criteria being used. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the 

interview process that reflects types of criteria being used and how it is used. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 95. 

Table 95. TPF: Guiding Criteria 

Guidelines 

Example 1 “Use the City of Los Angeles Fire Department guidelines for brush 

clearance, which is mailed from the city to property owners annually” – 

Executive Director of Education, Lynnette Kampe 

The fundamental guiding criteria this organization uses are LACFD’s 

guidelines for the annual brush clearance. Guiding criteria is one aspect of what 

is being adhered to in relation to fire prevention. 
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Another aspect includes available programs that are extant, planned, 

proposed, or recommended. Participant comments regarding programs are noted 

in Table 96 for this participant. 

Table 96. TPF: Programs 

Fire Preparedness 

Example 1 “We conduct periodic fire drills which we just had one using the Ready! 

Set! Go! guide” – Executive Director of Education, Lynnette Kampe 

Example 2 “We hire a private company to conduct the annual brush clearances on-

site” – Director of Special Projects & Adult Education, Lili Singer 

Example 3 “I organize fire drills” as well as the brush clearances” – Lynnette Kampe 

Example 4 “We use correctional camps for assistance in doing the clearances. 

Theodore Payne Foundation pays out approximately $7,000 for brush 

clearance services yearly. It would be good if there was some kind of 

assistance” – Lynnette Kampe 

Example 5 “There are [brush clearance] inspections before and after the clearance 

happens” – Lynnette Kampe 

This organization’s fire preparedness programs include: 


 Fire drills using Ready! Set! Go! Guide
 

 Annual brush clearances 


 Pre and post inspections 


Programs inherently entail a certain amount of coordination and possibly 

collaboration whether it is inter- or intra-entity. Another aspect of the inquiry was 

to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- entity collaboration that is extant or 
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proposed for each participating entity. The input provided by this participant on 

collaboration efforts is included in Table 97. 

Table 97. TPF: Agency Collaboration 

Coordinating with the City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) and the Community 

Forest Committee 

Example 1 “Los Angeles Fire Department revised the information on the brochure, 

that gets emailed out, based on input provided by myself and the 

Community Forest Committee, which is now being included to 

encompass more sensitive vegetation removal.” The revisions on the 

brochure included images that more appropriately represented sensitive 

thinning of trees versus complete removal of green foliage. – Executive 

Director of Education, Lynnette Kampe 

As a relatively small organization, administratively, their inter-agency 

collaborations include: 

 City of Los Angeles Fire Department 

 Community Forest Committee 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. The findings for this category are noted in Table 98. 
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Table 98. TPF: Challenges 

Structures 

Example 1 There should be an “emphasis on structures;” hardening of the structure 

will allow for fire resistance rather than pushing back on the landscape in 

the form of plant maintenance. – Executive Director of Education, 

Lynnette Kampe 

Water usage for fire prevention 

Example 1 “For hillsides, associations are exempted regarding water usage 

because green lawns are needed for fire prevention but I think that these 

associations should pay the same as others for the water quantity used 

for lawns.” – Lynnette Kampe 

The landscape 

Example 1 There can be “conflicts with the desire for landscape design” and 

knowing how to “maintaining slope stability,” people’s conception of what 

a landscape needs to be. – Lynnette Kampe 

The challenges identified for this organization include: 

 Emphasis on hardening structures in addition to vegetation 

management 

 Conflicts between water exemptions and water intense vegetation 

 Aesthetics versus functional landscape design 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 99. 
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Table 99. TPF: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “Yes, I agree, there is a lack in learning; they cut corners, they’re in 

denial; some people are doing the right thing; TPF customers doing fire 

clearance” – Director of Special Projects & Adult Education, Lili Singer 

Example 2 “Jobs are done poorly, for example, instead of cutting up to 6’ high, a 

plant is cut down to 6’ high” – Executive Director of Education, Lynnette 

Kampe 

Lack clear guidelines 

Example 1 “Not lacking guidance, there are good guidelines available” – Lynnette 

Kampe 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “They would say that, yes, that there is a lack in resources including 

financial; HOA’s resources are associated to fire department in the form 

of fire prevention fees for HOA; various levels of information is out there 

and people want to get it” – Lili Singer 

Example 2 “It’s a financial burden” – Lynnette Kampe 

Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “People are motivated to make safe houses but for some reason they 

don’t do it, they’re in denial. Even the richest don’t want to spend the 

money” – Lili Singer 

Example 2 “People would have better motivation if they could have more options for 

implementing natives and removing invasive plants” – Lynnette Kampe 

For TPF, between both participating individuals, information was provided 

regarding topics in three of the five categories which play constraining roles in 

the city’s fire prevention efforts. They include: 

 Lack of knowledge and skills 
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o Learning 

o Cut corners 

o In denial 


 Lack resources including financial 


o Finances 

o Discrepancy in accessing information 

o Financial burden 


 Lack understanding or motivation 


o Motivated but don’t implement 

o Even when money is not an issue 

o Denial 

o Options would lead to more motivation 

The next section is observations that added to the validation of their 

knowledge about fire prevention and that entity’s methods and strategies.  This 

input allowed for insight towards answering overall thesis and supporting 

questions. Table 100 includes observable findings from this entity. 
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Table 100. TPF: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Both participants from TPF were extremely knowledgeable and 

informative. Lili Singer, Director of Special Projects & Adult Education, 

while quite knowledgeable about people, plants and firewise gardens felt 

that Lynnette Kampe, Executive Director of Education, would be able to 

provide more insight for the study as she is the one who coordinates all 

fire-related issues within the organization. 

Ms. Kampe, coordinates all fire preparedness activities such as fire drills 

and training. In addition, she coordinates and directs fire-related 

maintenance such as annual brush clearances on the organization’s 

property. 

Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Both TPF participants were very helpful, welcoming, and 

accommodating. For instance, Ms. Singer wasted no time in scheduling 

a meeting date and time to meet with the investigator. In addition, she 

was quite prompt and even referred the investigator to a co-worker, Ms. 

Kampe, who handles all the fire preparedness for the employees and 

property on an annual basis. She also welcomed the investigator back to 

her office after the interviews for additional information. 

Ms. Kampe, also a member of the Community Forest Department, 

provided insight about the coordination with the City of Los Angeles Fire 

Department, specifically regarding the revision of the annual clearance 

mailer. The revisions on the brochure included images that more 

appropriately represented sensitive thinning of trees versus complete 

removal of green foliage. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Takeaways 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Both TPF participants provided valuable takeaways. Ms. Singer offered 

the organization’s newsletter “Poppy Print”, typically sent out to 

members on a periodic basis which includes more information about 

their organization, as well as a S.A.F.E. Landscapes Calendar which 

provides tips on water conservation, native planting, and wildfires. In 

addition, Ms. Singer walked the investigator back to her office to 

provided referrals to agency personnel and industry professionals as 

well as property owners for participation in the study.  

Ms. Kampe supplied the investigator with an agency mailer that is 

annually sent out to property owners for preparing and participating in 

annual brush fire clearances 

The researcher’s observations for TPF were as follows: 

 First PP recommended interviewing Executive Director of Education 

 Both PPs were knowledgeable and helpful 

 Meetings for interviews were immediate 

 Provided documentation and referrals to individuals used in later 

sections of this study (industry professionals) 

Surprises for TPF. 

There were no real surprises as the researcher was previously acquainted with 

this organization. 
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Summary of Findings for TPF. 

The Theodore Payne Foundation (TPF), while creating stewardship opportunities 

through education and application, also has to prepare for the fire season on a 

yearly basis. Due to their particular facility’s location in the hillsides of the 

Verdugo Mountains, TPF uses the City of Los Angeles Fire Department brush 

clearance guidelines to prepare for the annual brush clearance inspections. They 

do so by employing outside services, such as correctional camps, to conduct the 

brush clearance while coordinating with the city per the city guidelines.  

Lynnette Kampe, the Executive Director of Education at TPF, participates 

in the Community Forest Committee and in collaboration with the City of Los 

Angeles Fire Department contributed to the revisions of the material within the 

guidelines brochure that helped convey the concept, to the public, towards a 

more sensitive thinning and clearing of vegetation. Per TPF’s mission, it is in the 

best interest of the environment to do sensitive thinning and clearing and to also 

promote wildlife habitat while addressing fire prevention criteria. In addition, Ms. 

Kampe, who conducts and oversees all the preparations for the annual brush 

clearance and emergency response within the foundation, prepares periodic fire 

drills using the city’s Ready! Set! Go! Guide. Because of their location, the nature 

of their work, and their mission, it is not only beneficial but natural that the 

foundation addresses and prepares for natural hazards to encourage and uphold 

their stewardship motto. 

In keeping with the fire prevention requirements, however, Ms. Kampe, 

identified some challenges in the process. For example, the emphasis on 
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hardening structures rather than only “pushing back on the landscape in the form 

of plant maintenance.” Another example is that of conflicts between people’s 

perception of an ideal landscape, using water thirsty planting for aesthetics, and 

the need to maintain planting for the purpose of slope stability. 

Regarding perceptions, Lili Singer, Director of Special Projects & Adult 

Education for TPF, noted that, although, sometimes people are doing the right 

thing, such as TPF customers, there are many that are in denial about preparing 

for fires. In addition, Lynnette Kampe, stated that people still lack knowledge 

about vegetation and clearances and therefore do poor jobs of it, “for example, 

instead of cutting up to six feet high, a plant is cut down to six feet high.” 

Essentially, instead of trimming lower branches for a six foot understory 

clearance they are cutting the plant down to six foot height. In sum, both Ms. 

Singer and Ms. Kampe, agree that it may not be a lack of financial resources but 

more a lack of motivation to fully inform themselves, despite the ubiquitous 

informational resources available via the Internet. 

Findings: Industry Professionals 

During the initial research process, two other participant groups emerged as 

instrumental and hence were added to the study. They were industry 

professionals and property owners. Beginning with industry professionals, the 

names and website information are listed in Appendix E. 
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Industry Professional 1 – EPT Design. EPT Design (EPT) is a firm located in 

one of the subject cities of this study, Pasadena, California, specializing in 

landscape architecture, urban design, and planning. The firm was founded in 

1962 by Bob Eriksson, Owen Peters, and Dave Thoms, initially as the firm 

Eriksson, Peters and Thoms Landscape Architecture, later becoming EPT 

Design. The firm was based “on the principles of artful design, exquisite 

craftsmanship, and building relationships with good people” (EPT Design 2013) 

while enhancing people’s lives. EPT’s mission continues today with the core 

values plus “to foster a familial studio culture and to engage the world outside” 

(EPT Design 2013). 

Data collected from this entity came via email correspondence between 

the researcher and Amy Riggins, Project Manager, at EPT Design.  A tally of the 

visits, documents received, and interviews with EPT Design is listed in Table 

101. This is followed by findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency 

collaboration, challenges, and perceptions, along with the researcher’s 

observations. 

Table 101. EPT Design: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

0 – Visit to inquire 

0 – Interview visit 

0 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

3 – Email for coordination purposes 

0 – Quantity 0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 
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While no documents were acquired and there were no visits or in-person 

interviews, there was an interview via email and a follow up by email as well. A 

total of five actions were needed to gather data from this entity 

The following section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the 

interview process that reflects types of criteria being used. Participant quotes are 

included in Table 102. 

Table 102. EPT Design: Guiding Criteria 

Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines 

Example 1 “Since my projects were located in LA County, we contacted the Fuel 

Modification Unit of the Los Angeles County Fire Department” – Project 

Manager, Amy Riggins 

Example 2 “We reference the Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines. I know there are 

other guides that were created, and other firms that specialize in fuel 

modification, but I always just stuck to the guidelines” – Amy Riggins 

Example 3 “We find the guidelines document on their website – fire.lacounty.gov. 

Though it doesn’t seem to be updated very often we always check to 

make sure we have the current vision at the beginning of a fuel 

modification project” – Amy Riggins 

This Industry Professional (IP) uses LACFD’s Fuel Modification Plan 

Guidelines for their guidance on fire prevention. Guiding criteria is one aspect of 

what is being adhered to in relation to fire prevention. Another aspect includes 

available programs. The inquiry into programs per entity was intended to find out 

what the entity is doing to provide fire prevention assistance. Participant 

comments regarding programs are noted in Table 103. 
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Table 103. EPT Design: Programs 

Workshops 

Example 1 “I have also attended a Fire Fuel Workshop that the Fuel Modification 

Unit put on – this was like a walk-through of the Fuel Modification Plan 

Guidelines, plus some example project photos” – Project Manager, Amy 

Riggins 

While this IP has participated in LACFD’s Fire Fuel Workshop, there were 

no programs that their company creates or sponsors.  

Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration that is extant or proposed. The purpose of seeking out 

collaboration efforts from participating entities was to understand who is 

collaborating, on what, where, with whom, how, and why. The input provided by 

this participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 104. 

Table 104. EPT Design: Agency Collaboration 

Fuel Modification Unit 

Example 1 “It is really about working within the framework that the Fire Department 

sets up – the zones are quite prescriptive, as are the plants that you can 

and can’t use. That said, each project is different, and it is usually helpful 

to speak with someone at the Fuel Modification Unit at the beginning. 

They set the exact dimension of the fuel modification zones, which you 

need to have to design to” – Project Manager, Amy Riggins 

Example 2 “I have not really seen cities or agencies providing support, it is more 

along the lines of enforcement” – Amy Riggins 

(table continues on next page) 
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Enforcement and Inspections 

Example 1 At the beginning of a project the “city or agency representatives are 

often aware of where their areas fall within the Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone Map, so you may get a reminder from them to check in to any fuel 

modification requirements early on in the project. Then you would likely 

need to prepare a Fuel Modification Plan for review and approval by the 

Fuel Modification Unit” – Amy Riggins 

Example 2 “Through plan check, whether the Fuel Modification Plan has been 

approved by the Fuel Modification Unit will certainly be a checklist item. 

The city or agency will require a copy of the Fuel Modification Unit’s 

approval signature/stamp. In addition, the Fuel Modification Unit requires 

sort of a cross-check, in that they will want to review the landscape 

plans as well to ensure that after the plans developed, they follow 

everything that was set out in the Fuel Modification Plan” – Amy Riggins 

Example 3 At the culmination of a project, “Inspectors will review the installed 

project for conformance to the approved plans” – Amy Riggins 

For this IP, regarding fire prevention, inter-agency collaboration tends to 

be mostly with LACFD’s Fuel Modification Unit. The process includes: 

 Plan approval 

 Plan cross check 

 Post installation inspection 

Of note is the participant’s statement, “I have not really seen cities or agencies 

providing support, it is more along the lines of enforcement.”  

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. The findings for this category are noted in Table 105. 
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Table 105. EPT Design: Challenges 

The what and how to moving forward 

Example 1 “I believe there is a path [to implementing fire prevention methods], but it 

could be clearer and simpler. All the information you need is available 

but it takes a time commitment and some thoughtfulness to understand 

what to do and how to do it” – Project Manager, Amy Riggins 

Example 2 “I think the biggest obstacle is deciding how to reconcile seemingly 

incompatible goals, for example, native or drought tolerant planting 

designed for temporary/low/no irrigation versus working with a fuel 

modification requirement for regular irrigation using a plant list that in 

some cases prohibits native and drought tolerant plants” – Amy Riggins 

The main challenges identified by this IP include: 

 Information available but challenging 

o Requires time and thought to understand 

o Conflict between goals and requirements 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 106. 
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Table 106. EPT Design: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “I disagree, as far as the landscape architects within the industry 

professionals group, I believe our education provides a background 

including how to research to learn new things. We may not learn fire 

prevention in school, but we learn how to continue expanding knowledge 

and skills” – Project Manager, Amy Riggins 

Lack clear guidelines 

Example 1 “I disagree, I believe that the fuel modification guidelines produced by 

the LA County Fire Department Fuel Mod Unit become clearer once you 

really get into it” – Amy Riggins 

Lack support from city/county/federal agencies 

Example 1 “I agree, I think it is the LA County Fire Department that needs to 

support industry professionals in fire prevention implementation (and 

they do, with the Fuel Mod Unit)” – Amy Riggins 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “This could be true. The main resource that landscape architects would 

probably lack is time. It takes some time to learn and understand what is 

required if you have never worked on a project in the past calling for fire 

prevention. Hopefully lack of financial resources is not an issue and all 

industry professionals are being paid for the work that is required of the 

project” – Amy Riggins 

(table continues on next page) 

225 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “This is true at times. I think that professionals may lack the 

understanding when they encounter their first project requiring fuel 

modification. I don’t think they would lack the motivation to implement it, 

as they should want to design projects that will be 1) approved by the 

necessary jurisdictions, and, 2) successfully built. Neither of these will 

happen if fire prevention means are required but not implemented” – 

Amy Riggins 

The comments in Table 106 reflect the perceptions of the participants from 

this city, specifically, as they relate to the categories that emerged from the 

interview guide (Appendix B). The categories are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 

2) lack of clear guidelines; 3) lack support from city/county/federal; 4) lack of 

resources, including financial; 5) lack of understanding or motivation; 6) 

communicating fully with city/county/agency; and, 7) other. 

This IP identified topics in the first five categories, 1) lack of knowledge 

and skills; 2) lack of clear guidelines; 3) lack support from city/county/federal; 4) 

lack of resources, including financial; and, 5) lack of understanding or motivation. 

Specifically: 

 Professionals do not lack the knowledge and skills, if so, they learn by 

expanding knowledge and skills 

 Lack of time necessary for understanding, yet as a resource LACFD 

does provide what is necessary 

 May lack understanding, but motivation should be there 
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	 Fuel modification guidelines are available, need time and effort to 

understand 

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by that entity. These observations added to the validation of 

their knowledge about fire prevention.  This input then allows for deeper insight 

towards answering our overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 107 below 

includes the observable findings that were gathered for this entity. 

Table 107. EPT Design: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

EPT Design had a good understanding and knowledge base on the fire 

fuel modification plan process. Project Manager Amy Riggins provided 

ample information about the process for developing fire fuel modification 

plans, including requirements and where to access updated county 

requirements on a per project basis. 

In addition, she is the mediator between the county and client in helping 

to decipher regulations. 

Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

This participant was quite forthcoming and helpful in providing input for 

the study. Ms. Riggins corresponded promptly to emails and responded 

to follow up questions in a timely manner. 

She offered clarification of any information provided along with additional 

information if needed. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 Due to the nature and constraints of an email interview, observations 

were limited to those listed above. 
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Observations for each entity were noted during visits and interactions with 

personnel, whether PP or not. Furthermore, the observable information was 

documented through descriptive and reflective field notes as identified in Chapter 

3, Methods. The researcher’s observations for EPT Design were as follows: 

 The PP was knowledgeable, helpful, and prompt in providing 

information 

 PP is often mediator between county and client regarding regulations 

 PP was quite forthcoming and helpful in study 

Surprises for EPT Design. 

The entire process of coordination and interview occurred via email. Amy Riggins 

was quite helpful and provided ample information. However, it is unknown if a 

face-to-face interview would have resulted in more data pertinent to the study. 

Summary of Findings for EPT Design. 

With projects located in County of Los Angeles, EPT Design’s Amy Riggins 

coordinates with the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Fuel Modification 

Unit and uses the Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines. The guidelines are 

accessible on the County’s website: www.fire.lacounty.gov, under the forestry 

division section. 

Communication is important, especially since no real support is detected 

from cities or agencies for the Fuel Modification approval process. It seems to be 

more enforcement than support. For example, after the initial steps of acquiring 
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the latest guidelines for beginning fuel modification plans, it would be a good idea 

to contact someone at the Fuel Modification Unit to discuss the particulars since 

many of the projects vary and demand different requirements. In addition, the 

Fuel Modification approval process is part of the checklist for final approval from 

the city or agency. 

One challenge that Ms. Riggins points out is the time and commitment 

required in understanding the process of designing for fire prevention. However, 

the biggest challenge is how to address conflicting or varying design information 

such as the use of native and/or drought tolerant planting with little to no irrigation 

opposed to fuel modification requirements that identifies a plant palette that 

requires more consistent or conventional watering.  

In sum, industry professionals, such as Landscape Architects, receive a 

proper education on researching processes and while it may not be specific to 

fire prevention, enough tools are provided to aid in moving a project forward. 

With that said, additional time, as an identified challenge, is necessary if 

someone has no prior experience with fire prevention and/or fuel modification 

processes. 

Industry Professional 2 – ScrubJay Studios (Andreas Hessing). ScrubJay 

Studios, a firm providing garden design, is located in one of the subject cities of 

this study, Altadena, California, that has been creating sustainable design using 

Southern California native plants since 1991. As the owner/designer of ScrubJay 

Studios and a Southern California native, Andreas Hessing, a ceramicist and 
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sculptor by trade, has been designing native gardens for over twenty years and 

presents seminars at various locations with a focus on native planting. The 

garden designs emphasize drought tolerance, edible planting, wildlife, erosion 

control, artistic expression, and green construction practices. The firm’s focus is 

to generate sensitive and appropriate designs as it complements the client’s 

needs with that of the site conditions while paying specific consideration to the 

existing ecosystems (ScrubJay Studios 2013). 

All data collected from ScrubJay Studios was done during a visit to the site 

with the principal, Andreas Hessing. The method included the Interview, using 

the Interview Guide questions (Appendix B) and extended conversation. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with ScrubJay 

Studios is listed in Table 108. This is followed by a list of specific documents 

received and findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency 

collaboration, challenges, and perceptions, along with the researcher’s 

observations. 

Table 108. ScrubJay Studios: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  1 – Visit to inquire 

1 – Interview visit 

1 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

10 – Email for coordination purposes 

1 – Quantity 1 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 
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The process for acquiring data from this IP was simple and 

straightforward. The actions required to identify and access the point-person (PP) 

were as follows: 

 One visit to inquire and interview the PP 

 One in-person interview 

 One follow-up email 

 The visit and interview resulted in one document 

 Total fourteen actions to gather data from this entity 

The following tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The name of the document noted in 

Table 109 was provided by PP as a reference. 

Table 109. ScrubJay Studios: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 Fire, Chaparral, and survival in Southern California by Richard W. Halsey, 

2005 (Reference to Book) 

This IP provided one document reference as follows: 


 One published book (item 1) 


The next set of findings provides more insight relating to specific guiding 

criteria being used. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the 
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interview process that reflects types of criteria being used, not used, and how it is 

used, along with accessibility of that criteria, facility of applying criteria, and more. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 110. 

Table 110. ScrubJay Studios: Guiding Criteria 

Fire Department 

Example 1 “Fire Department information addressed criteria for ‘fire ladder’ 

concerns” – Landscape Designer, Andreas Hessing 

Example 2 “I get most of my fire information from books, lectures, or other people. 

One can’t just take into account the fire part, you also have to take into 

account soil erosion and all that stuff” – Andreas Hessing 

Example 3 “What I find is that the fire department in areas that are a little more 

enlightened will tell you ‘don’t cut it from the top down, cut it from the 

bottom up.’ What they’re worried about is what they call ‘fire ladder’. If 

there’s a fire in grass here it does not get up into the branches of a 

shrub, and get up into the branches of a tree. ‘Fire ladder’ that’s one of 

the main things they’re [Fire Department] concerned about” – Andreas 

Hessing 

Defensible space 

Example 1 “Defensible space and the basic information of 100’ – maintaining plants 

at a certain level, 30’ around structures and that should be green and 

moist all around the structure; those are the basic things they’re [fire 

department] going to tell them [property owners] and no fire ladders. As 

long as you follow those general guidelines mostly people will be fine” – 

Andreas Hessing 

This IP stressed the following two fundamental criteria for their designs: 

 Designing and maintaining with the concept of ‘fire ladder’  
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 Design for defensible spaces 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs that are extant or 

proposed. The inquiry into programs per entity was not only intended to find out 

what the entity is doing to provide fire prevention assistance. Participant 

comments regarding programs are noted in Table 111 for this participant. 

Table 111. ScrubJay Studios: Programs 

Plant Maintenance 

Example 1 “So now over the past few years, since 2008, since I started working on 

that particular property [Verdugo], we don’t allow the shrubs to be cut 

down to the ground anymore, we trim them up from the bottom about 1/3 

if their fairly large and make them look more tree-like; We don’t turn 

them into lollipops or anything like that, they still have multiple trunks. 

We are eliminating the fire ladder” – Landscape Designer, Andreas 

Hessing 

Education and resources 

Example 1 Always having to educate, “part of my mission is the education” – 

Andreas Hessing 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 “I would direct them to the fire department. The most fundamental place 

where homeowners are going to get information is their local fire 

department and there they are going to find out what are their fire 

department’s requirements, because it depends on who’s running the 

station or the city. Different departments will ask you to do different 

things. But that’s the first place they should go. And that of course, is all 

free stuff, but it’s going to be a minimal amount of information” – 

Andreas Hessing 

Example 3 “Especially in the past decade, there’s a lot of resources now” – Andreas 

Hessing 

This IP stressed three basic approaches. Specifically they were: 

 Design to prevent fire ladders 

 Educate the client 

 Begin by visiting local fire department 

While there is logic at the surface, going deeper there appear to be some 

discrepancies. For instance, “Different departments will ask you to do different 

things” and “that’s the first place [local fire department] they should go. And that 

of course, is all free stuff, but it’s going to be a minimal amount of information,” 

these statements seem to predict confusion and information gaps. 

Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration for each participating entity. The purpose of seeking out 

collaboration efforts from participating entities was to understand who is 

collaborating, on what, where, with whom, how, and why. The input provided by 

this participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 112. 
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Table 112. ScrubJay Studios: Agency Collaboration 

No Direct Interaction 

Example 1 “I haven’t had to go through the approval process as a designer. Until this 

point it has only been the design portion of work. I passed my 

contractor’s license so I am becoming a design-build firm and will be 

doing everything from now on: design, installation, maintenance and all 

the above” – Landscape Designer, Andreas Hessing 

Knowledgeable personnel 

Example 1 “I look at a particular city and what particular emphasis that’s different; 

see what that city fire department is like, most Los Angeles County fire 

departments have their own guidelines but specific cities depending upon 

who’s in charge of that fire station, of that city fire part, they are more or 

less enlightened about best practices. I’ve been lucky to deal with 

firemen who know, who will say we don’t want you to cut it from the top 

down we want you to cut it from the bottom up. Not too long ago ‘strip it 

to the ground’ was the direction which created many problems” – 

Andreas Hessing 

For this IP, inter-agency collaborations include: 


 Los Angeles County’s Fire Department 


 Local city fire departments when applicable 


Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. The findings for this category are noted in Table 113. 
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Table 113. ScrubJay Studios: Challenges 

Clearances and concerns 

Example 1 	 “You can’t just take into account the fire part, you also have to take into 

account soil erosion and all that stuff” – Landscape Designer, Andreas 

Hessing 

Example 2 	 “I have a client up in the Verdugos who for years, they had a ‘brush 

clearance’ company come out and all they would do is cut the shrubs, 

literally, to the ground for 100’ in every direction. It’s just wrong because 

the plants are dying after a while because they cut all the leaves off and 

can’t make food for themselves, the roots die off and then the hill comes 

down when it rains. You have to look at them both together [fire and soil 

erosion]. Yeah, you cut this [vegetation] down so it won’t burn but what 

happens at the other end of the season, the other end of the year when 

it’s raining? Does the hillside not come down because you have nothing 

to hold it up because you’ve cut it down for so many years in a row? To 

me that’s really important that you pay attention to both sides of the 

equation not just one. Everybody is afraid of fires but landslides are no 

fun either” – Andreas Hessing 

Example 3 	 “Yes, we usually talk about that [plant maintenance], but since my focus 

is California natives, the practices you’re going to use for fire and the 

practices that you’re going to use for maintenance of plants – there’s an 

overlap there and it depends also on how the owner wants the garden” – 

Andreas Hessing 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 4 	 “Part of the problem in cutting things to the ground, especially big 

shrubs, is that it opens up the [plant] canopy and then not only does it 

cut down on the amount of nutrition but if it opens up the canopy, it 

allows all those flash fuels, exotic grasses, to come in – those grasses 

will burn pretty quickly. To me there’s a larger problem which is type 

conversion.” Type conversion is the conversion of one vegetation type to 

another vegetation type, for example, chaparral vegetation to exotic 

grasses. By removing too much native vegetation it allows exotics to 

come in. “Once that vegetation is gone it never returns; if you just leave 

it alone it will not go back to its native state. Part of type conversion is 

that once it’s converted to those exotic grasses and annual weeds, then 

it ignites more quickly” and “it now burns more often than historical 

average” – Andreas Hessing 

The main challenges identified for this IP include: 

 Fixating on fire prevention and not other critical aspects 

 Severe brush clearance leading to soil erosion 

 Conflicts in maintaining native planting and fire prevention strategies 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 114. 
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Table 114. ScrubJay Studios: Perceptions about Property Owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “I agree, the focus should be on the whole cycle [of prevention], most 

brush clearance people require no certification for clearing, they have no 

knowledge” – Landscape Designer, Andreas Hessing 

Example 2 “Most people aren’t that knowledgeable and especially when it comes to 

the native stuff, most people are ignorant, especially most gardeners” – 

Andreas Hessing 

Lack of clear guidelines 

Example 1 “There are minimal guidelines that don’t take into account all the 

possibilities, all other cycle entities, for example, water, wind, erosion. 

Some are so concerned about the mandates that they don’t think about 

the ecosystem down the line – context is everything” – Andreas Hessing 

Lack of support from city/county/federal agencies 

Example 1 “I agree, education-wise, yes, we don’t educate ourselves enough” – 

Andreas Hessing 

Example 2 There are a “lot of people that have a lot of knowledge [in agencies] and 

need to have the information trickle up as well as down. In terms of 

knowledge, it comes down to who those individuals are in the system” – 

Andreas Hessing 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “I agree, education, mostly knowledge that doesn’t get put into practice; 

it’s left to brush clearance people” – Andreas Hessing 

(table continues on next page) 
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Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “I agree, most people don’t care about anything but money. These are 

broad generalizations, there are plenty of people who care, but most 

people are just trying to survive and they don’t care” – Andreas Hessing 

Example 2 “A basic rule of thumb is they [people] want a defensible space. What 

most people don’t understand is that that term ‘Defensible Space’ 

means the place where firefighters can stand and fight the fire and not 

be in danger. If they roll up to your house and they look around and go, 

‘there’s no way I can get out of here if the fire got out of control I will not 

stop and help this house, because I could get killed here so they have to 

protect themselves.’ That term ‘Defensible Space’ is for whoever is 

fighting the fire, so they could stand there with the hose and try and 

keep the structure safe” – Andreas Hessing 

ScrubJay Studios identified topics in five categories, 1) lack of knowledge 

and skills; 2) lack of clear guidelines; 3) lack of support from city/county/federal; 

4) lack of resources, including financial; and, 5) lack of understanding or 

motivation, as the primary constraints on their fire prevention efforts. Specifically: 

	 Lack of knowledge and skills 

o	 Professionals and property owners lack a system understanding 

of fire prevention design/maintenance 

o Lack of understanding native plants 


 Lack of clear guidelines 


o Minimal guidelines that ignore larger context 


 Lack of support from city/county/federal agencies
 

o	 Lack of self-education 

o Information and knowledge constrained within agencies 
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 Lack resources, including financial 

o Knowledge doesn’t get put into practice, left to contractors and 

laborers
 

 Lack understanding or motivation 


o Money as primary motivator 

o Lack functional understanding of defensible space 

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by that entity. These observations added to the validation of 

their knowledge about fire prevention.  This input then allows for deeper insight 

towards answering our overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 115 

includes the observable findings that were gathered for this entity. 

Table 115. ScrubJay Studios: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 Andreas Hessing, owner and native garden designer, seemed to extend 

his research beyond the information commonly popular with designers. 

Mr. Hessing informs himself, as well as his clients, about issues beyond 

wildfires such as mudslides, erosion, and invasive planting, in addition to 

other hazards that are part of a fire cycle, all of which he notes should 

be considered in fire hazard areas during the design process. 

Example 2 He keeps his knowledge current by accessing various wildfire resources 

such as books, experts, and conference events. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

He was forthcoming with information and welcoming. Mr. Hessing was 

quite passionate about the subject of wildfire and what it entails to the 

extent that he finds it his duty to inform people/clients when designing. 

In addition, he welcomed the investigator into his studio during the 

interview process. 

Takeaways 

Example  1 Mr. Hessing supplied the name of a book he references quite frequently 

for information regarding wildfires. He actually pulled out the book so as 

to note the author and title. 

The researcher’s observations for ScrubJay Studios were as follows:  

 The PP was helpful and informative, especially regarding native plants 

and effects of landscape mismanagement 

 He seeks information beyond what is common with designers  

 PP was passionate about educating and informing his clients 

 He was happy to pass along one of his fundamental references 

Surprises for ScrubJay Studios. 

Since the interview took place on-site at the designer’s studio, it was good to see 

in situ the type of design application and planting he promotes. 

Summary of Findings for ScrubJay Studios. 

Andreas Hessing acquires his knowledge of fire and fire prevention through 

books, lectures and other people. He believed that, although, fire should be of 

concern, people need to also take into account the post-fire issues associated 
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with fire such as erosion control and invasive planting. Per Mr. Hessing, fire 

departments look at clearances but the more “enlightened” fire departments offer 

proactive advice and criteria like suggesting cutting vegetation from the bottom 

up instead of from the top down because of fire ladder issues which are a main 

concern. He also stated that “as long as you follow those general guidelines, 

most people will be fine.” 

Since the onset of a project in the Verdugo Hills, ScrubJay Studios no 

longer promotes cutting down vegetation, instead the vegetation is sensitively 

pruned up, accordingly depending on plant type, to eliminate fire ladders. 

Previously, the same client had a brush clearance company that would raze 

everything to the ground within 100 feet of the property. These types of 

clearances impact other issues such as the survival rate of vegetation. If 

vegetation dies off then it reduces the chances for soil retention, which in turn will 

promote erosion leading to mudslides during the rain season after which it 

provides a clear canvas for invasive plants. Andreas notes that “everybody is 

afraid of fires but landslides are no fun either” so people need to look at the fire 

cycle and the ecosystems involved in a more holistic way.  

Part of Andreas’ mission is to educate people, but of course, if a client 

wanted to know particulars about fire mitigation or clearances or fire wise garden 

requirements, then that would entail a referral to the most appropriate place, their 

local fire department where they can acquire that type of information. Depending 

on the fire department, the client may be fortunate enough to coordinate with a 

department that is more open-minded about best practices, in which case they 
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may provide more insight to addressing certain site-specific situations. 

Conversely, other fire departments may provide the client with minimal 

information. Nonetheless, there are still more resources available today than 

there were ten years ago. Given that, Andreas still believes that we don’t 

educate ourselves enough. 

Industry Professional 3 – Native Sanctuary (Orchid Black). Native Sanctuary 

(NS), formerly Pitcher Sage Design, is owned by avid gardener Orchid Black who 

creates sustainable and wildlife habitat driven garden designs using native 

planting. Orchid’s vision is that “of a restored web of life in California” (Native 

Santuary 2013) and her services also encompass water conservation and native 

planting lectures throughout Southern California. In addition, aside from being an 

advocate for native plantings, she is also an active member of the San Gabriel 

Mountains California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 

The researcher is acquainted with Orchid Black from a course previously 

taken at University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), Extension, that Ms. Black 

co-instructed. All data was collected from a personal visit with Orchid, at a 

bookstore in La Cañada Flintridge, per the Interview Guide questions (Appendix 

B) and extended conversation. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with NS is listed in 

Table 116. This is followed by a list of specific documents received and findings 

pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, challenges, and 

perceptions, along with the researcher’s observations. 
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Table 116. Native Sanctuary: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  1 – Visit to inquire 

1 – Interview visit 

1 – In Person conversations 

3 – Phone inquiries 

2 – Email for coordination purposes 

1 – Quantity 1 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

The process for acquiring data from NS was simple and straightforward. 

The actions required to identify and access the point-person (PP) were as 

follows: 

 One visit to inquire and interview the PP 

 One in-person interview 

 One follow-up email 

 The visit and interview resulted in one document 

 Total seven actions to gather data from this entity 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The online source noted in Table 117 

was provided by this IP during the interview process. 
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Table 117. Native Sanctuary Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 California’s Own Native Landscape Design (www.calown.com) 

This IP provided one online reference as follows: 

 One online site (item 1) 

The next set of findings provides more insight relating to specific guiding 

criteria being used. This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the 

interview process that reflects types of criteria being used. Participant quotes are 

included in Table 118. 

Table 118. Native Sanctuary: Guiding Criteria 

Acquires information from various sources 

Example 1 “Calown.com has lots of information on fire background” – Landscape 

Designer, Orchid Black 

Example 2 “I use firewise workshop guidelines and other study material. I get 

information from different sources such as the forest service research 

websites, events, lectures, workshops, and policy on planting and fire 

from the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)” – Orchid Black 

This IP provided four references for their fire prevention design guidance. 

They are: 

 Calown.com 

 Firewise workshop guidelines 
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 Forestry service research websites 

 California Native Plant Society 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs that are extant or 

proposed. The inquiry into programs per entity was not only intended to find out 

what the entity is doing to provide fire prevention assistance. Participant 

comments regarding programs are noted in Table 119 for this participant. 

Table 119. Native Sanctuary: Programs 

Educating Clients 

Example 1 “I bring up fire dangers to clients. Fire erosion is part of my job” – 

Landscape Designer, Orchid Black 

Example 2 “Most clients have a fear of the county” – Orchid Black 

Example 3 “It is mainly up to the client to address and coordinate fire issues. I only 

inform them [clients] of the risks. For instance the client invited the local 

fire department to inspect and review the site” – Orchid Black 

This IP stressed two basic approaches. Specifically they were: 

 Educate the client 

 Inform and support their relation with local fire department 

Of interest here is Ms. Black’s observation that “Most clients have a fear of the 

county.” This refers specifically to County agencies, including LACFD. 
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Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of inter- and/or intra- 

entity collaboration for each participating entity. The input provided by this 

participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 120. 

Table 120. Native Sanctuary: Agency Collaboration 

No Direct Interaction 

Example 1 “I don’t really deal with agencies, I don’t go through the city process. I 

mainly do residential where no permits are necessary” – Landscape 

Designer, Orchid Black 

Perception of Agencies 

Example 1 “Agencies may not be doing a lot of outreach, [we] need more outreach 

for professionals” – Orchid Black 

Example 2 There is a “big difference in agencies, [they] have more plant knowledge 

in the past 10 years. Counties are getting better” – Orchid Black 

This IP tends not to interact with agencies. 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. The findings for this category are noted in Table 121. 
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Table 121. Native Sanctuary: Challenges 

Information 

Example 1 “There is lack of quality information” – Landscape Designer, Orchid 

Black 

Example 2 “Media is getting information incorrect. For instance, deciduous trees 

were mistaken for beetle injured pines trees during a news 

broadcasting” – Orchid Black 

Terminology 

Example 1 “We need to address brush clearance terminology, clients are 

misunderstanding. The term clearance is misunderstood because 

people are clearing everything” – Orchid Black 

Annual Brush Clearances 

Example 1 “Clearing happens about 2-3 months too late in the year, by that time the 

grasses and mustards have already seeded. We can manage the seed 

bank by clearing earlier” – Orchid Black 

The main challenges identified for this IP include:
 

 Lack of quality information 


 Terminology confuses 


 Media’s representation, or misrepresentation 


 Annual brush clearance timing 


This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 122. 
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Table 122. Native Sanctuary: Perceptions about Property owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack knowledge and skills 

Example 1  “I strongly agree that property owners are hiring the skills through 

professionals, but lack knowledge” – Landscape Designer, Orchid Black 

Lack clear guidelines 

Example 1 “I strongly agree that best practices aren’t understood” – Orchid Black 

Lack support from city/county/federal agencies 

Example 1 “I agree and that includes [lack of communicated support for] native 

planting” – Orchid Black 

Lack understanding or motivation 

Example 1 “I strongly agree that motivation is the biggest issue” – Orchid Black 

Example 2 “Most clients lack understanding of things that are flammable like 

eucalyptus, pines, and palms” – Orchid Black 

Example 3 “Clients are motivated to do fire maintenance during or right after a fire 

like the week of the Station Fire. They are aware of the risks and remove 

pines but leave palms in place” – Orchid Black 

Native Sanctuary identified topics in Four categories, 1) lack of knowledge 

and skills; 2) lack of clear guidelines; 3) lack of support from city/county/federal; 

and, 4) lack of understanding or motivation, as the primary constraints on their 

fire prevention efforts. Specifically: 

 Lack of knowledge and skills 

o Clients and property owners lack knowledge and understanding  

 Lack clear guidelines 

o Best practices are not understood 
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 Lack support from city/county/federal agencies 

o Lack of support for native planting 


 Lack understanding or motivation 


o Motivation biggest issue 

o Clients lack understanding regarding plant flammability  

o Motivation for fire-prevention is short-term 

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by that entity. These observations added to the validation of 

their knowledge about fire prevention.  This input then allows for deeper insight 

towards answering our overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 123 

includes the observable findings that were gathered for this entity. 

Table 123. Native Sanctuary: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 Orchid Black, owner and garden designer, had an understanding and 

knowledge base of native garden design in urban, suburban and 

wildland-urban interface areas. Ms. Black informs herself about wildfires 

by reading reference material, going to lectures, and talking to wildfire 

experts. 

Example 2 In addition, she also informs clients about fire related considerations and 

recommends that they contact their local fire department and/or their 

jurisdictional agency for further requirements and regulations. 

(table continues on next page) 
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Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Ms. Black was quite accommodating, despite her busy schedule, and 

was able to meet at a nearby café for the interview.  

She was engaged in the subject matter and welcomed the inquiry by 

providing insight about her practices and client perceptions. 

Takeaways 

Example 1 Ms. Black shared the online link to her most commonly referenced 

resource where she accesses information about wildfires. 

Additional 

Example 1 Her explanation of the wildfire awareness process to clients is that once 

the hazards are expressed to the clients, it would be up to them to follow 

up and coordinate and develop their own fire plan. 

The researcher’s observations for this IP were as follows:  

 The PP was knowledgeable in native garden design in urban, 

suburban and wildland-urban interface areas  

 Her approach is to educate and inform clients leaving the coordination 

and following actions to them 

Surprises for Native Sanctuary. 

It is interesting that this industry professional only informs the client about fire 

issues. It is unknown what the reasons or implications are behind not going 

further or providing guidance options regarding fire prevention strategies or the 

permit process or the possibility that it could be a constraint. Nonetheless, it will 

remain as an unknown at this time and will not be pursued as part of this study. 

251 




 

 

 

 




Summary of Findings for Native Sanctuary. 

Similar to Andreas Hessing, Orchid Black seeks fire information from various 

sources such as the forest service research website, workshops, lectures, 

events, fire policy on planting through the California Native Plant Society, firewise 

guidelines, and other people’s knowledge. Per Orchid, “California’s Own Native 

Landscape Design (www.calown.com) website also provides lots of fire 

background information.” 

Fire policy and dealing with agencies on fire prevention is not something 

Orchid does, she only informs the clients of fire dangers since the type of work 

she undertakes does not require permits. She noted that it was up to the clients 

to follow up and coordinate all fire issues. But she did mention that she believes 

there is a need for more outreach and that it also needs to be focused more 

towards professionals.  

Ms. Black also indicated that more information is present in our lives today 

represented through various sources, such as enforcing agencies, television and 

the Internet, but some can pose a challenge. For instance, Ms. Black noted that 

while there is plenty of information it lacks quality and sources like the media are 

getting information incorrect. Other challenges, she identified, include brush 

clearances and the timing for getting that process done. In Orchid’s opinion, they 

seem to happen two to three months too late in the year. By the time brush 

clearances have been completed, grasses and mustard plants have already 

seeded thus making it more difficult to manage this seed bank. Regarding the 

term Brush Clearance, it is misunderstood as people are literally clearing 
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everything within the defensible space, hence opening it up for soil instability and 

invasive plan growth.  

On a positive note, Orchid stated that agencies have gotten better and 

more knowledgeable in the past ten years. Yet she also indicated that there is 

still a lack of support from agencies especially about native planting.  

Orchid noted that clients tend to be motivated about fire maintenance 

directly after a fire and are willing to remove flammable vegetation like pine trees, 

yet, they end up leaving others, also flammable, intact. Clients do not understand 

the flammability levels of plants. 

Findings: Property Owners 

Three property owners participated in the study. The names and pertinent 

information for each of the property owners are listed in Appendix E. Complete 

addresses and specific information were omitted for privacy purposes. 

Property Owner 1 – Ellen Mackey. This Property Owner (PO1), Ellen Mackey, 

lives in the wildland-urban interface (WUI) of Sun Valley, west of La Cañada 

Flintridge, and is a Senior Ecologist for the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California. Ellen Mackey has edited, participated, and/or co-authored 

various guidelines and publications such as the Los Angeles River Landscaping 

Guidelines, the Care and Maintenance of Southern California and Plant Palettes 

for Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, the Old Marengo Park 

Maintenance Manual, and the Elmer Avenue Maintenance Manual.  

253 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

   

 




As an avid steward of sustainability, Ellen, has put her interests into 

practice by converting her home to help promote conservation and regeneration 

of systems for over fourteen years. In the process she has certified her front yard 

as a wildlife habitat through the National Wildlife Federation and for five years 

has listed her garden in the Theodore Payne Foundation’s Annual Garden Tour. 

Her garden includes ornamental plants that sustain wildlife and fire prevention 

practices as well as edible plants such as vegetables and fruit trees that aid in 

the household food production. In addition, her home was showcased in the 

American Solar Energy Society’s National Solar Tour. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with Ellen Mackey 

is listed in Table 124. This is followed by a list of documents received and 

findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, and perceptions about property owners and industry professionals.  

Table 124. PO1: Visits, Documents, and Interviews 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  1 – Visit to inquire 

1 – Interview visit 

1 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

10 – Email for coordination purposes 

4 – Quantity 1 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

2 – Email 
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Actions with this individual were straightforward. She was forthcoming with 

the four documents and very willing to share here time and knowledge. The 

actions required to gather data from PO1 were as follows:  

 One visit to inquire and interview PO1 

 Ten emails to coordinate the in person interview 

 Two follow-up emails 

 The visit and interview resulted in four document referrals (online) 

 Total of fifteen actions to gather data from this entity 

The following data tables identify specific documents or references 

received followed by categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, 

agency collaboration, challenges, perceptions, and observations. The references 

noted in Table 125 were provided by PO1 during the interview process. 

Table 125. PO1: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 Builders Wildfire Mitigation Guide 

http://firecenter.berkeley.edu/bwmg/default.html 

2 University of California Cooperative Extension: Sustainable and Fire Safe 

Landscapes – Fire Resistant Buildings 

http://ucanr.org/sites/SAFELandscapes/Fire_resistant_buildings/ 

3 California Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE): Wildfire Protection 

Building Construction 

http://osfm.fire.ca.gov/codedevelopment/wildfireprotectionbuilding 
construction.php 

(table continues on next page) 
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4 University of California Agriculture and Natural Resources: Home Survival in 

Wildfire-Prone Areas Building Materials and Design Considerations 

This property owner provided referrals to four online document sources. 

All four were developed in California, primarily as a reference for California 

residents, although, undoubtedly they can serve as a reference for other states 

or even countries. 

While some documents acquired can be part of the guiding criteria at 

various levels for this PO, other documents or online links can serve as 

informational, educational, or other purposes. However, the next set of findings 

provides more insight relating to specific guiding criteria being used by PO1. 

This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the interview 

process that reflects types of criteria being used, not used, and how it is used, 

along with accessibility of that criteria, facility of applying criteria, and more. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 126. 

Table 126. PO1: Guiding Criteria 

Information or guidelines 

Example 1 	 “There were links I got from the forestry department…I had to read them 

all and find out about the mineral layer…at least I got it [the information] 

from somebody who knew. The links were OK but they didn’t tell you 

where to buy the stuff [materials]” – Property Owner, Ellen Mackey 
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(table continues on next page) 

Example 2 “Information may be there but you have to want to find it” – Ellen Mackey 

Example 3 “No, it’s not straight forward [preparing for fire]. The Fire Department 

wants you to have brush clearance. I think they’ve reduced it to the 

lowest common denominator, ‘at least we can get homeowners to do 

this’ but if 30’ from your home, if the fire should get that far, if you have 

open vents, it’s gonna go right in” – Ellen Mackey 

This PO used multiple sources in determining the criteria for their 

guidance on fire prevention. They included: 

 LACFD – Forestry Division 

 Various (indeterminate) other online sources 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs. The inquiry into 

programs per property owner was to find out what programs the PO is 

participating in or utilizing as part of their fire prevention efforts. In this instance 

the PO went further and spoke passionately about programs she felt should 

exist. Her comments regarding programs are noted in Table 127. 
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Table 127. PO1: Programs 

Professional Certification in the WUI 

Example 1 “It would be helpful if the state can do a certification [program] for 

vendors such as roofers, who have an additional section on their 

certification like contractors do if they work in the urban-wildland 

interface. It would have been nice to have a roofer come in and provide 

realistic and useful solutions for hardening your home” – Property 

Owner, Ellen Mackey 

Example 2 “If there’s any outreach to roofers to help them take the next step in 

providing the homeowner with adequate assistance and solutions” – 

Ellen Mackey 

California FAIR Plan Insurance for Resident in the WUI 

Example 1 “If they could provide, as an insurance coverer, incentives. Drivers 

insurance gives incentives, I get a discount because I’m a scientist, I get 

a discount because I haven’t had an accident [for certain amount of 

time]. There’s discounts; there’s incentives. With California FAIR Plan, I 

know it’s probably a burden on the state but if they really wanted to do 

something, say, if you keep all the trees on your property a certain 

height, or if you create this much space right next to your home, or if you 

changed out your roof and put a mineral layer under the composition 

shingles, if you changed out your vents, if you protected your eves, if 

you have something to protect your window during a fire, if they provide 

incentives of that kind [to homeowners]” – Ellen Mackey 
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(table continues on next page) 

Example 2 	 “You know what would be helpful too, if California FAIR Plan could 

develop a fire prevention training program so that people don’t forget. So 

if you could update your training so you don’t lose those skills for what 

you need to do: coming up with a plan for your family to escape, making 

sure that your roof is secure, making sure that your vents are secure, 

making sure your vegetation [is maintained]. It would be great if there 

were an online program that California FAIR Plan could devise, that 

homeowners would do, say every other year. If you kept that up you got 

an incentive so that you would pay less, that would be really helpful 

rather than trying to find the information and it’s all research” – Ellen 

Mackey 

Example 3 	 “If California FAIR Plan, could be a big player, it’s a big burden on the 

state to cover people who are in the urban/wildland interface, but 

offering incentives even if they can’t offer a way to subsidize the 

improvements, if they could offer a discount for insurance, I don’t care, 

even if it’s only $50, if you got a discount, people love getting a discount. 

‘Yeah, you’re gonna get a discount for that, well yeah, I had to put out 

$16K, I get $50 off my bill. But after a while, cumulatively, it’s going to 

start to make a difference and then you’re not losing a $300K to $400K 

investment at the same time. So if you have to be preventative, be 

preventative in a way that people understand what’s at risk, what they’re 

saving with even a $50 incentive. And that, education people who put 

these programs together, these little web educational things, they’re 

brilliant at it. I’ve learned a lot from having to take driver’s training, ‘wow, 

I’ve learned all of these useful tricks’. And when I was in the middle of an 

accident a year ago, literally in the middle of an accident, but because of 

the driver training I had just had like 3 months earlier, I pulled over into 

the carpool lane, just like I was taught, pulled over cause I knew nobody 

was there, the guy behind me hit the guy in front of me, I got saved. So 

that kind of training can be really useful, because that stuff [useful 

information] is in front of you frequently. The more you see it, the better 
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(table continues on next page)

 you retain it, the more something is repeated to you, then the more you 

retain it – the same thing with CPR the same thing with first aid” – Ellen 

Mackey 

Brush Clearance 

Example 1 “Fire clearances are fine but they don’t help you with your roof” or other 

home issues for hardening your property” – Ellen Mackey 

Planning it out 

Example 1 “It’s worth the investment now as long as I plan for it [fire prevention 

retrofits and upgrades] as part of my family budget. For instance, on a 

home infrastructure project, I planned the first section and then the next 

year, the plumbers and I planned for the next section, but it’s part of our 

family plan for the year, so if it becomes part of your plan, say, this is 

what we have to budget for this year, if you have that ability, if that could 

be the outreach, rather than” doing it all at once, pacing it out” is key. 

First, people need to focus on it, realize it’s really serious and you could 

lose your house. Two, you can do it, why don’t you just plan for it. 

Usually you make any large project become emotionally overwhelming, 

‘til you cut it into small pieces” – Ellen Mackey 

While this PO does participate in the annual brush clearance program she 

went on to mention inherent gaps and proposed potential programs, such as: 

 Builder certifications for those who work in the WUI, such as for roofers 

 Outreach programs for construction workers in the WUI 

 Programs specifically for “hardening your home” against wildfires 

 Insurance incentive programs for residents in the WUI 
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The purpose of seeking out collaboration efforts from property owners was 

to understand who they were collaborating with, on what, where, how, and why. 

The input provided by PO1 on collaboration efforts is included in Table 128. 

Table 128. PO1: Agency Collaboration 

County 

Example 1 

Example 2 

“There has been no assistance from the city or any other agency. I 

would be way behind the ball if I didn’t know J. Lopez from the LACFD 

Forestry Division” – Property Owner, Ellen Mackey 

“During the construction process, the Inspector was very nice and 

helpful because I could put pressure on the heat pump installers to do it 

correctly, he came out three times. The heat pump guys got pressed by 

him for not being ready to have the inspections. He was more helpful, I 

know I have heard horror stories [on inspectors], it depends on who it is” 

– Ellen Mackey 

For PO1 the two collaborations listed seem to be more assistance than 

collaboration. They include: 

 LACFD – Forestry Division (J. Lopez) 

 Inspector, county 

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. Similar to the previous categorical findings, this category and its 
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findings were derived from the semi-structured interview guides used during the 

interview process. The findings for this category are noted in Table 129. 

Table 129. PO1: Challenges 

Guiding criteria/information 

Example 1 “Yes, it’s [the information] not readily available; I mean it’s online if you 

take the time to look for it but everything is hidden in plain sight” – 

Property Owner, Ellen Mackey 

Projects 

Example 1 “Every single project has been a major research project which takes 

months. It doesn’t matter whether it’s figuring out the wood burning 

stove, or the roof, or the landscaping, or the horticulture part and the 

height for trees which also works with fire prevention. Everything is a 

research project and it’s months because nobody pulls it [criteria] all 

together [for homeowners], this house is pulling it all together which is 

why it overwhelms people. It’s taken me 17-18 years to get this far, 

because I had to research everything’” – Ellen Mackey 

Contractors, vendors, and/or professionals 

Example 1 “It’s not enough to do the research, then you have to tell everybody else 

who’s a roofer, get past the fact that they’re going to treat you differently 

because you’re a woman, and then insist on the fact that you know what 

you’re talking about and you want them to get a price. And then they 

overpriced it. You really have to get multiple estimates, it’s essential” – 

Ellen Mackey 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 “Now I’m much more familiar with what the issues are, especially, with 

fire penetration into a roof face and that the whole thing is delay, delay, 

delay [delaying from burning your home]. That’s what I understood and 

had to explain to too many roofers who should have known what I was 

talking about. That’s a big gap. They [contractors/vendors] need to be 

informed more of what the issues are. They’re just going around and not 

even suggesting or being actively dismissive of the concerns” – Ellen 

Mackey 

California FAIR Plan Insurance 

Example 1 “California FAIR Plan Insurance needs to do a better job really informing 

homeowners of the differences between levels of coverage. They send 

out too much information, bury people in information, that’s a tactic” – 

Ellen Mackey 

The main challenges identified by PO1 fell into four categories, 1) guiding 

criteria/information; 2) projects; 3) contractors, vendors and/or professionals; 

and, 4) California FAIR Plan. Specifically: 

 Guiding criteria/information 

o Information not readily available 

o Intensive research required 


 Projects 


o Every project is a research project 

o No central source of information 


 Contractors, vendors and/or professionals  


o Lack understanding, specialization 

o Property owners need to manage them 
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o	 Resistant to external knowledge source (property owner, 

especially female) 

o Resistant to change 


 California FAIR Plan 


o	 Does a poor job of informing homeowners regarding levels of 

coverage 

o	 Send too much information, bury people (suspected strategy) 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and other property owners. Specifically, perceived 

notions for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and 

strategies. The data provided is listed in Table 130. 

Table 130. PO1: Perceptions about other Property Owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack of knowledge and skills 

Example 1 	 “Absolutely, I had to forward all information to roofers, every single roofer 

needed the information. The guy I hired needed all the links; they’re 

completely unaware; I believe the regulations are changing so I ended up 

educating them [the vendors/professionals]” – Property Owner, Ellen 

Mackey 

Example 2 	 “I think one thing I want to really emphasize, is that we need more people 

who would assist homeowners with retrofitting existing buildings. I know 

the new building codes, that’s going to be fairly simple because it’s 

already integrated into what they need to do for a new home, but for an 

(table continues on next page) 
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existing home, it’s just an overhaul. If someone could integrate 

landscaping with fire safety/fire prevention and go through your home 

and do a checklist: ‘you need to pull this tree down, pull it away from your 

house, pull it away from your roof, pull it down if you can, your fencing,’ 

go through all of that stuff, and then say ‘so we can help you do it by 

doing this.’  They have roofers or they have people who can assist you 

with that, that would be really helpful. There could be a whole new 

industry out there for people who specialize in this. But there has to be 

more people because no one is doing it. It’s all up to the homeowner now 

to figure out what to do and then do it” – Ellen Mackey 

Lack of clear guidelines 

Example 1 “I agree, they didn’t have it [the information], I had to forward it to them 

[the roofers] and even when I did, I got a very dismissive attitude. I got 

four estimates, two of them were just dismissive and jerks, and I said 

you’re done. I don’t know if it’s because I was a woman or because they 

just wanted to do it and get out of there, they were gone. So they were 

completely unhelpful. The last two I had to forward the information, they 

had to go through it just to get up to speed; this was all new for them, 

they weren’t finding it at all” – Ellen Mackey 

Example 2 “I think it was new and I think people resist change and when you have 

something different when they’re used to doing it one way, they’re used 

to always doing it this way. They just wanted to do what they were used 

to doing, it was easy, they could get their money and leave” – Ellen 

Mackey 

Lack support from city/county/federal 

Example 1 “I disagree; I got a lot of support from J. Lopez [LACFD’s Forestry 

Division]” – Ellen Mackey 

Example 2 “I know they want people to do this; I think the issue is budgetary 

constraints right now, everybody’s budgets are really cut so trying to do 

something must be very frustrating. I know J. (Lopez) would like to do 

more and if that’s any reflection of the city they don’t want fires either. So  

(table continues on next page)  
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I think everybody would like to see more done but how do you do it, I 

think if there was a partnership between the cities, the counties, the 

California Fair Plan, where we could do programs, because I’m not sure I 

can get insurance anywhere else. I think they [agencies] want to but I 

think they’re constrained in budgets and how to get to people” – Ellen 

Mackey 

Example 3 “I know that homeowners don’t want to do stuff and feel like they have 

enough to do – but everyone has to do simple work and this is your 

house and it’s the biggest investment you own. This is your largest 

investment, you need to protect it and here’s what you need to do, you 

need these skills. Not everyone knows CPR, not everyone has first aid, 

but most people have a license and people in companies have to take 

training every year anyway. So, I think outreach, I think it would really 

work, if you had to have some kind of class to keep up the skills every 

year” – Ellen Mackey 

Example 4 “It’s not like the city or county or the state want people’s homes to burn 

down because it’s a burden on everyone, but getting people to focus on it 

with everything else in their lives – people are real busy, people are just 

busy. I think they [people] want to, I think that there’s a burden on how to. 

With social media and with internet there should be a way to take the 

research and simplify it and get it into the hands of homeowners. Here’s 

what it says, here’s what you need to do, and here’s how you can do it, 

and here’s some people who can help you – that’s what homeowners 

need” – Ellen Mackey 

Example 5 “Right now I find that even getting the research is a problem let alone 

figuring out what I’m supposed to do next and who can do it for me” – 

Ellen Mackey 

Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “Yes, it’s a major obstacle, if there’s a way to finance it, explain to people 

you could do it in small chunks, it will only cost this much for this, if 

people want to do it all at once that creates more confusion. I don’t know 

(table continues on next page) 
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of any loans, you can get a loan to finance solar installation but where 

would you get a loan to make fire improvements where you put in new 

vents, new eves. I don’t know how you’d finance that. I mean you can go 

to your bank but if you only need like $7-8K how is that financed, you put 

it all on your credit card but that doesn’t really count” – Ellen Mackey 

Lack understanding and motivation 

Example 1 “Yes, I got a lot of dismissive attitudes from the professionals. I had to be 

involved with every single detail, tell them when to stop, no do it this way, 

no you’re supposed to offset, don’t try to make it coincident with the edge 

drywood, you’re trying to prevent fire penetration, I had to go through 

everything for them – even if they understood that they had to put it on 

there, they still didn’t understand how or why, they didn’t understand what 

the issues were. Even if people who seem to care because they’re 

getting paid to didn’t quite understand, I could see them rolling their eyes. 

And there was an attitude, there was a cultural difference between the 

guys that were doing it and having a woman telling them what to do” – 

Ellen Mackey 

Other Information 

Example 1 “Part of it is the integration between green building practices: water 

conservation, pest management and fire safety, is where I started to 

realize after talking with J. [Lopez], ‘oh I could accomplish all three of 

those – reduce my water bill, reduce my pests, and make it fire safe or at 

least expose the problem, which once I pulled the vegetation away and 

the vents were there, I have to pay attention to this now,’ so one thing led 

to another which led to another. So it became clearer, if someone was 

more savvy, they could actually do that for people. I mean it would be a 

definite specialty” – Ellen Mackey 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 2 	 “Maybe it could be a specialty or it could be part of the contracting fees, a 

specialty for fire protection [partnership], then that person would also 

know what they had to do, so that’s an opportunity for another state 

agency that contractors licensing, to make a specialty so that you have 

fire protection and a specialty for contractors. But then it would be roofing 

and window covers, and so on. That could be a way to bring in another 

state agency that could help. I don’t think they have that right now.” – 

Ellen Mackey 

The comments in Table 130 reflect the perceptions of the property owner’s 

as they relate to the categories that emerged from the Interview Guide (Appendix 

B). The categories are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of clear 

guidelines; 3) lack support from city/county/federal; 4) lack of resources, 

including financial; 5) lack of understanding or motivation; 6) Communicating fully 

with city/county/agency; and, 7) other. 

This property owner identified topics in six of the seven categories, 

specifically: 

 Lack of knowledge and skills  

o Currently, everything is left up to the homeowner to figure out 

o Professionals lack the specific information and skills 

o Need specialized professionals
 

 Lack of clear guidelines 


o Professionals do not have the information 

o Information was new and people resist innovations/change 

o Habit driven, seeking path of least resistance 
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	 Lack support from city/county/federal 

o	 LACFD’s Forestry Division (specific individual) provided plenty 

of support 

o	 Support is there, yet homeowners are busy/overwhelmed 

o	 Possible outreach programs, such as skills training for 

homeowners 

o	 Social media and Internet should aid in communicating 

information 

 Lack of resources, including financial 

o	 Finance a major obstacle 

o	 No financing specific to fire prevention upgrades available 

o Lack of understanding by homeowners on scaling projects 

 Lack of understanding or motivation 

o	 Professionals lack knowledge, tend to be dismissive 

o Possible gender-based attitudes 

 Other 

o	 Overall systems approach is needed 

o	 Specialists with this system understanding are lacking 

o	 Opportunity for state agency to make contractor’s license 

specialty 

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions of PO1. These observations added to the validation of their 
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knowledge about fire prevention along with their methods and strategies.  This 

input allowed for deeper insight towards answering our overall thesis and 

supporting questions. Table 131 includes the observable findings from PO1. 

Table 131. PO1: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

This participant was very knowledgeable and proactive in fire prevention 

strategies and tactics for homeowners. Ms. Mackey provided information 

about materials for “hardening” the home, setback requirements, 

homeowner permitting process for home improvements, and the 

contractor selection process. 

In addition, she is an avid gardener as evidenced by her garden’s food 

production output and storage process which she was happy to share 

with the investigator 

Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Ms. Mackey was friendly and willing to share her experiences in hopes 

that her input could help make the process easier for homeowners. 

She welcomed the investigator into her home and toured the property for 

the interview and provided ample advice, such as ways to help 

homeowners access hard to find information 

Takeaways 

Example 1 She forwarded by email several links that were provided to her by J. 

Lopez from RAST and LACFD – Forestry Division.  

(table continues on next page) 
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Additional 

Example 1 Ms. Mackey seems to be a strong advocate for home improvements with 

an emphasis in water conservation, sustainability and energy 

conservation, small scale food production, and wildfire preparedness 

while highlighting resourcefulness in order to minimize impacts to the 

environment. 

Observations were noted during visits and interactions with each property 

owner. Furthermore, the observable information was documented through 

descriptive and reflective field notes as identified in Chapter 3, Methods. 

Observations specific to this PO are listed below: 

 PO1 was knowledgeable and demonstrated proactive strategies and 

tactics 

 Provided information on hardening, setbacks, permitting, contractor 

selection 

 Avid gardener as evidenced by food production and storage processes 

 PO1 was friendly and willing to share 

 Welcomed researcher into her home, toured property for examples of 

strategies 

 Forwarded links provided by J. Lopez 

 PO1 is a strong advocate for water conservation, sustainability, energy 

conservation, food production, wildfire preparedness 
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Surprises for Property Owner 1. 

Ms. Mackey’s enthusiasm and welcoming attitude were fare more than the 

researcher had witnessed previously. Additionally, the sheer quantity of projects, 

time, and effort were truly surprising.  

Summary of Findings for Property Owner 1. 

Ms. Mackey credits much of the support in her quest for wildfire preparedness to 

RAST Chair and LACFD Forester, J. Lopez whom she met early on in her 

journey. Any effort, or project, in designing, developing, and implementing, fire 

prevention or wildfire preparedness is fundamentally an intensive research 

project. While there is plenty of information available, from many sources, much 

of it is related to guidelines and codes. Meanwhile, it is difficult to translate these 

guidelines and codes to actual practice, let alone link them to actual products or 

manufacturer information. While it would be helpful to have some centralized 

location of information, there is none, and therefore finding the necessary 

information is a complex and time-intensive process. 

Furthermore, information is often confusing. For instance, annual brush 

clearances criteria and processes are often over simplified to a raze-it-to-the

ground strategy/enforcement. There is also a dearth of knowledge and 

experience in installation of wildfire preparedness or “home hardening” products. 

Contractors tend to resort to habit and want to use and install the same products 

in the same way everywhere, while properties in the WUI require different design 
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and innovative products. People, even contractors, resist change and this is an 

obstacle. 

Additionally, insurance is an issue of concern in the WUI as well. Many 

living in the WUI resort to the California FAIR Plan for their home insurance 

needs. Ms. Mackey believes that there should be some collaboration between 

homeowners and the California FAIR Plan. For instance, discounts for 

implementing fire preparedness strategies should be available. Instead, she 

notes that the California FAIR Plan appears disinterested and often buries 

inquiring homeowners with information. 

Of further import is the financial aspect of wildfire preparedness. 

Homeowners are often overwhelmed by the perceived costs of the projects and 

upgrades. They need to understand that these types of projects can be scaled, or 

broken down to chunks or phases. This way phases can be done sequentially as 

finances are available. Ms. Mackey notes that while solar panels and such have 

financing plans available, fire preparedness projects do not.  Scaling the projects 

and providing special financing for homeowners in the WUI would help.  

Lastly, it all comes down to information. There needs to be some simpler 

way to access all the information regarding codes and guidelines, options for 

materials, guidance in their use, and a listing of manufacturers, vendors, 

contractors, and installers. 

Property Owner 2 – Susan Frommer. This property owner (PO2), Susan 

Frommer, lives in the wildland-urban interface (WUI) of Riverside County and 
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holds a graduate degree in Zoology from UC Riverside and a certificate in 

Horticulture from Mira Costa College. As secretary of the Southwest Riverside 

County Fire Safe Council since 2006, she partakes in various activities in order to 

get the community involved and is also a founding member of the Santa Rosa 

Plateau Emergency Taskforce (SRPET). For over thirty years, she has been an 

advocate of water conservation practices in relation to native planting and the 

landscape. She runs her own nursery, Plants for Dry Places, where she 

promotes the concept of native plant material in conjunction with the emphasis 

on fire prevention and water conservation. She has also participated and/or 

cooperated on projects such as a demonstration garden called Landscapes for 

Southern California Style and in testing the plant-fire ignition ratio for fire 

resistance at the Forest Fire Lab in Riverside. In addition, she teaches a variety 

of classes throughout Southern California focusing on landscape and irrigation 

design. With a passion for sustainability, similar to Ellen Mackey, Susan has put 

her knowledge into practice. Aiming towards a sustainable application, Susan 

built her straw bale house that incorporates a range of energy efficient 

applications such as photovoltaic (PV) systems, solar water heating, daylighting, 

water harvesting, and food production, in conjunction with participating and 

including her home in the Santa Rosa Plateau Garden Tour for nine of ten years 

of the tour. 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with Susan 

Frommer is listed in Table 132. This is followed by a list of specific documents 

received and findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency 
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collaboration, challenges, and perceptions, along with the researcher’s 

observations. 

Table 132. PO2: Visits, Documents, and Interview 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  0 – Visit to inquire 

0 – Interview visit 

0 – In Person conversations 

1 – Phone inquiries 

8 – Email for coordination purposes 

1 – Quantity 0 – In Person 

1 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

3 – Email 

The actions required to gather data from PO2 were as follows:  

 One phone call to inquire and interview PO2 

 Eight emails to coordinate the phone interview 

 Three follow-up emails 

 The interview resulted in one document referral (online) 

 Total of thirteen actions to gather data from this entity 

The following data tables identify specific documents received followed by 

categorical findings pertaining to guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, 

challenges, perceptions, and observations. The documents noted in Table 133 

were provided by PO2 during the interview process. 
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Table 133. PO2: Documents 

Item Document Title 

1 The Quest for All-Purpose Plants, 

http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/4403/TheQuest.pdf 

This property owner provided a referral to one online document source. 

This document was co-authored by PO2. 

While some documents acquired can be part of the guiding criteria at 

various levels for this PO, other documents or online links can serve as 

informational, educational, or other purposes. However, the next set of findings 

provides more insight relating to specific guiding criteria being used by PO2. 

This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the interview 

process that reflects types of criteria being used, not used, and how it is used, 

along with accessibility of that criteria, facility of applying criteria, and more. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 134. 

Table 134. PO2: Guiding Criteria 

Information 

Example 1 

Example 2 

The internet and online research provides “much more information now 

than there was” – Property Owner, Susan Frommer 

Susan did research on her own to inform herself and acquire the 

necessary guidance from literature to move forth in addressing wildfire 

issues within her property – Susan Frommer 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 3 “Agency guidelines or codes were not relevant or applicable to straw 

bale homes or to vegetation in wildland-urban interface areas” – Susan 

Frommer 

Example 4 "I didn’t find building information but I used common sense such as 

stucco having one hour fire rating and double pane windows being 

better than single pane windows which have a low E coating” – Susan 

Frommer 

Example 5 “Basically, I started out, at that time, looking at energy efficiency which 

was the emphasis then throughout the research of various elements, I 

included fire resistant materials such as windows, stucco, and vent 

covers” – Susan Frommer 

PO2 used her own research for sources in determining the criteria for 

guidance on fire prevention strategies and tactics. They included: 

 Extant guidelines and codes found not relevant to this PO’s context 

 Internet research 

 Common sense 

Guiding criteria is one aspect of what is being adhered to in relation to fire 

prevention. Another aspect includes available programs. The inquiry into 

programs was to find out what programs the PO is participating in or utilizing as 

part of their fire prevention efforts. Comments regarding programs are noted in 

Table 135. 
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Table 135. PO2: Programs 

Community Stewardship 

Example 1 “As the secretary for the local fire safe council, the community is very 

proactive” – Property Owner, Susan Frommer 

This PO plays a role in the local fire safe council which is very proactive. 

No specific programs were mentioned. 

The purpose of seeking out collaboration efforts from property owners was 

to understand who they were collaborating with, on what, where, how, and why. 

The input provided by this participant on collaboration efforts is included in Table 

136. 

Table 136. PO2: Agency Collaboration 

Coordination 

Example 1 	 “There was no agency coordination at the time. I had to research 

everything on my own. The city had no information” – Property Owner, 

Susan Frommer 

Example 2 	 David Weise from the US Forest Service at the Pacific Southwest 

Research Station (fire lab) in Riverside proposed testing plants for 

ignition; Plants were selected for testing and then testing was done in 

another state’s testing center. “They did standard tests where they put it 

[plant] on a flame table and captured all the information about it.” Her 

interest was more about the information that came from that. “It’s more 

about the volume of the fuel rather than the particular [plant] species, for 

instance, pines will burn more quickly than a low growing shrub that is 

being watered more regularly” – Susan Frommer 

(table continues on next page) 
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Example 3 	 “I coordinated with David Weise from the US Forest Service at the 

Pacific Southwest Research Station (fire lab) in Riverside on the fire 

testing” – Susan Frommer 

While this PO received no information from the city or coordination from 

any agency, she did coordinate with the US Forest Service.  

Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. The findings for this category are noted in 

Table 137. 

Table 137. PO2: Challenges 

Agencies and Information 

Example 1 “It was challenging to generate information since it was all fairly new at 

the time. There was no real support from city or agencies” – Property 

Owner, Susan Frommer 

Example 2 “Another challenge was looking at the Los Angeles County fire safe 

plant information, when I started to research about plants, I was finding 

discrepancies between the various materials” – Susan Frommer 

Example 3 “I approached insurance companies to bring up the idea of incentives to 

help people prepare themselves because none were doing anything at 

the time other than paying the claims. Insurance companies’ response 

was that ‘it wasn’t that much money they were putting out.’ Of course 

things have changed now” – Susan Frommer 

(table continues on next page) 
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Awareness 

Example 1 During the time her home was being constructed, the county had 

outsourced the plan check to an outside company for approval process 

and the biggest battle with the plan checker was regarding building 

materials. There was a barrier that needed to be on the plans based on 

building codes but a straw bale house does not need it since it would 

trap moisture and it would not be good for that type of home.  

Regardless of the amount of literature provided about straw bale houses 

and their construction, and since the amount of constructed straw bale 

homes in the area were none, at the time, convincing the plan checker 

became the most challenging part of the approval process. “I Had to 

coordinate with and educate the contractor to get it built correctly” – 

Susan Frommer 

The main challenges identified by PO2 fell into two categories, 1) 

agencies/information; and, 2) awareness. Specifically: 

 Agencies/information 

o No support from cities or agencies 

o Discrepancies in fire safe plant information 

o Insurance agencies not interested in incentives 


 Awareness
 

o Plan checkers lack experience/knowledge 

o PO2 had to educate the plan checker 

This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and other property owners. Specifically, perceived 
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notions for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and 

strategies. The data provided is listed in Table 138. 

Table 138. PO2: Perceptions about other Property Owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack of knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “I would have agreed before but now I disagree because there is more 

knowledge and awareness now, plus a much stronger participation. In 

the local Fire Safe Council there is more participation” – Property 

Owner, Susan Frommer 

Lack of clear guidelines 

Example 1 “I disagree, there is tons of literature that can be found and there are 

local fire safe councils for assistance” – Susan Frommer 

Example 2 “The terminology should be addressed. What do you think of when you 

think of clearance? Bulldoze? Exactly. People need to understand how 

to thin or clean vegetation from dead debris but the terminology that is 

used makes it more challenging in helping homeowners understand 

what it is meant by it. The terminology is deceiving for people” – Susan 

Frommer 

Lack support from city/county/federal 

Example 1 “I disagree, the local CAL FIRE, in Riverside, is very proactive and 

crews are very helpful. We are working with communities such as with 

chipping programs” – Susan Frommer 

Example 2 “It would be good if they [agencies] could ‘have a meeting of minds 

between the different agencies to ‘get on the same page’ regarding 

information. We need a nice good set of guidelines” – Susan Frommer 

(table continues on next page) 
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Lack resources, including financial 

Example 1 “I think it depends on the community. Some people would be able to 

[afford it financially] but maybe more senior or older people can’t, due to 

being physically incapable or can’t afford it because they’re on a fixed 

income. But income in my community is pretty high, it is more of an 

issue in less affluent areas. Like I said it depends on community” – 

Susan Frommer 

Lack understanding and motivation 

Example 1 “People have ‘short memories,’ after a fire there is tremendous interest 

in fire prevention, then once it passes they [people] forget about it” – 

Susan Frommer 

Example 2 “It’s human nature, if it hasn’t happened in my neighborhood then 

nothing bad will happen” – Susan Frommer 

Example 3 “It’s hard to get people to move when they don’t see an urgency” – 

Susan Frommer 

Other Information 

Example 1 “It started about 15 years ago when I became interested in plants and 

fire” – Susan Frommer 

This property owner identified topics in six of the seven categories, 

specifically: 

 Lack of knowledge and skills 

o Lack of knowledge and awareness before, better now 

o Much stronger organizational and community participation 

 Lack of clear guidelines 

o Plenty of information 

o Local Fire Safe Councils for assistance 
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o Although, terminology is deceiving 


 Lack support from city/county/federal 


o CAL FIRE very proactive, crews very helpful 

o Agencies need to standardize information, need good guidelines 

 Lack of resources, including financial 

o Depends on community, some can afford, some can’t 

o Finance is issue in less affluent areas 


 Lack of understanding or motivation 


o Short memories, interest passes shortly after fire 

o Human nature: hasn’t happened here, won’t happen to me 

o No urgency, no motivation 


 Other 


o Started fifteen years ago, became interested in plants and fire 

The next category, observations, was limited due to a phone interview and 

email correspondence for PO2. Table 139 includes the observable findings that 

were gathered from this PO. 
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Table 139. PO2: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Example 3 

This participant was knowledgeable in wildfire preparedness as well as 

water conservation issues in relation to homeowners. Ms. Frommer has 

known about wildfires and water conservation since she became 

interested in the subject matter 15 years ago when she began the 

process of having her straw bale house built. 

She noted that she had to do extensive research on straw bale homes, 

wildfire prevention, and water conservation since there was very little 

information available at the city and on the internet. 

In addition, she participates in the local Fire Safe Council where she 

helps promote awareness and provides guidance in getting people 

involved. 

Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Ms. Frommer was helpful and accommodating despite the distance. 

Since she lives outside of the Los Angeles County area it was difficult to 

meet but she offered to do a phone interview instead. 

She provided good input and a few referrals as well as information about 

her experiences and participation at the fire lab testing center in 

Riverside. 

Takeaways 

Example  1 A research paper she co-wrote dealing with plants and their ability to 

burn was forwarded by email to the investigator. 

Additional 

Example 1 During this interview with the property owner, it was difficult to get real 

observable data as the interview was done via a phone conversation. 
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Observations specific to this PO are listed below: 

 PO was knowledgeable in wildfire preparedness and water 

conservation 

 Participates in Fire Safe Council, promotes awareness, provides 

guidance 

 Helpful and accommodating, agreed to phone interview to mitigate 

distance 

 Provided good input, information on personal experience and referrals 

 Forwarded link to co-authored research paper to investigator 

 Difficult to obtain observable data due to phone interview 

Surprises for Property Owner 2. 

The amount of technical research she conducted and perseverance. Also the 

years she spent in relative information “isolation” while building her house without 

city or agency support. 

Summary of Findings for Property Owner 2. 

At the time of her initial efforts, Ms. Frommer notes that information regarding fire 

preparedness was lacking as the city had none and agencies provided no 

coordination. Furthermore, what information and guidelines she did find had 

discrepancies and were unclear. In fact, the guidelines and codes were not 

relevant to her context at that time, a straw bale house in the WUI. In fact, she 

not only had to do all the research she also ended up teaching the county’s 
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designated plan checker. She also did eventually coordinate with US Forest 

Service at the research level. 

Currently, she notes that there is more knowledge and awareness at the 

local level. Also there is stronger community participation, more literature, and 

fire safe councils to provide support and assistance. Additionally, the local CAL 

FIRE is proactive and the crews are helpful. 

Nonetheless, there are still issues to be resolved such as terminology, 

insurance companies, and homeowner habits and attitudes. For instance, 

terminology can still be confusing and needs to be standardized. Meanwhile, 

insurance companies are not interested in incentives for wildfire preparedness, 

and finance is still an issue for many, specifically the less affluent areas. 

Lastly, Ms. Frommer notes that homeowners tend to have short memories 

as interest passes shortly after fire along with the belief that since it hasn’t 

happened here, it won’t happen to me. All of which leads to an attitude of no 

urgency, no motivation. 

Property Owner 3 – Virginia Hatley. This property owner (PO3), Virginia 

Hatley, lives in the wildland-urban interface (WUI) of La Crescenta, west of La 

Cañada Flintridge, and is a registered Landscape Architect, soon to be retired. 

She has worked in the industry around thirty years. Working with the City of Los 

Angeles in the Recreation and Parks Department, she has designed and 

prepared plans for parks, playgrounds, and trails. In addition, she continued to 
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design playground during her time at Shane’s Inspiration, a non-profit company 

promoting and creating fully accessible playgrounds. 

The researcher is acquainted with Virginia Hatley from a professional 

standpoint. They have worked together on Landscape Architecture projects over 

the last ten years. All data was collected during a face-to-face interview per the 

Interview Guide questions (Appendix B). 

A tally of the visits, documents received, and interviews with Virginia 

Hatley is listed in Table 140. This is followed by a list of specific documents 

received and findings pertaining to guiding criteria, agency collaboration, 

challenges, and perceptions, along with the researcher’s observations. 

Table 140. PO3: Visits, Documents, and Interview 

Visits Documents Interviews Follow-Ups 

  1 – Visit to inquire 

1 – Interview visit 

1 – In Person conversations 

0 – Phone inquiries 

5 – Email for coordination purposes 

0 – Quantity 1 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

0 – Email 

0 – In Person 

0 – Phone 

1 – Email 

Actions required in gathering data from PO3 were as follows: 

 One visit to inquire and interview PO3 

 Five emails to coordinate in person interview 

 One follow-up email 

 Total of nine actions to gather data from this entity 
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PO3 provided no documents related to fire prevention. However, the next set of 

findings provides more insight relating to guiding criteria being used by PO3. 

This section on guiding criteria is data acquired during the interview 

process that reflects types of criteria being used, not used, and how it is used, 

along with accessibility of that criteria, facility of applying criteria, and more. 

Participant quotes are included in Table 141. 

Table 141. PO3: Guiding Criteria 

Fire prevention guidelines 

Example 1 “None, I don’t [refer to any] really. I’m ‘pretty unconcerned’ about fire 

information” – Property Owner, Virginia Hatley 

Accessing fire prevention guidelines 

Example 1 “I don’t and nothing gets sent out to the residents because I don’t get 

any notices” – Virginia Hatley 

Example 2 “I don’t really worry about it, there’s plenty of buffer between the edge 

and my house” – Virginia Hatley 

Example 3 “Not sure, maybe I could access information but have not looked for 

any” – Virginia Hatley 

PO3 provided no references to guiding criteria. In fact, she states that “I’m 

pretty unconcerned about fire information.” 

The purpose of seeking out collaboration efforts from property owners was 

to understand who they were collaborating with, on what, where, how, and why. 

The input provided by PO3 on collaboration efforts is included in Table 142. 
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Table 142. PO3: Agency Collaboration 

Los Angeles County 

Example 1 “I live in an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. I call to 

coordinate with County Supervisor Michael Antonovich’s office in District 

5. I deal only with that department” – Property Owner, Virginia Hatley 

Support from Agencies 

Example 1 “Not sure” – Virginia Hatley 

PO3 receives no information from the city or coordination from any 

agency. She did state that she coordinates with the County Supervisor. This may 

be due to her prior years working for the City of Los Angeles.  

Collecting information on the present and potential challenges associated 

with fire prevention was important for this study. Similar to the previous 

categorical findings, this category and its findings were derived from the semi

structured interview guides used during the interview process. The findings for 

this category are noted in Table 143. 

Table 143. PO3: Challenges 

Acquiring information 

Example 1 Major obstacles for property owners and professionals is “getting 

information in a timely manner” – Property Owner, Virginia Hatley 

PO3 noted only one challenge regarding fire prevention for homeowners, 

that of getting information in a timely manner. 
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This next category was designed to find out the participant’s perceptions 

about industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, perceived notions 

for potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods and strategies. The 

data provided on perceptions is listed in Table 144. 

Table 144. PO3: Perceptions about other Property Owners and Industry 

Professionals 

Lack of knowledge and skills 

Example 1 “I agree, there’s a lack of knowledge” – Property Owner, Virginia Hatley 

Lack of clear guidelines 

Example 1 “Agree” – Virginia Hatley 

Lack support from city/county/federal 

Example 1 “Agree that there’s lack of support from agencies” – Virginia Hatley 

Lack understanding and motivation 

Example 1 “Agree there is lack of understanding and motivation” – Virginia Hatley 

Example 2 “I never felt the need to look up any information. I don’t worry, fires are 

pretty distant” – Virginia Hatley 

Example 3 “I’ve never been evacuated, for example during the Station Fire, we 

were only on ‘watch’ but we were never evacuated” – Virginia Hatley 

This property owner commented on four of the categories. Specifically: 

 Lack of knowledge and skills 

o There is a lack of knowledge 

 Lack of clear guidelines 

o There is a lack of clear guidelines 
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 Lack support from city/county/federal 

o There is a lack of support from agencies
 

 Lack understanding and motivation 


o There is a lack of understanding and motivation 

o No need for information, fires are distant 

o Never been evacuated 

The next category, observations, was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions by PO3. This input then allows for deeper insight towards 

answering our overall thesis and supporting questions. Table 145 includes the 

observable findings that were gathered for PO3. 

Table 145. PO3: Observations 

Awareness 

Example 1 This participant had a notable lack in knowledge about living in the WUI. 

Ms. Virginia Hatley, who is also a registered Landscape Architect, had 

no real knowledge of wildfires, were to go to inquire, or even whether to 

“bother with it.” 

Example 2 Since she noted that there were plenty of buffers between the fringe and 

her home she was not worried that her home would burn during a 

wildfire. 

Example 3 She had an experience during the Station Fire that nearly caused a 

neighborhood evacuation but seemed undisturbed about it. 

(table continues on next page) 
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 Assistance 

Example 1 

Example 2 

Ms. Hatley was as willing and forthcoming as could be expected. She 

 was willing to participate and happy to answer any questions. 

She welcomed the investigator into her home for the interview and also 

admitted that maybe she was not being too helpful. 

Additional 

Example 1 Halfway through the interview questions, Ms. Hatley realized that she 

may not be too helpful, based on her interview comments, as she does 

not really bother with wildfires. Any information she may need or 

comments she may have, she simply contacts the County Supervisor’s 

 office, Michael Antonovich, in District 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Observations for PO3 include the following: 

 PO was willing and forthcoming 

 Welcomed researcher into her home 

 Realized she may not be helpful to the study 

 Despite being Landscape Architect lacked knowledge of fire prevention 

 Despite living in WUI lacked concern and motivation regarding wildfires  

Surprises for Property Owner 3. 

Interesting that for someone who was exposed to evacuations within a mile of 

her house, the concept of fire prevention is not that concerning. 

Summary of Findings for Property Owner 3. 

I met with Ms. Hatley for a sit down interview where she relayed some 

information about living in the wildland-urban interface. La Crescenta is “an 
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unincorporated area therefore it’s [directed to] Los Angeles County.” I usually 

“call to coordinate with County Supervisor Michael Antonovich’s office in District 

5, the local office is in either Sunland or Tujunga, I deal only with that 

department.” I usually don’t “get any notices” in the mail and I don’t refer to any 

fire prevention guidelines, “I don’t really,” I’m “pretty unconcerned” about fire 

information. I don’t worry about it because “there’s plenty of buffer between the 

edge [of the wilderness] and my house.”  

Ms. Hatley acknowledges that she’s unaware and that she doesn’t know 

mainly because she “never felt the need to look up any [fire prevention] 

information. Not sure, maybe I could access information but have not looked for 

any.” She feels she doesn’t need to worry because “fires are pretty distant.” In 

addition, she noted that she has “never been evacuated, for example, during the 

Station Fire, we were only on ‘watch’ but we were never ‘evacuated’.” 

While she [Ms. Hatley] is a property owner, she has also had experience 

dealing with agencies as a professional, landscape architect, and does feel that 

an obstacle for property owners and professionals is “getting information in a 

timely manner.” However, she also suspects that there could be a lack of 

knowledge, skills, understanding, and motivation from property owners and 

professionals alike. Moreover, she indicated that there is a lack of clear 

guidelines and a lack of support from agencies. 
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Summary for Phase I 

The extensive data collected during Phase I provided a robust base as the 

foundation for the Data Analysis. Also pertinent to Phase I, the study’s primary 

research question, 

What are the existing methods and strategies for fire prevention 

within the Los Angeles County Wildland-Urban Interface? 

 was answered in full related to the specific areas of the study, as evidenced by 

the documents received, guiding criteria provided, along with the programs and 

collaborative efforts noted. 

Combined they provided evidence of both the breadth and depth of the fire 

prevention methods and strategies currently used in the LA County WUI. They 

ranged from federal to local. While all agencies and organizations evidenced 

regional, state, or federal level methods and strategies, two cities provided 

evidence of locally developed criteria and programs in an effort to customize for 

their unique settings and needs. 

While no intentional comparisons were made between entities for this 

phase, it was difficult not to make some initial observations of potential patterns, 

trends, and emerging issues. For instance, while for cities, agencies, and 

organizations, there was an abundance of documentation, criteria, programs, and 

collaborative efforts, there appeared to be a substantial gap as very few of them 

were evidenced at the levels of industry professionals and property owners. At a 

more manifest level, it was surprising to see repeated resistance from the Los 

Angeles County Fire Department in providing fire prevention information.  
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Going forward, more in-depth comparative analysis is required to answer 

the four supporting research questions of this study. Therefore, they will be 

addressed in Phase II and Phase III. Specifically, the following section, Phase II, 

includes further analysis by comparing entity groups in aggregate to begin 

answering the supporting research questions along with identifying patterns, 

trends, and emerging issues. 

Phase II – Entity Groups in Aggregate 

Having addressed the primary research question in Phase I,  

What are the existing methods and strategies for fire prevention 

within the Los Angeles County Wildland-Urban Interface? 

the purpose of Phase II is threefold: 1) to further explicate evidence supporting 

the answer of the primary research question; 2) begin to answer the supporting 

research questions; and, 3) identify patterns, trends, and emerging issues. 

The second phase of the data analysis entailed an aggregation, for 

comparison purposes, of each entity type. In this study entity refers to a city, 

agency, organization, industry professional, or property owner, hence the 

grouping of entities would include all similar entities. For instance, all the data 

from each of the five cities were grouped in aggregate and then analyzed for 

commonalities, differences, patterns, trends, and emerging issues across the 

categories: logistics, documents, guiding criteria, programs, agency 

collaboration, challenges, perceptions, and observations.  

The same was then done for agencies, organizations, industry 

professionals, and property owners. At this point all participants were coded, 
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Established Sq. 
Mi. 

Elev. Bordering Areas Population 

City 

In
co

rp

U
ni

nc
or

p 

La Cañada 
Flintridge 
(C1) 

X 
(1976) 

8.5 
970 – 
2,400 

 ANF* 
 Glendale 
 Pasadena 
 La Crescenta ** 

20,246 

 

meaning, cities became C1, C2, C3, etc., along with agencies becoming A1, A2, 

A3, ending with property owners becoming PO1, PO2, and PO3. The sequence 

of numbers corresponds directly to the order each entity has been listed 

throughout the document so far. 

Cities in Aggregate 

Phase II begins with the aggregation of data for cities. It continues through the 

other four entity groups, agencies, organizations, industry professionals, and 

property owners, and ends with an overall summary of the findings up to this 

point. 

Cities: General Information. Table 146 provides a synopsis of the general 

information per each city. 

Table 146. Cities: General Information 

(table continues on next page)  
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Pasadena 
(C2) 

Altadena 
(C3) 

 ANF* 
 Altadena 
 South Pasadena 
 San Marino X 

22.5 864 137,122 Arcadia(1886) 
 Sierra Madre 
 La Cañada Flintridge 
 Glendale 
 Other ** 

8.7 1,342 42,777 

9.13 

 ANF* 
X  Diamond Bar 15.4 750 33,371

(1960)  La Verne 
 Charter Oak ** 

X 

 ANF* 
 Pasadena 
 Sierra Madre 
 La Cañada Flintridge 

X 
(1898) 

Azusa 
(C4) 

610 

 ANF* 
 Covina 
 Glendora 
 Duarte 

46,361 

San Dimas 
(C5) 

 

 









* Angeles National Forest (ANF) 
** Other Unincorporated parts/communities of Los Angeles County 

These four cities and one unincorporated community varied in elevation, 

size, and population, and strategic to this study, all share a border with the 

Angeles National Forest ranging in elevation from 610 to 2400 feet above sea 

level. While C1 provided the range of elevation for their city, all other participating 

entities provided a single measure, assumed to be that of their city hall or other 

central point. Size, meaning each entity’s square area in square miles, ranged 

from eight and one half to twenty-two and one half square miles. Population for 

each entity also varied greatly, from 22,246 to 137,122. Lastly, the date of 

incorporation, pertinent to all except C3, ranged from 1886 to 1976. 

This study was done to identify existing methods and strategies being 

used in fire prevention. Interestingly, there seems to be no direct correlation 
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between city size, population size, or age of city, to any of the topics in the study. 

While there was no a priori expectation of any correlation, it is of interest that, as 

later data will support, C1 and C2, the smallest and the largest, respectively (in 

size and population), which also were the youngest and the oldest cities, in terms 

of city age, appeared to be the most proactive regarding fire prevention at the 

local level. 

Of further note, all participating entities lie within Los Angeles County (LA 

County) and receive support to varying degrees from Los Angeles County Fire 

Department (LACFD). C2 is the only one of these five entities with its own fire 

department. 

Due to the scope and scale of agencies and organizations, on the larger 

end of the spectrum, just as on the lower end, industry professionals and 

property owners, no general information was gathered and hence the above step 

and synopsis did not apply to any other entities. Therefore the concept of general 

information does not move beyond this point yet bears mention as it assists in 

the analysis of all cities. 

Cities: Logistics. Table 147 presents in aggregate the actions required to 

schedule and interview city officials or point-persons (PP) for information 

regarding the city’s fire prevention efforts in the WUI. The “visits” section of the 

table is the first stage of the process: finding and scheduling an interview with the 

PP. The “interviews” and “follow-up” sections composed the second and final 
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stage: interviewing the PP and following up to clarify any discrepancies and 

confirm the researcher’s responses. 

Table 147. Cities: Logistics 

Visits Interviews Follow – Ups Totals 

City V
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A
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C1 2 5 2 11 3 2 0 0 25 

C2 6 12 2 35 4 2 0 2 63 

C3 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

C4 1 3 1 3 1 0 1 2 12 

C5 3 7 8 3 1 0 0 1 23 

Totals 13 31 13 52 9 4 1 5 128 

While the researcher was able to conduct interviews at four cities, C3 

directed all inquiries to LACFD and hence no interviews. While cumulatively for 

all four cities it entailed thirteen visits and thirteen phone calls to inquire 

regarding the PP, it entailed thirty-one in-person conversations and fifty-two 

emails for coordination. Essentially, all of those actions were done in order to 

conduct nine in-person interviews in four cities. With the exception of C1 all other 

entities entailed substantial effort to initially identify and contact a PP. 
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Much, in some cases most, of the efforts were spent just getting beyond 

the frontline and identifying and accessing the PP. For C2 there were frontline 

barriers to access many of those eventually interviewed, yet, C3 and C5 proved 

to be the most difficult in accessing and navigating the system. C3 entailed five 

actions yet resulted in zero interviews, and C5 required twenty-three actions yet 

produced only one interview. In contrast, C1 was by far the most accessible and 

easiest to navigate. 

Cities: Documents. Table 148 lists in aggregate the documents related to 

wildfire prevention acquired or directly referred to at each of the five cities.  It 

provides the total documents from each city and lists the specific documents on 

the left side. The “city” section provides a checklist of which documents are 

referenced by each specific city. The “city specific” section identifies which 

documents were developed locally for local use, meaning developed by that city 

for its own use. These documents were developed following criteria established 

at the international, federal, state, or county levels, or a combination thereof. 

Lastly, the “other” section lists what specific level of criteria is referenced by 

those cities that have not developed local documents; these are indicated by the 

letters Co for county, S for state, F for federal and I for international. 
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City City Specific Other 

Documents 
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Locally 
Developed 

County/State 
Fed/Int’l 

7 14 3 2 5 

Local Haz. Mitigation Plan X X 

California! Be Smart! 
Be Responsible! 
Be Prepared! Get Ready! 

X S 

LACFD Evacuation X Co 

LACFD Living in Fire Zone X Co 

LACFD Fuel Modification   
Plan Guidelines X X Co 

Compatible Plants: Oaks X S 

LACD Public Works: 
VHFHSZ (Plan Review) X Co 

California Building Code: Ch 7A X S 

California Building Code: Ch 7A: 
(SFM) X S 

2000 International Fire        
Code Book (WUI Codes) X I 

Pasadena’s High Fire Zone Map X X 

Pasadena Fire Dept.:         
Brush Haz. Veg. Pamphlet X X 

Fire Department Haz.           
Veg. Inspection Notice X X 

Chapter 14.29: Flammable 
Vegetation from Municode X X 

Chapter 8.44: Hazardous 
Weeds and Plants from the 
Municode website 

X X 

Brush Clearance Requirements X Co 

CAL FIRE – FAQ (online) X S 

Pasadena Arroyo Seco:     
public trails & rec. guide X X 

 




Table 148. Cities: Documents  

(table continues on next page) 
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Arroyo Seco Map, Brush 
Clearance X X 

SOS Agreement X X 

Arroyo/Fuel Management (CD) X X 

Arroyo Seco Management Plan X X 

LAC Guide Handbook 2012–13 X Co 

Altadena Connection:       
Comm. Resource Guide X X 

LACFD Website X Co 

Azusa Code & Detail Sheet X X 

Fire Prevent. Vents Info X X 

San Dimas GIS Maps      
(VHFSZ maps - 2) X X 

Int’l Code Council – link X I 

Calif. Res. Code: Bldg. Planning 
Sec. 327 X S 

The total wildfire prevention documents acquired from all five entities 

ranged in quantity of documents from fourteen (C2) to two (C4). Between all 

entities thirty documents total were received, not including the one duplicated 

document, LACFD’s Fuel Modification Guidelines.  Of the thirty, fifteen 

documents were locally developed while the remaining fifteen documents were 

county, state, or international (Co=7, S=6, and I=2). 

A pattern that seemed to be forming was among the types of documents 

each entity references. For instance, while C2 did provide the most documents, 

ten of their 14 documents were locally developed. Meanwhile, C1 provided seven 

documents, one of which was locally developed, it is of importance that this 

document is the main criteria for this city which entailed public and inter-agency 

input. Meanwhile, C3 provided three documents, one of which was locally 
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developed, C4 provided two documents, one being locally developed and lastly, 

C5 provided five documents, also with one being locally developed. Specific 

examples of locally developed documents include Furthermore, C1’s Compatible 

Plants: Under & Around Oaks, an effort to work within the fire prevention 

programs and requirements while designing areas to preserve the local oak 

trees. While, C2’s documents multiple documents related to the Arroyo Seco are 

all locale-specific. 

Another point of particular interest is LACFD’s Fuel Modification Plan 

Guidelines, earlier mentioned as the only duplicate received. As each entity 

works directly, or indirectly (C2), with LACFD it could be expected to have 

received this document from all five entities. Surprisingly, it was only provided by 

C1 and C5. 

Cities: Guiding Criteria. Table 149 notes the specific guiding criteria referenced 

by each participating entity. Again, as in the cities documents section above, the 

“city specific” section identifies which criteria were developed locally for local use.  
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Table 149. Cities: Guiding Criteria 

City City Specific Other 

Criteria 
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Local 

County/State 
Fed/ Int’l 

Quantity 2 7 0 1 3 

Local Haz. Mitigation Plan X X 

LACFD Fuel Modification   
Plan Guidelines X Co 

Flammable Vegetation enforced 
by City’s Fire Department X X 

Hazardous & Plants regulated 
by health officer X X 

Pasadena Arroyo Seco:     
public trails & rec. guide X X 

Arroyo Seco Map for Brush 
Clearance X X 

SOS Agreement X X 

Arroyo/Fuel Management (CD) X X 

Arroyo Seco       
Management Plan X X 

State Criteria X S 

Municipal code X X 

LACFD fire prevention plans & 
process X Co 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone [VHFHSZ] X X 

Overall, four out of the five entities specified the criteria being used for 

guidance of their fire prevention efforts. C2 provided the most with seven specific 

criteria and C3 provided no specific criteria. C1 references two, one of which was 
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locally developed, and C5 referenced two out of three, respectively, as locally 

developed. C4, on the other hand, referenced one set of state developed criteria. 

As core guiding criteria C1 uses two, their locally developed mitigation 

plan and LACFD’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines. Meanwhile, C2 uses seven 

of which five are locally developed and focus on their VHFHSZ, the Arroyo Seco 

area. Furthermore, C5 uses two, the municipal code and VHFHSZ, while C4 

references one state criteria, and C3 specified none due to county affiliation. 

It appears that C1 and C2 put more effort into addressing fire issues at the 

local level than did the other three cities. This may echo the trend previously 

mentioned of more proactive local level efforts. Although, as with any trend there 

tend to be laggards as evidenced by C4 and C3 who are more reliant upon 

county or state information for their fire prevention efforts. 

Both C1 and C2 acknowledged conflicting information between their 

various guiding criteria regarding fire prevention, while C1 claims to address this 

issue on a “case-by-case” basis. C2 may have some discrepancies as the Fire 

Department, not located in City Hall, enforces “flammable vegetation,” while 

“hazardous and plants” are regulated by a Health Officer. Furthermore, while C5 

appeared to be referencing and guiding at the local level, it noted that they have 

discrepancies in coordinating with the LACFD.  

Cities: Programs. Table 150 lists in aggregate the specific programs for wildfire 

prevention for each participating entity. The table lists the total amount of 

programs for each entity along with specifics about each program. 
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Table 150. Cities: Programs  

City 

Programs C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Total Programs 3 3 0 0 2 

Training-Based 

VERT X 

CERT X 

Annual Brush Clearance X 

Vegetation Clearances X 

Inspections X 

Arroyo Seco Watershed X 

Spirit of the Sage X 

Inspections 

Adequate Bldg. Materials X 

Access to water & proper drainage X 

Overall, three out of the five entities had programs for wildfire prevention 

efforts. C1, C2, and C5 listed specific programs for prevention while C3 and C4 

listed no specific programs. While C1 uses training as a platform for engaging 

and developing local citizens in wildfire prevention, C2 appears to focus more on 

specific areas which plans and programs are developed around to create healthy 

habitats and promote an ecological education for the city. 
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Conversely, neither C4 nor C3 specified any programs. Meanwhile, 

C5 conducts ongoing inspections aimed at hardening homes and creating 

accessibility to water and ensuring proper drainage. 

It is clear that the cities of C1, C2, and C5 have programs designed to 

both involve local residents (even those of nearby cities in the case of C1) and 

address wildfire prevention. However, C4 and C3 appeared to be lacking in more 

localized preventative programs. The cities with preventative programs, again, 

appear to reflect the level of locally developed proactive fire prevention. The 

others appear to rely solely on the LACFD for contracted support. 

Cities: Agency Collaboration. Table 151 presents the collaboration efforts 

conducted by each participating entity in aggregate. In the table collaboration 

efforts are separated into intra-city and inter-agency along with details for each 

program. 

Table 151. Cities: Agency Collaboration 

Collaboration 

City 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Total 9 11 1 5 1 

Intra-city 

Building & Safety Dept. X 

City Manager’s Office X 

City Fire Dept. X 

(table continues on next page) 
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Parks & Recreation Dept. X 

Planning Dept. X X 

Public Works X X 

Street Tree Division X 

Water & Power Dept. X 

Inter-Agency 

Altadena X 

La Cañada Flintridge X 

Community & Independent Grps. X X 

CERT / VERT X 

LA County 

Fire Dept. X X X X 

Fire Dept. – Fuel Modification  X 

Fire Dept. – Forestry Div. X 

Building & Safety Division 

Building & Safety Dept. X 

Sherriff’s Office X 

Angeles National Forest (ANF) X 

CAL FIRE X 

USFS X 

Water District X 

Overall, all five cities had some type of collaboration efforts aimed at 

wildfire prevention. Specifically, C1 had nine collaborative efforts (1 intra- + 8 

inter-), while C2 had eleven (5 intra- + 6 inter-), C3 had one (inter-), C4 had three 

(1 intra- + 2 inter-), and C5 noted one (inter-). It appears that C1, C2, and C5 

show signs of collaboration, both internal and external, with a diverse range of 
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City 

Challenges 

Shifting positions 

Inconsistency in personnel X 

Challenges prioritizing city efforts X 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

 

 

agencies and groups, with C4 having less collaborative efforts and C3 only one.  

Not surprising was that the most prominent inter- agency collaboration is with 

LACFD 

It is of interest that while C1 does contract LACFD, they are housed within 

C1’s City Hall in an effort to improve communication and coordination of efforts. 

Of special note is that neither C4 nor C3 provided specifics for their collaboration 

efforts with LACFD. The same is true regarding an actual name or referral to a 

point-person at LACFD. 

Cities: Challenges. Table 152 provides an aggregate view of the specific 

challenges noted by each participating city. The specific challenges, along with 

the emerging categories, surfaced from data gathered during visits, observations, 

and the answers stemming from the semi-structured interview guides (See 

Appendix B) used during the interview process. The emerging data was grouped 

into the seven categories listed below along with more specific subcategories. 

Table 152. Cities: Challenges 
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Conflicts between agencies, groups, & information 

Waterwise.org, bldg. codes, & fire hazard requirements X 

Too much information creates confusion X 

Overlap between ins. compliance and fire clearance 
requirements X 

Abiding by SOS for sensitive clearing to benefit wildlife habitat X 

Coordination between agencies, groups, & info. 

Weak relationship with LACFD X 

Interaction of designers, property owners, planners per design 
aesthetics & fire prevention requirements  X 

Financial Resources 

Varying levels and availability from area to area X 

Working with citizens 

Convincing them of benefits to fire clearances X 

Complaints of insufficient information (graphs do not reflect 
homeowner properties) X 

Resistance & “Don’t tell me what to do” attitudes X 

Educated does not constitute understanding of clearances & 
requirements X 

Depicting Jurisdictional Lines 

Confusion with existing jurisdiction map (not clear) X 

In compliance with insurance the use of landscape crews are 
requested for clearances beyond property X 

Balancing fire prevention issues along Arroyo Seco 

Eliminate potential issues during 4th of July X 

Fire issues, graffiti, & homeless encampments X 

C3 and C4 provided no specific challenges, yet, C1, C2, and C5 had 

varying types of challenges. Cumulatively the three entities noted the following 

challenges: 1) transiency in positions; 2) conflicts in information; 3) coordination 
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between agencies; 4) financial resources; 5) working with citizens; 6) jurisdiction 

over property; and, 7) issues along the Arroyo Seco. 

It bears mentioning at this point that representing data numerically is 

relatively simple and seems to provide for easier understanding. Yet in more 

complex contexts that stem from humanistic aspects, such as the challenges 

listed here, along with the following sections on perceptions and observations, 

simple numerical representation can oversimplify and disregard broader 

meanings. Therefore, these types of issues are presented more descriptively in 

the table above and following topics throughout the study. The larger context and 

original quotes were presented in Phase I of this chapter and should be 

referenced if more precision is needed in understanding. 

While C1 noted problems in employees shifting positions, which made 

focusing and prioritizing efforts difficult, this challenge may be unique to this 

entity. There were other issues unique to C2, such as fireworks, graffiti, and 

homeless encampments along the Arroyo Seco. Regarding resources, such as 

finances, only C2 mentioned it here as varying, or depending on the area.  

Meanwhile, C1, C2, and C5 shared common challenges such as 

information conflicts and coordination between agencies and/or groups, 

information overload, residents’ attitudes and understandings, the conflicts 

between desired landscapes and realistic fire prevention requirements, and 

discrepancies between code, property jurisdiction, and insurance requirements. 

Interesting to note that again, while C2 and C5 mentioned these discrepancies in 

common, only C1 mentioned their efforts to mitigate them.  
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Cities: Perceptions. The perceptions referred to here are those of the 

participants from each city about the industry professionals and property owners 

they deal with. Specifically, as they relate to the categories developed for the 

semi-structured interview guides used during the interview process (See 

Appendix B). 

 The categories are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of resources, 

including financial; 3) lack of understanding or motivation; 4) communicating fully 

with city/county/agency; and, 5) other. The findings, in aggregate, are presented 

in Table 153. 

Table 153. Cities: Perceptions about Industry Professionals and Property Owners 

Cities 

Re: Industry Professionals and Property Owners: C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Lack in knowledge and skills X X X 

Lack resources, including financial X X X 

Lack understanding and motivation X X X 

Communicating fully with city/county/agency X X 

Other X 

Three out of the five, C1, C2, and C5, provided perceptions on industry 

professionals and property owners. While all three noted the first three 

categories, C2 and C3 included communicating fully. Only C2 noted other. 
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The limited information provided in the above table prompted the 

researcher to provide more specifics supporting the above data. Hence, each 

category was further explicated in its own table to list supporting subcategories. 

For instance, the category Lack of knowledge and skills is listed in Table 154 with 

more detailed data. Following, the other four categories, lack resources, lack 

understanding, communicating fully, and other, are presented in their own tables 

as well. 

Table 154. Cities: Perceptions, Lack of Knowledge and Skills 

` Cities 

Lack of knowledge and skills: C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Some industry professionals know the codes X 

Property owners know, they are in denial X 

Property owners misunderstand clearance X 

Lack knowledge, but have skills X 

C1 notes that some industry professionals (IPs) know the codes while C2 

claims that property owners (POs) know but are in denial and misunderstand 

clearance requirements. Lastly, C5 believes that both IPs and POs may lack 

knowledge but have the skills. 

313 




 

 

 

 

    

    

    

    

    

 

 

 

 

 

 




Table 155. Cities: Perceptions, Lack of Resources, Including Financial 

Cities 

Lack of resources, including financial: C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Finance depends on the individual X 

Cost of home improvement, not an obstacle X 

Property owners are not lacking finances in this area X 

Property owners need more information, outreach programs X 

Lack motivation to prioritize X 

Lack of resources, dealt with in detail here, is a blend of perceptions. 

While C1 states that it depends on the individual, they also believe that fire 

prevention is part of the cost of home improvement and not an obstacle. C2 

notes that POs do not lack funds but do lack information and need outreach 

programs. Lastly, C5 claims that POs lack the motivation to prioritize fire 

prevention strategies over other house improvement projects. 

Overall, the claims for the rationale underlying POs not being more 

proactive regarding fire prevention vary. Yet, at this point no city seemed to 

clearly point at finances as a fundamental cause. 
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Table 156. Cities: Perceptions, Lack Understanding and Motivation 

Cities 

Lack understanding and motivation: C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Property owners may not have motivation due to costs or no knowledge X 

Property owners not educated re: importance of fire safe area around 
property X 

Property owners don’t trust us enough to do what is directed X 

Property owners are in denial X 

Property owners don’t want to pay the cost of providing fire safety X 

Property owners either can’t afford, or prioritize other things X 

Property owners see no need since no fires have happened X 

Lack of understanding  by professionals and property owners X 

Lack of motivation due to expense of design & implement residence plan X 

Outreach program would motivate homeowners X 

Lack motivation unless it has happened to them or someone close X 

Professionals have to balance wishes of clients with own experience X 

Curiously, here C1 lists a lack of motivation may be due to costs or lack of 

knowledge. Meanwhile the four individuals from C2 provide a myriad of beliefs 

regarding finances. For instance, finances surface again, but now POs: 1) don’t 

want to pay the cost fire safety; 2) either can’t afford, or prioritize other things; 

and, 3) lack motivation due to expense. C2 lists other issues such as lack of 

knowledge, trust, understanding (both IPs and POs), POs in denial, and that an 

outreach program would provide the needed motivation. Lastly, C5 notes two 
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issues. First, motivation is lacking unless the PO has had prior close or personal 

experience with fire, and second, IPs have to balance between what they know, 

regarding fire prevention, and the client’s wishes. 

Interestingly, finances surfaced here more prominently than in Table 155, 

at least for C2. Furthermore, knowledge and understanding surfaced again as did 

denial and the need for outreach or education. Many of these themes proved to 

be common throughout the findings. Lastly, unique to C2, a fire department 

official noted the issue of lacking trust between them and POs. 

Table 157. Cities: Perceptions, Communicating Fully with City/County/Agency 

Cities 

Communicating fully with city/county/agency: C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Communication is adequate X 

I don’t get calls, only two about brush clearance X 

Two way communication is needed, outreach and communicate X 

Have fire professionals with experience and knowledge, communication is 
not what it could be X 

People generally do minimum regarding regulatory compliance, fire 
prevention is no exception X 

Three of the five cities commented on communication between both IPs 

and POs and the city, county, or agencies. While one of the four from C2 noted 

that communication is adequate, he may have meant the communication from 

the city, county, or agencies to the IPs and POs was adequate. More precisely, 

C1 notes that they, meaning IPs and POs, do not fully communicate. Another 
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individual from C2 states that seldom are calls received regarding brush 

clearance, while another from C2 notes that two-way communication is needed 

and that the knowledge and experience is there but not well communicated to IPs 

and POs. Lastly, C5 states that when complying with regulations people do the 

minimum and fire prevention is no exception. 

What had surfaced by this point is the concept of communication 

regarding fire prevention and not just from the data in the above table. Note that 

from the very beginning of this category, perceptions, communication surfaced in 

every single table. Whether it was couched in information or compliance, 

education or outreach, knowledge or understanding, communication is 

fundamental to them all. Communication surfaced again in Table 158, in three of 

the four topics. 

Table 158. Cities: Perceptions, Other 

Cities 

Other: C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Insurance companies dictate and coordinate between themselves and 
property owners. Not sure if insurance and fire department coordinate X 

Having an LA or arborist in the fire department, the city and property 
owner would benefit X 

City departments need to work with the fire department, may not be aware 
of others’ efforts X 

The very things, nature/flora, are the danger but not considered as hazard X 

Indeed, as C2 stipulates that insurance companies dictate and coordinate 

with POs they are uncertain of any coordination with the local fire department, 
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inferring also that they do not coordinate with the city either. C2 also sees a 

direct benefit, for the city and residents, in having an arborist or landscape 

architect in the fire department. Furthermore C2 claims to need intra

departmental and inter-agency collaboration for awareness of redundant efforts. 

Lastly, C2 observes that it is the flora which all enjoy that is the very danger to 

their nearby properties. 

Overall, the most prominent perceived constraints seem to be the first 

three, 1) Lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of resources, including financial; 

and, 3) lack of understanding or motivation, with three cities citing them. 

Meanwhile, two of those cities also cited 4) communicating fully with 

city/county/agency; and only one cited 5) other.  

Cities: Observations. Observations began with the frontline employees, such as 

desk clerks, and continued through the process until finally reaching the PP. 

Observations made by the researcher for each city resulted in findings that 

related to four emerging categories: 1) awareness; 2) assistance; 3) takeaways; 

and, 4) additional. For instance, awareness observations were made as to 

whether or not city workers encountered in the process had applicable 

awareness regarding the city’s fire prevention programs, the department that 

handled these programs, and if they could identify the point-person (PP) for fire 

prevention information. For assistance, takeaways, and additional, similar 

assessments of the pertinent observations were made. Table 159 provides the 

aggregate data regarding observations from all five entities. 
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Table 159. Cities: Observations 

Observations Cities 

Awareness C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

Very 

Frontline person was aware and informative of who the PP was X 

Limited 

Frontline seemed to lack awareness of who was, and how to 
access, the PPs X X 

Fire department personnel at city’s permit counter seemed to 
lack knowledge  as to the PP X 

Levels of awareness at times seemed present X 

No clear knowledge of PP X 

Results going further up the hierarchy were minimal knowledge X 

City had difficulty in identifying & accessing the PP X 

Assistance 

Willing 

Frontline person was helpful and accommodating X 

All encountered individuals willing to assist X 

City was welcoming, from the frontline to the interviewee X 

Unwilling 

Fire department personnel at city’s permit counter seemed 
preoccupied or lacked willingness to assist in locating the PP X 

During first visit, it was like pulling teeth” to get information X 

Results going further up the hierarchy were minimal help X 

Takeaways 

Hardcopies – made readily available X X X X X 

Digital: links, websites, etc. – made readily available X X X X 

Advice or Reference X X X 

(table continues on next page) 
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Additional 

Terminology discrepancies (leading to confusion) X X X X 

Researcher’s extensive questioning tactics to acquire PP contact info X 

Fire department’s off-site does not resemble typical city governmental 
facilities X 

Office location was misleading due to conflicting information between 
website & building directory X 

Despite circuitous route it eventually led to “pseudo” PP in building 
department knowledgeable on building codes but unsure of fire 
mitigation measures 

X 

Recommendation to contact the LACFD seemed the default reply X 

Awareness. 

Regarding observations of awareness, only the frontline level C1 exhibited 

knowledge of not only the department but of the actual PP. All other entities 

lacked evidence of knowledge regarding their fire prevention programs and PP. 

Awareness for these entities ranged from little to unsure to confused on the topic. 

This resulted in identification and accessibility of the PP being the main obstacles 

for these 4 entities. While the researcher did eventually find the PP for the four 

entities, the PP only provided documents and a referral to the Los Angeles 

County Fire Department (LACFD) office, while not evidencing any actual 

knowledge of programs or the PP at LACFD. 

Assistance. 

Assessing the observations for assistance entailed noting the process of finding 

information regarding fire prevention programs and contact information for the 

PP. While all cities did provide assistance, it was at very different levels. For 

instance, C1 was very forthcoming and helpful from the frontline to the actual PP. 
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C5, while requiring more visits, was also very helpful from the frontline to the PP. 

For C2 it entailed significant efforts to get beyond the frontline, but once beyond 

that the individuals encountered were very helpful. C3 and C4 while helpful both 

seemed to be more procedural or mechanical. 

Takeaways. 

Takeaways in this study are defined as pertinent information provided to the 

researcher in the form of documents, referrals, or web site links. All participating 

entities provided some form of takeaway. For instance, both C1 and C2 provided 

all three types of takeaways. Unique to their referrals is that they were “person-

specific,” meaning they provided the actual name and contact information for 

each referral. These types of referrals, person-specific, played critical roles in 

providing the researcher contacts and hence additional data. 

Both C3 and C4 provided documents and referrals to agency branches, 

yet the referrals were merely agency location specific, indicating neither specific 

department, nor individuals. C5 provided documents and web site links, no 

referrals. 

Additional. 

This section was created as an open-ended catch-all for any additional 

observations that may have seemed random at the time. Of interest to this study 

is that terminology surfaced as an issue, specifically, terminology regarding fire 

prevention concepts and programs. The terminology used at each entity varied 
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widely. While the researcher consistently used the terms “wildland-urban 

interface” (WUI), “very high fire hazard severity zone” (VHFHSZ), and “areas 

adjacent to the wilderness,” all of which emerged from the literature review, none 

of the entities used these terms, although C1 did appear familiar with the terms. 

Throughout the entities there was reference to seemingly abbreviated terms, 

such as “high fire zone” or “red zone.” The only consistent term surfacing among 

all entities was “zone.” 

Of further interest is the effort spent by the researcher in using different 

questioning tactics to get beyond the frontline at C2. Furthermore, the 

information-gathering process for C3 – C5 ranged from misleading of contact 

branch location, to accessing a “pseudo” PP, to a seemingly default deferring of 

all inquiries to LACFD. 

Summary for Cities in Aggregate. All five cities shared a border with the WUI 

of Angeles National Forest and their elevations ranged from 610 to 2400 feet 

above sea level, there were some points of interest in their general information. 

For instance, there appeared to be no direct correlation between city size, 

population size, or age of city, to any of the topics in the study. It is of interest 

that C1 and C2, the smallest and the largest, respectively (in size and 

population), which also were the youngest and the oldest cities, in terms of city 

age, appeared to be the most proactive regarding fire prevention at the local 

level. Furthermore, while all five entities collaborate with LACFD, C2 does have 

its own fire department and C1 houses LACFD in their city hall. 
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Regarding the logistics of identifying and interviewing a PP for each city 

the findings were particularly interesting. For instance, much, and in some cases 

most, of the researcher’s efforts were spent getting beyond the frontline 

employees and identifying and accessing the PP. Once a PP was accessed, the 

process for C1, C2, C4, and C5 was pretty smooth. While plenty of emails were 

needed for coordinating with the PP (C1 = 11, C2 = 35) for the actual interview, 

this was nowhere near as effort-intensive as the first stage of getting the contact 

information and past the frontline. While C1 was by far the most accessible and 

easiest to navigate, the other four entities all entailed more, sometimes much 

more, effort. And despite the effort it ultimately led to no interview with C3. 

Documents received by the researcher came from all five participating 

cities and ranged from international to federal, state, county, and local origins. A 

trend was noted among the more progressive cities, related to fire prevention 

efforts, as they tended to have more locally developed materials. This could be a 

result of increased awareness that there is no one-size-fits-all and therefore a 

need for customization at the city level. This may also be an emerging trend of 

proactive planning at the local level while also promoting local engagement.  

Of special interest was LACFD’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines. While 

all five cities collaborate with LACFD it could presumably be expected that all five 

cities would provide their document. Surprisingly, it was only provided by C1 and 

C5. 

Four out of the five cities specified the criteria being used for guidance of 

their fire prevention efforts. While C2 provided the most with seven specific 
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criteria, C3 provided no specific criteria. Again, as per guiding criteria, it appears 

that C1 and C2 put more effort into local level fire prevention strategies than did 

the other three cities/community. Coordinating with inter- and intra-departments, 

along with the community, both cities developed specific criteria that would best 

serve their circumstances. This supports the previously noted trend of more 

proactive local level efforts. 

Two points of interest surfaced for this category, conflicting information 

and difficulty in coordination. Both C1 and C2 mentioned that they have 

conflicting information between their various guiding criteria. While C1 did 

mention that they address this discrepancy by using a “case-by-case” approach, 

C2 indirectly inferred they were dealing with the issue. Lastly, C5, while 

referencing and guiding at the local level noted that they have discrepancies in 

coordinating with the LACFD. 

As to fire prevention programs, C1, C2, and C5 have programs designed 

to both involve local residents and address wildfire prevention. Meanwhile, C3 

and C4 indicated no specific programs and appear to rely solely on the LACFD 

for contracted support. Of concern is that sole reliance on a county agency may 

have notable constraints in wildfire prevention. 

Pertaining to agency collaboration, C1, C2, and C5 showed signs of 

collaboration, internal and external, with a diverse range of agencies and groups, 

with C4 having less collaborative efforts and C3 only one. The most prominent 

inter-agency collaboration is with LACFD. While neither C4 nor C3 provided 

specifics as to collaborative efforts, the same can be said about referrals in the 
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process of seeking a point-person, no names or actual office were provided, only 

LACFD branch locations. 

Unsurprisingly, C3 and C4 provided no specific challenges, while C1, C2, 

and C5 mentioned varying levels of challenges. The common challenges noted 

by C1, C2, and C5, including conflicts of information, information overload, and 

coordination between agencies and/or groups, residents’ attitudes and 

understandings, the conflicts between desired landscapes and realistic fire 

prevention requirements, discrepancies between code, property jurisdiction, and 

insurance requirements. Interesting to note that, while C2 and C5 mentioned 

these discrepancies in common, only C1 mentioned their efforts to mitigate them. 

Some challenges were city-specific such as C1’s employee transiency or 

C2’s fireworks, graffiti, and homeless encampments along Arroyo Seco. Only C2 

mentioned finances as a challenge, and even then noted that it varied depending 

on the area. 

Only C1, C2, and C5 provided information regarding their perceptions of 

IPs and POs. All three entities noted a lack knowledge & skills, specifically, 

disparate knowledge, misunderstanding, and denial. While the responses to lack 

of resources including financial varied, stating that it differs with individuals, fire 

prevention is part of the cost of home improvement, funds are not lacking but 

information is, and POs lack the motivation to prioritize fire prevention over other 

projects. Of interest is that at this point, no single city pointed clearly to finances 

as being a fundamental obstacle to fire prevention. 
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Conversely finances are noted more prominently in the responses to lack 

of understanding and motivation. Specifically, regarding POs, the following 

responses were noted: 

 Lack of motivation may be due to costs or lack of knowledge 

 POs don’t want to pay 

 POs either can’t afford, or prioritize other things 

 Lack motivation due to expense 

Other responses included POs in denial, outreach program would provide 

motivation, and IPs have to balance between what they know and what the POs 

want. Lastly, but of special interest, a C2 fire department official noted the issue 

of lacking trust between themselves and POs. 

Regarding communicating fully with city/county/agency the cities 

responses bore some contradictions. They ranged from “calls are seldom 

received” to “communication is adequate,” and “knowledge and experience is 

there but not well communicated to the IPs and POs” to when “complying with 

regulations people do the minimum.” Of interest is that noted above, 

“communication is adequate,” may refer to the official’s belief that they, meaning 

the city, communicate enough. 

In the catch-all category of other more points of interest surfaced. 

Specifically, issues regarding insurance companies, the need for a landscape 

architect or arborist, inter- and intra-departmental collaboration, outreach 

program, and ultimately communication surfaces again. It is of interest to note 
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that initially, communication appeared to be a minor issue, yet for all the noted 

issues, communication appeared fundamental. 

Overall, patterns and issues emerged throughout observations. For 

instance, with the exception of C1, there appeared to be extensive gaps in 

knowledge, at multiple levels, of fire prevention programs and point-persons. 

Often, attempts to cover the gaps were by a seemingly default referral to LACFD, 

still without specific knowledge of department or PP. Assistance also evidenced 

some patterns of unwillingness or hesitation. With the exception of C1 and C5, all 

others entailed some form of limited assistance. For instance, while C3 and C4 

were helpful, it was more procedural or mechanical, and C2, for unknown 

reasons was not just unwilling but seemingly resistant and required extensive 

efforts on the researcher’s behalf. 

The observed takeaways also provide some points of interest. While all 

entities provided some form of information only C1 and C2 provided anything of 

unique value, not just to the study but also of value to industry professionals and 

property owners, in the form of person-specific referrals. The person-specific 

referrals provide actionable information to anyone seeking “closer-to-the-source” 

details and hence, more precise and reliable information. 

Lastly, it became evident early on during the data gathering process that 

terminology was an issue. There was no true consistency in the terms used to 

represent common aspects of fire prevention. 
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Agencies in Aggregate 

The next entity grouping deals with agencies. Note that from this point forward 

there is no category general information, instead each entity grouping begins with 

logistics. 

Agencies: Logistics. Table 160 presents in aggregate the actions required to 

schedule and interview agency officials or point-persons (PP) for information 

regarding the agency’s fire prevention efforts in the WUI. The “visits” section of 

the table is the first stage of the process: finding and scheduling an interview with 

the PP. The “interviews” and “follow-up” sections composed the second and final 

stage: interviewing the PP and following up to clarify any discrepancies and 

confirm the researcher’s responses. 

Table 160. Agencies: Logistics 

Visits Interviews Follow – Up  Totals 
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LACFD (A1) 5 12 4 7 3 0 1 0 32 

UCCE (A2) 0 0 0 19 0 1 1 0 21 

USFS (A3) 1 2 3 3 2 0 0 1 12 

CAL FIRE (A4) 0 0 2 15 0 2 1 0 20 

Totals 6 14 9 44 5 3 3 1 85 
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Contacting three of the four agencies began with prior person-specific 

referrals and contact information gathered from representatives of the cities. 

Having person-specific referrals played a critical role in eliminating barriers and 

steps for the researcher regarding identifying and contacting the PP for each 

agency. 

For the first agency listed in the table, Los Angeles County Fire 

Department (A1), the first phase was similar to that of the cities, beginning with 

five visit Inquiries. A1 required the most actions, twenty-eight, which included 

visiting four different locations and up to twelve conversations to reach a PP that 

resulted in three in-person interviews. All other agencies entailed only one 

location each. The University of California Cooperative Extension (A2) entailed 

nineteen initial actions, noting that all of them were emails for coordination 

purposes, and resulted in one interview, one by phone and one follow-up by 

email. CAL FIRE (A4) required seventeen actions in conducting two interviews by 

phone and one follow-up by email. Lastly, the US Forest Service (A3) required 

nine actions resulting in two in-person interviews and one follow-up by phone. 

However, the actual on-ground experience was that A1, with no prior 

person-specific referrals, was the most difficult in accessing the PP. Eventually, 

the researcher had to use a professional contact to penetrate the agency. 

Meanwhile, actions related to A2 were concentrated in the coordination for 

scheduling an interview with the PP.  
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Agencies: Documents. Table 161 lists the documents, in aggregate, related to 

wildfire prevention acquired and/or directly referred to at each of the four 

agencies. While the table provides the total number of documents received from 

each agency along the top, it lists the specific documents on the left side.  

Table 161. Agencies: Documents 

Agencies 
Agency 
Specific 

Other 

A1 

A2 A3 A4 Local 
County 
State 

Fed/Int 
Documents 

H
Q

G
le

nd
or

a

A
zu

sa
 

Quantity 2 2 5 2 4 2 

May 2009 Regional Fire Prevention Offices  X Co 

Ready! Set! Go! Pamphlet  X X X S 

Landscaping Lightly 2012 Calendar X S 

www.fire.lacounty.gov X X X Co 

LACFD Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines X Co 

410B Inspection Report Form X Co 

S.A.F.E. Landscapes: Sustainable and Fire 
Safe Landscapes in the WUI X S 

UCCE Website X S 

Brush & Hazardous Material Clearance – 
Sample Notice sent to property owners X Co 

Fire Hazard Reduction (fire prevention flyer) X Co 

(table continues on next page) 
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Fire Adapted Communities Coalition 
Pamphlet/Brochure (Fireadapted.org) X F 

Readyforwildfire.org (online resource) X S 

CAL FIRE: Fire Engineering Field Guides X S 

While the total wildfire prevention documents acquired from each agency 

ranged in quantity from nine (A1) to two (A2 and A4) the types of documents are 

of particular note. For instance, three of the five agencies (A1, A3, and A4) are 

using the same material, Ready! Set! Go! In addition, duplicates of this document 

were provided by A1 at two different locations. Although it bears mentioning that 

the third agency, A4, was the primary developer of this material which is part of 

their larger overall campaign, Ready for Wildfire. 

The documents provided ranged from codes and guides to awareness 

material. A1’s Azusa office provided the most documents, five, of which one of 

the documents was the Ready! Set! Go! pamphlet, mentioned above. While A3 

provided the second most documents, four, one of which was also the Ready! 

Set! Go! pamphlet. A2 only provided informational material focused on 

awareness that is non-jurisdiction specific. 

What is of interest is that there were not many overlapping documents 

across these agencies except for one, Ready! Set! Go! The reason this is of 

interest is that A1 is a county agency, A2 is a non-jurisdictional state office 

(research center), A3 is a federal agency, and A4 is a state agency. It would 

seem applicable to have more overlap in documents. 
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Agencies: Guiding Criteria. Table 162 provides specific details in aggregate 

regarding the criteria used by the agencies participating in this study.  

Table 162. Agencies: Guiding Criteria 

Agencies 

Criteria Used: A1 A2 A3 A4 Local 
County/State 

Fed/Int 

Localized policies can be more restrictive X X 

LACFD Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines X Co 

Reference state criteria X S 

Reference federal criteria X F 

Flexibility with planting since environs vary X Co 

Basic wildfire prevention principals  X S 

Varying local regulatory specific criteria  X X 

Permit holder notifications, fire prevention 
compliance X Co 

Structural setback criteria, federal guidelines X F 

Building & defensible space codes, PRC 4290 
& 4291 X S 

Fire prevention field guides, codes 4290 & 
4291 X S 

Board of Forestry Defensible Space 

Guidelines 
X S 

www.readyforwildfire.org X S 
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While all four agencies provided guiding criteria, it appears, per the table 

above, that the lack of overlap noted in documents is reflected here as well. 

Specifically, that there are no overlapping guiding criteria and that each agency 

seemed to be following different information, yet, upon closer scrutiny, this is not 

the case. 

For instance, A1 followed federal, state, and county criteria, A3 followed 

federal and state guidelines, and A4 used state fire prevention codes and guides. 

Meanwhile, A2, with its focus on research, does follow basic fire prevention 

principals but since local codes & requirements vary those are left to local 

jurisdictions to address. There is evidence of overlapping guiding criteria despite 

appearances. 

Of interest, and even concern, are issues unique to the offices of A1 

visited during the study. For instance, the researcher was told that there are no 

“handouts” provided to the public by the LACFD and the investigator was referred 

to the local public library for accessing fire prevention codes information, yet 

none were specified. Consequently, as mentioned in Phase I, libraries were 

confused as to why this agency would refer anyone there for fire prevention 

information. The overall behavior the researcher observed at the three offices 

ranged from disinterested in helping to borderline apathy. This type of behavior 

evidenced once could be seen as an anomaly, twice a coincidence, three times, 

at all three locations, could be seen as evidence of a systemic behavior pattern. 

It should be noted though that one LACFD representative from the Azusa 

office was helpful and did provide valuable information along with some insight. 
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He explained to the researcher that policies become more restricted as they 

move down in the jurisdictional scale from federal to state and down to the local 

level. He also noted that it would be helpful to have fire prevention criteria 

provided in multilingual content for distribution to specific demographic areas. 

While this representative seems to provide a balance to the researcher’s 

experience with LACFD, there is a factor that bears consideration. This 

representative was known previously to the researcher and was only sought out 

after encountering the barriers at all three offices. None of the other agencies 

presented barriers or resistance. This may be due to the direct connections used 

by the researcher. 

Agencies: Programs. Table 163 provides an aggregate view of the specific 

programs the participating agencies are involved with regarding fire prevention. 

Table 163. Agencies: Programs 

Agencies 

Programs: A1 A2 A3 A4 

Education & outreach strategies X X X 

LA Co. Fair for information distribution X 

Online videos X 

Community meetings & events led by others X 

(table continues on next page) 
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For nurseries regarding appropriate products X 

Media source, but still insufficient X 

Ready!Set!Go!  (multi-level & multi-agency) X 

One Less Spark One Less Wildfire              
(multi-level & multi-agency) X 

Annual Brush Clearance X 

Vegetation Clearances X 

Inspections X 

Assistance X 

Funding source thru Calif. Fire Safe Council X 

Inspections X 

Straightforward – only of permitees X 

In aggregate view of agencies, four topics emerged for programs: 1) 

education; 2) community meetings and events; 3) brush clearances; and, 4) 

programs for collaboration & communication across agencies and at multiple 

levels. 

All four agencies identified programs that include some extent of outreach 

and/or education focused on fire prevention efforts. A further breakdown of 

education indicated that agencies A1 and A2 had programs dealing with 

community meetings and events. Agencies A1 and A3 participate in brush 

clearance programs while A4 participates in two educational programs that deal 

with collaboration & communication across agencies and at multiple levels. 
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While all four agencies appear to include programs, three of the four 

agencies include educational and outreach efforts at varying levels like A1, A2, 

and A4 as noted above. A3 noted grant programs as well as the need for 

additional programs such as educating nurseries regarding invasive plants.  It 

was interesting that A4’s programs are not just awareness-based but also 

actionable by actual implementation with frontline workers. Whereas A3’s annual 

inspection is only regulatory enforcement/compliance, while noting the need for 

education. 

Agencies: Agency Collaboration. Table 164 provides an aggregate view of the 

collaborative relationships each of the four participating agencies has, both with 

internal departments (intra) and external agencies and organizations (inter). 

Table 164. Agencies: Agency Collaboration 

Agency 

Collaboration: A1 A2 A3 A4 

Intra-agency (totals) 3 0 0 0 

LACFD Glendora – building plan 
checks X 

LACFD Azusa – brush 
clearances X 

LACFD Azusa – vegetation plan 
checks (aka Fuel Modification) X 

Inter-City (totals) 3 5 5 7 

State of California – fire zones in 
urban areas X 

NPS – prevention measures X X 

(table continues on next page) 
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CFSC –awareness & funding X X X 

CAL FIRE X 

LA County 

Fire Dept. X 

Fire Dept. – Forestry Div. X 

City of Monrovia X 

City of Pasadena X 

Other cities bordering WUI X 

Others entities (unspecified) X 

USFS X X 

BLM X X 

SMC X 

BIA X 

FWS X 

Regarding intra-agency collaboration, it appears in the table above that 

only A1 has internal collaborations (building plan check, brush clearances, and 

fuel modification plan check departments). Meanwhile, A1, A2, & A4 all have 

inter-collaborations with external agencies. 

Three of the four agencies (A1, A2, and A4) collaborate with the California 

Fire Safe Council (CFSC), while A1 and A4 collaborate with National Park 

Service (NPS). Furthermore, A2 and A4 collaborate with U.S. Forest Service 

(USFS) while A3 and A4 collaborate with Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 

Cross indexing for overlapping collaborative efforts notes that A4 

collaborates with the most entities (7) but only four overlap with the other three 
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agencies. While A2 and A3 collaborate with five entities each yet none overlap. 

And lastly, A1 seems to collaborate with the least amount of entities at three. 

While it was stated above that A1 is the only one that has internal 

collaboration, it was noted at two of the four offices visited. They did process 

specific types of plan checks yet there was no indication of whether or not intra-

collaboration actually occurs. 

Whereas A4 indicated inter-collaboration efforts with up to seven entities, 

there was no indication of what type of collaboration happens or the process of 

that collaboration only that, as mentioned earlier, two programs bind their 

collaboration efforts (Ready!Set!Go! & One Less Spark One Less Wildfire). 

Agencies: Challenges. Table 165 provides an aggregate view of the specific 

challenges noted by each participating agency. The specific challenges, along 

with the emerging categories, surfaced from data gathered during visits, 

observations, and the answers to the semi-structured interview guides used 

during the interview process. 
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Table 165. Agencies: Challenges 

Agency 

Challenges: A1 A2 A3 A4 

Internal 

Codes & regulations are inconstant flux X 

Orgs. & agencies providing conflicting  information X 

Leads to confusion X 

Fire prevention persuasion difficulty X 

New plant material introduction by designers X 

Difficulty approving new plants in timely manner X 

Leads to perceptions by IPs & POs, department creates obstacles X 

External 

PO financially constrained X 

PO do not want to be told what to do on property X 

PO resistant to change X 

Developers focus only on bottom line, money & short term X 

More of a battle than compromise on part of PO & IP X 

Confusing & conflicting information X 

Money & time for PO X 

Understanding of fire resistant landscapes beyond installation X 

Need for education X 

Dealing with developers and their understanding of fire safety X 

Resistance to increasing costs and/or enforcing codes restrict growth in 
urban development X 

Environmental constraints cause varying obstacles X 

Two of the four offices visited of A1, provided the most information on 

challenges they face regarding fire prevention measures. Both the East Los 
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Angeles Headquarters and the Azusa office noted challenges with property 

owners. The Azusa office also included challenges dealing with developers, 

professionals, and codes that have conflicting and/or amended information along 

with difficulties in the process of approving new plant material.  

A2 was yet another agency noting challenges with property owners and 

conflicting information and A3 only noted one challenge, that there is a need for 

more public education. A4 also noted challenges in dealing with developers as 

well as others. For example, this agency’s main challenge is the low 

understanding that developers have in regards to fire safety. 

Agencies: Perceptions. Perceptions refer to those of the participants from each 

agency about the IPs and POs they deal with. Specifically, as they relate to the 

categories developed for the questionnaire (See Appendix B). The categories 

are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of resources, including financial; 3) 

lack of understanding or motivation; 4) communicating fully with 

city/county/agency; and, 5) other. The findings are presented in Table 166. 

Table 166. Agencies: Perceptions about Industry Professionals and Property 

Owners 

Agencies 

Re: Industry Professionals and Property Owners A1 A2 A3 A4 

Lack in knowledge and skills 

People do not lack knowledge and skills regarding fire prevention X 

(table continues on next page) 
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Among public there is lack of knowledge and skills X 

Not about educating if they don’t understand X 

Those living in fire prone areas know about defensible spaces, those with 
second homes do not X 

Lack resources, including financial 

Brush clearances can be costly X 

Fuel modification plan checks can be budgeted at minimal cost X 

For PO it is about prioritizing X 

For managerial staff of public spaces, time & effort are main constraints X 

While there are costs, resources are there to help X 

It is a question about money and understanding X 

Newer innovative approved fire rated building materials can be cost 
prohibitive compared to older approved material X 

Rarely hear about lack of resources being a reason for not implementing X 

Lack understanding and motivation 

Individuals get plan check approval due to compliance, not voluntary X 

Underlying thinking is that “it never happens to me X 

It is about understanding and awareness more so than motivation X 

More education would resolve both X 

Motivation would increase if there was more knowledge & education X 

Developing understanding is present but possible issues with motivation X 

Communicating fully with city/county/agency 

Many feel that requirements should change to meet their wants X 

Some people just not interested X 

Better education X 

Better community planning, houses built in better areas X 

IP & PO do not communicate with fire prevention department as much as 
they should X 

Fire department not always present during plan checks X 

More communication is needed with local agencies X 
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While all four agencies shared perception information about property 

owners and industry professionals, only two agencies, A3 and A4, provided 

responses to all four categories. Furthermore, A4’s comments related more to 

the lack in knowledge and understanding whereas A3 noted educational needs. 

The other two agencies, A1 and A2, provided responses to three categories yet 

only two of the categories where shared, lack in resources and lack in 

understanding and motivation. In total, the most commonly noted responses for 

all agencies in descending order are the lack of education, understanding, 

resources, and motivation. 

Agencies: Observations. Observations began with the frontline employees, 

such as desk clerks, and continued through the process until finally reaching the 

PP. Observations made by the researcher for each agency resulted in findings 

that related to four emerging categories: 1) awareness; 2) assistance; 3) 

takeaways; and, 4) additional. For instance, awareness observations were made 

as to whether or not agency workers encountered in the process had applicable 

awareness regarding the city’s fire prevention programs, the department that 

handled these programs, and if they could identify the point-person (PP) for fire 

prevention information. For assistance, takeaways, and additional, similar 

assessments of the pertinent observations were made. Table 167 provides the 

aggregate data regarding observations from all four agencies. 
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Table 167. Agencies: Observations 

Observations Agencies 

Awareness A1 A2 A3 A4 

Very X X X 

Limited (none) 

Unable to determine  X 

Assistance 

Willing  X X X 

Unwilling  X 

Unable to determine (none) 

Takeaways 

Hardcopies X X 

Digital: links, websites, etc. X X X 

Advice or Reference X 

Additional 

Phone interview, no clear observations X X 

Joint interview process X 

Public reliance X 

Communication gap X 

Events X 

All four agencies provided awareness, assistance, and takeaways to the 

study. Furthermore, A2, A3, and A4 also contributed to additional. 

The information provided in the above table is limited in its representation 

of the data, which prompted the researcher to provide more specifics. Hence, 

each sub-category was further explicated in its own table.  
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Awareness. 

Awareness observations, detailed in table 168, were made in relation to whether 

or not city workers encountered in the process had applicable knowledge. 

Knowledge regarding the city’s fire prevention programs, the department that 

handled these programs, and if they could identify the point-person (PP) for fire 

prevention information. 

Table 168. Agencies: Observations, Awareness 

Agencies 

Awareness A1 A2 A3 A4 

Very 

Knowledgeable about fire prevention efforts X X 

Knowledgeable of campaigns promoting state-wide fire prevention 
awareness X 

Limited (none) 

Unable to determine 

If not for Keith Condon, the data gathered from this agency would have been 
extremely limited, preventing the use of this agency as viable source X 

Regarding observations of awareness, A2, A3, and A4, all demonstrated 

knowledge at the very level regarding fire prevention. For A1, while Mr. Condon 

indicated ample knowledge, the previous experiences with all other participants 

from this agency, at all three locations, knowledge was Unable to determine. This 

was due to their hesitation, dismissive, rushed attitudes and an overall lack of 

providing evidence of knowledge. 
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Participant was willing, helpful evidenced through extensive phone 
interview 

Participants were helpful, allocated time, happy to participate in study on 
short notice 

Participants were willing and helpful in providing planning, technical aspects 

Agencies 

A1 A2 A3 A4 

X 

X 

X 

Assistance 

Willing 

 

 

Assistance. 

Assessing the observations for assistance entailed noting the process of finding 

information regarding fire prevention programs and contact information for the 

PP. While this section produced three levels consisting of 1) willing to assist, 2) 

unwilling to assist, and 3) unable to determine. Willing to assist refers to agency 

individuals doing what they could in order to help with the inquiry such as finding 

ways to retrieve answers from within their organization. In contrast, unwilling to 

assist refers to agency individuals that had a clear sense of uncooperative, 

unwillingness, and/or a disinterest to help with the inquiry. Meanwhile, unable to 

determine is meant as having no clear indication of assistance level due to 

factors such as organizational limitation, job constraints, personal capabilities or 

other. Specifics are provided in Table 169. 

Table 169. Agencies: Observations, Assistance 

(table continues on next page)  
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Unwilling  

All three locations appeared to have a sense of hesitation X 

While some participants seemed distracted or rushed, overall it appeared 
too common to be a coincidence X 

Unable to determine (none) 

Six of the nine respondents from the four agencies A1 (Azusa), A2, A3, 

and A4, were willing to assist. For instance, their willingness was represented 

through the extensive phone interviews by A2 and A4 due to the inability to meet 

in person. Similarly, one of the six representatives from A1 (Azusa) proved to be 

very willing and accommodating with an extensive interview on a walk-in basis.  

In addition, two of those nine respondents from A1 (Headquarters and 

Azusa) were unwilling to assist. While two of four respondents for A1 clearly 

demonstrated an unwillingness to assist, although, it was unclear as to the 

reasons for their actions. Again, what was clear was the observation of rushed, 

hesitant, distracted, uneasy, inconvenience, dismissive and unpleasant type of 

attitudes. 

Lastly, one of the respondents from A1 (Glendora), at first glance, had a 

willingness to assist but due to the short interaction, this respondent was marked 

as Unable to be determined. Of special note is that three LACFD respondent 

referrals to public libraries for acquiring fire prevention information turned out to 

be misleading. 
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Takeaways. 

Takeaways in this study are defined as pertinent information provided to the 

researcher in the form of documents, referrals, or web site links. All participating 

entities provided takeaways, they are listed in Table 170. 

Table 170. Agencies: Observations, Takeaways 

Agencies 

Takeaways A1 A2 A3 A4 

Hardcopies 

Provided brochures, flyers, documents such as example of inspection letter X X 

Digital: links, websites, etc. 

Provided online links to website & downloadable information X X X 

Advice or Reference 

Consistent referrals to the public library for fire prevention in formation X 

Told that relevant files were “too big” to share with the researcher X 

Takeaways in the form of hardcopy, digital, and advice/reference material 

were provided by all four agencies. For instance, the most hardcopy takeaways 

were provided by two agencies A1 (Azusa) and A3. A1 (Azusa) also provided 

digital takeaways, however, while there were no hardcopy takeaways from A2 

and A4, due to phone only interviews, online links to references and resources 

were provided. 
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Additional. 

This section was created as an open-ended catch-all for any additional 

observations that may have seemed random at the time. All additional 

observations are noted in Table 171. 

Table 171. Agencies: Observations, Additional 

Agencies 

Additional A1 A2 A3 A4 

Interview process 

Phone interview, no clear observations X X 

Body language and overall attitudes supported, very strongly by the 
awareness, assistance, and takeaway observations X 

Both participants chose to be interviewed together X 

Public reliance 

Understanding that public relies on public officials X 

Communication gap 

Acknowledgement of existing communication gaps between fire 
department’s public officials and communities in understanding fire 
prevention 

X 

Events 

An invitation to a fire prevention event was extended to the researcher X 

It bears mentioning that while all four agencies had some observable 

qualities, only two agencies, A2 and A4, were non-in-person interviews. In turn, it 

was difficult to get physical observable data from these agencies as the 
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interviews were done via phone conversations, therefore, relying solely on the 

exchange of words. 

Of specific interest was the extreme opposite behaviors demonstrated. 

Meaning that A2, A3, and A4 were very welcoming and helpful, to the extent that 

A4 even extended an event invitation to the researcher. Meanwhile, all 

participants of A1, excepting Mr. Condon at the Azusa office, were the very 

opposite. Finally, A4 provided the insight that the public relies on public officials 

and that there are gaps in communication between officials and the public, 

especially regarding fire preparedness and prevention. 

Summary for Agencies in Aggregate. Contacting PPs for agencies was a 

much easier process due to prior person-specific referrals and contact 

information gathered from representatives of cities. Person-specific referrals 

played a critical role in circumventing steps and barriers regarding identifying and 

contacting the PP for each participating agency. However, A1, with no prior 

person-specific referrals, was the most difficult in accessing the PP and logistical 

actions (32+) whereas the actions related to A2 were concentrated in the 

coordination for scheduling an interview with the PP.  

Overall, for A2, A3, and A4 a response was almost immediate and PPs 

were welcoming. Conversely, for A1, all three locations were on a walk-in basis 

and it eventually became evident no data or PP would surface. Eventually, the 

researcher used a professional connection to move forward with this agency. 
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Documents provided ranged from codes and guides to awareness 

material. A1’s Azusa office provided the most documents, five, of which one of 

the documents was the Ready! Set! Go! which was duplicated at A3 and A4. Of 

note is that A4 was the primary developer of this material which is part of their 

larger overall campaign, Ready for Wildfire. Of specific interest is that while A1 is 

a county agency and A2 is a research center, along with A3 being a federal 

agency and A4 a state agency there were surprisingly few duplicated documents 

provided to the researcher. 

The same lack of duplication applied to guiding criteria as well. This 

created the appearance of each agency following different guiding criteria and a 

possible disconnect between the agencies. Upon closer inspection this was not 

the case. 

Indeed, A1 followed criteria at the federal, state, and county levels, while 

A3 focuses on the federal and state guidelines and A4 used state fire prevention 

codes and guides. Meanwhile, A2, with its focus on research, did follow basic fire 

prevention principals but left local codes & requirements to be addressed at the 

local level. Hence, when viewed systematically, there is evidence of overlapping 

guiding criteria despite appearances. Of special note is that forester Condon of 

A1 (Azusa office) observed that it would be helpful to have fire prevention criteria 

provided in multilingual content for distribution to specific demographic areas. 

While this mention may seem to contradict earlier references to A1, it 

bears consideration that Mr. Condon was known previously to the researcher and 

was only sought out after encountering the barriers at all three offices. Of note is 
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that none of the other agencies presented barriers or resistance whatsoever. 

This may be due, in part or whole, to the direct connections used by the 

researcher. 

Regarding agencies programs, the aggregate view provided four 

programs. Specifically, education, community meetings and events, brush 

clearances, and programs for collaboration & communication across agencies. It 

is interesting to note the pattern of communication-based issues in prior 

categories along with communication-based programs as noted here. Three of 

the four primary topics are all communication focused.  

Furthermore, A3 mentioned grant programs and the need for additional 

education of nurseries regarding invasive plants.  It was also of note that A4’s 

programs are actionable by actual implementation with frontline workers while 

A3’s annual inspection is only regulatory enforcement/compliance.  

While all four agencies appear be collaborating with other groups, whether 

cities, other agencies, organizations, or the like, they vary in their collaborative 

efforts from two to seven entities. Of interest would be the type of collaboration 

that is happening with agencies. For instance, A1 and A4 were the only ones that 

elaborated on intra- and/or inter-agency efforts being done. Meanwhile, A4’s 

collaboration focuses on the development of new multi-agency campaigns and 

messaging to leverage all those agencies they are currently working with, while 

A1’s collaboration extends from preventative measures to educational efforts with 

various entities. 
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Of special note is that there were collaborative efforts mentioned that may 

imply community involvement, but none that directly linked their efforts to 

communities. Furthermore, none of the participating agencies mentioned, directly 

or indirectly, collaborative efforts with IPs or POs. 

Pertaining to agencies challenges, it is of interest that A1 was the only one 

to mention internal challenges, while all others listed only external challenges. 

While all four agencies appear to have varying challenges, four categories 

surfaced: 1) property owners; 2) developers and/or professionals; 3) conflicting, 

confusing and/or changing criteria; and, 4) education.  

All four agencies shared perception information about IPs and POs. The 

most commonly noted responses for all agencies in descending order are, lack of 

education, understanding, resources, and motivation. Meanwhile, there were 

contradictions between agencies. For instance, A2 stated that there is no “lack of 

knowledge and skills,” while A3 claims that “among the public there is a lack of 

knowledge and skills.” Similar to lack of resources, including financial, where A1 

notes that “clearances can be costly,” or A4 noting that “innovative approved fire 

rated building materials can be cost prohibitive,” while A4 also commented that 

they “rarely hear about lack of resources being a reason for not implementing” 

and A3 noting that “there are costs, resources are there to help.” Overall, no 

clear picture surfaces regarding finances and how prominent a role they play in 

fire prevention. 

Observations of awareness were present for all four agencies. While each 

of A2, A3, and A4, all demonstrated knowledge at the very level, A1 was rated as 
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unable to determine. This, despite Mr. Condon’s ample knowledge, was based 

on the previous experiences with all other participants from this agency, at all 

three locations. Essentially, this was due to their hesitation, dismissive, rushed 

attitudes, and an overall lack of providing evidence of knowledge. 

While assistance was observed at all four agencies, A1 was the standout 

in terms of minimal and unwillingness to the point of leading the researcher in 

false directions. No insight has been gained into why most of the participants in 

A1 chose to act that way, but this resistance, again, may have been avoided by 

circumventing those frontline individuals with person-specific referrals, as was 

the case with forester Condon and A2, A3, and A4. 

All four agencies provided some takeaways. Due to phone only interviews 

for A2 and A4, it was difficult to observe much beyond the conversation and their 

takeaways were limited to online links to resources and references.  

While all participants within the agency category provided referrals to 

other possible participants, inter- or intra-agency referrals from three participants 

of A1, seemed more as a “pass the buck” or “move the researcher on” type of 

referral. In addition, as noted above, participants from this same agency were the 

ones noted above as providing referrals to public libraries which proved to be a 

false lead. 

While the behaviors observed contrasted greatly, the insight of A4 was 

noteworthy. Their comment on how the public relies on public officials and that 

there are gaps in communication between officials and the public, especially 

regarding fire preparedness and prevention, is quite telling. 
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Organizations in Aggregate 

It is noteworthy, that the selection of three organizations contacted in this 

category surfaced either due to prior person-specific referrals and/or prior 

association with the investigator that were deemed useful for the study. For 

instance, California Fire Safe Council (CFSC, O1) was referred to the 

investigator as a good source for the study by the chairperson from Southern 

California Regional Areas Safety Taskforce (RAST, O2) and later by others. 

Meanwhile, the contact at RAST, was also a person-specific referral from the City 

of Pasadena’s Public Works – Parks & Natural Resources Division, and had a 

direct association with the investigator through a prior event attendance. While 

the contacts at Theodore Payne Foundation (TPF, O3) were not referrals, there 

was however a prior association with one PP through the researcher’s previous 

volunteer and docent work activities with O3. 

Organizations: Logistics. Table 172 presents in aggregate the actions required 

to schedule and interview organization officials or point-persons (PP) for 

information regarding the organization’s fire prevention efforts in the WUI. The 

“visits” section of the table is the first stage of the process: finding and scheduling 

an interview with the PP. The “interviews” and  “follow-up” sections composed 

the second and final stage: interviewing the PP and following up to clarify any 

discrepancies and confirm the researcher’s responses.  
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Table 172. Organizations: Logistics 

As noted previously, after cities, due to professional and personal 

connections, along with person-specific referrals, accessing PPs became much 

easier. Furthermore, the initial PPs at both O1 and O3 introduced the researcher 

to colleagues for additional interviews and information. 

All three organizations required about the same amount of actions during 

the first step of the process. For instance, O2 had seventeen actions prior to 

acquiring one in-person interview. O3 also had seventeen actions that resulted in 

two in-person interviews while O1 had fifteen actions resulting in two in-person 

interviews. However, in contrast to the city inquiries which had more effective 

turnout through in-person visits for reaching a PP, for the first step in this group, 

email for coordination, seemed to be the most efficient and effective form of 
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communication for contacting potential participants and coordinating interviews. 

Overall, the PPs from all organizations were fully and directly accessible and 

most efforts noted in the table were due to scheduling conflicts and coordinating 

a convenient time for interviews. 

Organizations: Documents. Table 173 lists the documents, in aggregate, 

related to wildfire prevention acquired or directly referred to at each of the three 

organizations. It provides the total documents from each organization and lists 

the specific documents on the left side. The “organizations” section provides a 

checklist of which documents are referenced by each specific organization. The 

“org. specific” section identifies which documents were developed locally for local 

use, meaning developed by that organization for its own use. These documents 

were developed following criteria established at the international, federal, state, 

or county levels, or a combination thereof. Lastly, the “other” section lists what 

specific level of criteria is referenced by those cities that have not developed 

local documents; these are indicated by the letters Co for county, S for state, F 

for federal and I for international. 
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Organizations 
Org. 

Specific 
Other 

Documents CFSC RAST TPF 
Local 

County/State 
Fed/Int

Quantity 3 32 3 

County of Los Angeles Fire Dept.: Fire 
Hazard Reduction & Safety Guidelines X Co 

Be Prepared When Wildfires Threaten you 
Home – Farmers Ins & Alliance X S 

Homeowner’s Guide to Fire and 
Watershed Safety at the Chaparral/Urban 
Interface 

X Co 

A Road Map to Fire Safety: Defensible 
Space in the Santa Monica Mountains  X S 

Vegetation Management in the LAC WU X Co 

Preparing a Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan Handbook X X 

Ready! Set! Go! Pamphlet X S 

Fire Hazard vs. Erosion Control X Co 

Protect Your Family with Ember Resistant 
Vents X X 

Oak Trees: Care and Maintenance X S 

Watershed Wise: Summer 2008, 11:3  X S 

Invasive Plants and Wildfires in Southern 
California X S 

Weed Watch: Southern California X S 

Don’t Plant a Pest! X S 

California FAIR Plan flyer X S 

California Department of Insurance: Home 
Inventory Guide X S 

(table continues on next page) 




Table 173. Organizations: Documents 
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CAL FIRE – Protecting the Homes & 
Citizens of California X S 

Controlling Nature’s Wrath – California 
Living: Fire Safe (DVD) X S 

Healthy Forests Restoration Act 2003  X F 

National Fire Plan (aka Cohesive Wildland 
Fire Management Strategy) 

X X F 

Strategic Fire Plan for California X S 

Los Angeles County Fire Plan X Co 

Community Wildfire Protection Plan X X X 

Vegetation Treatment Program 
Environmental Impact Report (VRPEIR) X F 

National Env. Policy Act  (NEPA) X F 

California Env. Quality Act  (CEQA) X S 

California’s Forests and Rangelands: 2010 
Assessment X S 

Pacific Southwest Research Station  X S 

LAC Fire Code (Title 32) X Co 

LAC Brush Clearance Program X Co 

LAC Fuel Modification Program X Co 

California Fire Safe Council X S 

The Poppy Print – Summer 2013 X X 

LACFD Brush Clearance Program  X Co 

S.A.F.E. Landscapes (2008 Calendar) X S 

While the total wildfire prevention documents acquired from each 


organization ranged in quantity of documents, those provided from both O1 and 
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Organizations 

Criteria Used: O1 O2 O3 Local 
County/State 

Fed/Int 

Reference state criteria X S 

Reference federal criteria X F 

Grantees may be required to abide by CEQA but not NEPA X S 

Grantees must meet all acceptable agreement requirements X X 

 

 

 

(table continues on next page)  
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O3 were three each whereas O2 provided thirty-two documents. The types of 

documents are of particular note in that of thirty-two documents provided by O2 

only one document was duplicated by O1: Community Wildfire Protection Plan  

(the local version of the wildfire plan). In addition, two documents that were 

prepared for distribution and provided by O2 were created by others, including  

Farmers Insurance and the Santa Monica Mountains Fire Safe Alliance. Both of 

these agencies also collaborated with O2 during various awareness events.  

 

Organizations: Guiding Criteria. Table 174 provides details in aggregate 

regarding the criteria used for wildfire prevention by the organizations 

participating in this study. 

 

Table 174. Organizations: Guiding Criteria 



 

 

 

    

    

    

  

 

   

    

 

 

 




Collaborative criteria from federal to local level 

National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy X F 

Strategic Fire Plan for California X S 

Los Angeles County Fire Plan X Co 

Community Wildfire Protection Plan X X X 

Preventive criteria 

Fire prevention codes & regulations fed. to local level X X 

City of Los Angeles Fire Dept. guidelines for brush clearance X Co 

Overall, all three organizations specified criteria used to guide their fire 

prevention efforts. The common thread between two organizations, O1 and O2, 

is that they both referenced federal, state, and local guidelines such as the fire 

plans that they adhere to and/or have others adhere to. Meanwhile, O3 

resonated more at a homeowner level where they receive and abide by LACFD’s 

annual local brush clearances program. 

Interestingly, the O2 representative also noted that the fire plans consist of 

two parts. The first part, preservation, focuses more on the regulatory standards 

and the second part, “let’s work together,” concentrates more on collaboration 

efforts between agencies. 

Organizations: Programs. Table 175 provides an aggregate view of the specific 

programs the participating organizations are involved with regarding fire 

prevention. 
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Table 175. Organizations: Programs 

Organizations 

Programs O1 O2 O3 

Grant Clearinghouse X 

Local Fire Safe Councils X 

Other community organizations X 

Manage the grant process before, during, & after X 

Mentoring X 

Monitoring X 

Assistance to grantees X 

Education X 

References to resources X 

National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy 
(aka Cohesive Strategy Fire Plan) 

X 

County-based X 

Community-based X 

Comprehensive strategies X 

Creating shaded fuel breaks X 

Equal fire preparedness/prevention X 

Vegetation treatment program X 

Consideration of environmental conditions X 

Annual brush clearances X X 

Pre & post inspections X 

Fire drills using Ready!Set!Go! guide X 
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The identified programs, focused on fire prevention, of all three 

organizations provide a fairly comprehensive approach. While O1 serves as a 

grant clearinghouse and works directly with local Fire Safe Councils and 

community organizations, it also manages the grant process, before, during and 

after completion while also providing education and references to other 

resources. 

Meanwhile, O2 focuses on both fire preparedness and fire prevention 

while addressing vegetation and structures. Furthermore, their comprehensive 

approach ranges from community to county based efforts all of which are based 

on the Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) of 2003. 

Additionally, it bears mentioning that the representative of this 

organization went out of his way to provide as much of his time, materials, 

references, and resources as possible. Of specific interest is that this individual is 

employed by LACFD, providing an interesting contrast to the researcher’s prior 

experiences with that agency. 

Lastly, O3, a small non-profit, had routine fire drills, including pre and post 

inspections, as their core fire prevention program. Not to be taken lightly, O3 

exists and operates in the WUI and is very conscious of their specific wildfire 

threat and takes their fire drills seriously. While their program centers on the Los 

Angeles Fire Department’s (LAFD) brush clearance guidelines they also follow 

and have contributed to CAL FIRE’s Ready, Set, Go program. O3’s contribution 

was in providing more appropriate illustrations of vegetation thinning for the 

program’s brochure that is a critical component of fire preparedness. 
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Organizations: Agency Collaboration. Table 176 provides an aggregate view 

of the collaborative relationships each of the three participating organizations has 

with external agencies and organizations. 

Table 176. Organizations: Agency Collaboration 

Organizations 

Collaboration with others O1 O2 O3 

Inter-Agency 

NPS X 

CFSC X 

CAL FIRE X 

LA County X 

Fire Dept. X 

City of Los Angeles Fire Department X 

Various cities within Los Angeles County X 

USFS X X 

BLM X 

FWS X 

UCCE X 

Insurance Companies X 

Utility Companies X 

Community Forest Committee X 
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While all three organizations appear to be collaborating with other groups, 

whether cities, agencies, other organizations, or the like, they vary in their 

collaborative efforts. For instance, while O1 deals predominantly with 

government agencies, O2 emphasizes collaboration between governmental and 

non-governmental (NGO) entities that promote fire prevention while minimizing 

duplicated efforts. In addition, O2 focuses on the aspect of relationship building 

with other entities 

Of interest is TPF’s collaborative efforts, whereas they dealt with the least 

amount of groups, they did participate in integrating more sensitive vegetation 

removal information on the Los Angeles County’s annual brush clearance 

mailer/brochure. This was to provide awareness, at the practitioner level, of 

sensitive thinning versus full removal, which all too often is the understanding 

property owners and contractors have of brush clearance.  

Organizations: Challenges. Table 177 provides an aggregate view of the 

specific challenges noted for each participating organization. The specific 

challenges, along with the emerging categories, surfaced from data gathered 

during visits, observations, and the answers stemming from the interview 

process. 
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Table 177. Organizations: Challenges 

Organizations 

Challenges O1 O2 O3 

External 

Conflicting fire prevention information available to public X 

Insurance companies’ requirements X 

Defensible space criteria X 

Conflicts between water exemptions and water intense vegetation X 

Post project debris removal X 

Issues with fire prevention application costs X 

Lack understanding for need to implement preventive measures X 

Lack of community education X 

Lack of time to properly research options X 

Education that does not lead to behavior change X 

Emphasize hardening structures along with vegetation management X 

Aesthetics versus functional landscape design X 

Table 177 indicates that all three organizations face challenges in their fire 

prevention efforts. For instance, O1 indicated that conflicts in criteria available to 

the public are challenging. As an example, the criteria required by insurance 

companies to comply with fire prevention measures seem to conflict with the 

criteria for creating defensible spaces. Additionally they claim that while some 

homeowners have issues with the costs associated with preventive applications 

365 




 

 

 

 

 




most people can afford it yet lack an understanding of the need to implement 

preventive measures. 

Meanwhile, O2 states that there is a need to expand community education 

to increase volunteer projects, while conversely; unfocused education without a 

purposive goal does not lead to the needed behavioral changes. Furthermore, 

there is a lack of time available to organization and agency members to properly 

research available options.  

Lastly, O3, states that an emphasis on hardening structures in addition to 

vegetation management is needed, while discrepancies in water exemption 

policies for water intense vegetation versus water conserving landscaping need 

resolving. Furthermore, there is conflict in understanding landscape design, 

issues such as slope stability, along with aesthetics versus functional landscape 

design. 

Organizations: Perceptions. Perceptions refer to those of the participants from 

each organization about the IPs and POs they deal with. Specifically as they 

relate to the categories developed for the questionnaire (Appendix B). The 

categories are: 1) lack in knowledge and skills; 2) lack clear guidelines; 3) lack 

support from public agencies (city, county, federal); 4) lack resources, including 

financial, 5) lack understanding and motivation; 6) communicating fully with 

city/county/agency; and, 7) other. The findings in aggregate are presented in 

Table 178. 
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Table 178. Organizations: Perceptions of Industry Professionals and Property 

Owners 

Organizations 

Re: Industry Professionals and Property Owners O1 O2 O3 

Lack in knowledge and skills X X X 

Lack of clear guidelines X X 

Lack support from public agencies (city/county/federal) X 

Lack resources, including financial X X X 

Lack understanding and motivation X X X 

Communicating fully with city/county/agency X 

Other 

All three organizations provided data regarding their perceptions about IPs 

and POs in relation to fire prevention. The perceptions noted were separated out 

into the following single category tables. The categories represented here are: 1) 

lack in knowledge and skills; 2) lack clear guidelines; 3) lack support from public 

agencies (city, county, federal); 4) lack resources, including financial, 5) lack 

understanding and motivation, and 6) communicating fully with 

city/county/agency. None of the organizations contributed to the seventh 

category, other. 
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Table 179. Organizations: Perceptions, Lack of knowledge and skills 

Organizations 

Lack of knowledge and skills O1 O2 O3 

While many have the knowledge and skills, others are still in the dark X 

Actionable skills in developing global solutions to local problems X 

Discrepancies between codes and volunteering tactics X 

Lack in learning X 

Cut corners X 

Property owners in denial X 

The general perception that industry professionals and property owners 

lack knowledge and skills, related to fire prevention, is something that all three 

organizations agree upon. For instance, O1 stated that while many have the 

skills and knowledge, others are “still in the dark.” O2 observes that skills for 

developing “global solutions to local problems” are lacking and that discrepancies 

exist “between codes and volunteering tactics.” Both of O2’s comments are 

understood as meaning the gaps are on the side of fire prevention professionals. 

Lastly, O3 notes that there are some knowledgeable people “doing the right 

thing,” there is still a lack in learning, while some cut corners and others are in 

denial. 
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Table 180. Organizations: Perceptions, Lack of clear guidelines 

Organizations 

Lack of clear guidelines O1 O2 O3 

Fire code covers them well but volunteer fire prevention is quite loose X 

Not lacking guidance, there are good guidelines available X 

O2 and O3 claim that codes and guidelines are there, although, O2 notes 

that in the context of volunteer fire prevention, things get “quite loose.” This is 

understood as meaning, strict adherence to code is not necessarily being 

followed in volunteer type programs. O3, from more of a community perspective 

notes specifically that there is no lack of guidance and that “there are good 

guidelines available.” Again, this bears interest because it is the perspective of a 

community level organization. 

Table 181. Organizations: Perceptions, Lack support from public agencies 

Organizations 

Lack support from public agencies O1 O2 O3 

Not lack of support, lack of connection with proper programs, activities, 
locations, persons 

X 

O2’s comment is of particular interest despite its seemingly unique 

perception. His statement is understood as meaning that what is needed is 

available and there is a lack, not of support, but of connection. 
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Table 182. Organizations: Perceptions, Lack of resources, including financial 

Organizations 

Lack resources, including financial O1 O2 O3 

Always need more money for community wide projects and assistance for 
seniors/low income X 

Cost and lack of accessible resources impede community’s interest in 
implementing fire prevention activities X 

Many feel they can make only limited impact without grant funds X 

Connection with the proper programs, activities, etc. X 

Finances, always an issue X X 

Discrepancies in accessing information X 

Financial burden X 

All three organizations agreed that there is a lack in resources, and more 

particular money, which seems to be the main driver in impeding a community’s 

interest to implement fire prevention efforts. However, O3 noted that there are 

vast amounts of information available and that people want to access it. In 

addition, what could be of interest was a perception by Katie Martel from O1 in 

that limited impacts are accomplished without funding. Of note is that all of O1’s 

comments relate to community groups, as their organization’s primary purpose is 

funding, for groups only, not individual IPs or POs.  
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Table 183. Organizations: Perceptions, Lack understanding and motivation 

Organizations 

Lack understanding and motivation O1 O2 O3 

Sometimes it takes a fire to get folks motivated X 

Other times the Fire Safe Council needs to be the ‘spark plug’ to get 
homeowners interested/motivated X 

Lack of time for understanding X 

Proper motivation X 

Motivated but don’t X 

Even when money is not an issue X 

Denial X 

Options would lead to more motivation X 

O1 claims that oftentimes an external source provides the motivation. 

They believe that it may take a fire or the local Fire Safe Council to get 

homeowners motivated. Meanwhile, O2 believes that time is lacking for 

understanding and proper motivation. Additionally, O3 stated that motivation may 

not be enough and even when money is not an obstacle fire prevention does not 

happen. Furthermore, O3 believes that many are in denial, while more options for 

implementing natives and removing invasive plants would improve motivation. 
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Table 184. Organizations: Perceptions, Communicating fully 

Organizations 

Communicating fully with city/county/agency O1 O2 O3 

Unsure, collaboration is a buzz-word at this time X 

We strongly encourage community members work with local agencies for 
support and assistance X 

While uncertain about whether or not IPs and Pos communicate fully with 

supporting entities, O1 does note two things. First, the term collaboration, is 

overused as a “buzz-word,” and second, they “strongly encourage” homeowners 

to work with local agencies “for support and assistance.” This is understood as 

representing O1’s claim that support and assistance are available to 

homeowners. 

Organizations: Observations. Observations were conducted for all three 

organizations in relation to fire prevention. Observations made by the researcher 

for each organization resulted in findings that related to four emerging categories: 

1) awareness; 2) assistance; 3) takeaways; and, 4) additional. For instance, 

Awareness observations were made as to whether or not organization workers 

encountered in the process had applicable awareness regarding fire prevention 

programs, the department that handled these programs, and if they could identify 

the point-person (PP) for fire prevention information. For assistance, takeaways, 

and additional, similar assessments of the pertinent observations were made. 
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Organizations 

Observations: O1 O2 O3 

Awareness 

Very X X X 

Limited 

Unable to determine due to other factors 

Assistance 

Willing to Assist X X X 

Unwilling to assist 

Unable to determine due to other factors  

Takeaways 

Hardcopies X 

Digital: links, websites, etc. X X 

Advice or Reference X 

Additional 

Other X X 

Table 185 provides the aggregate data regarding observations from all three 

agencies. 

 

Table 185. Organizations: Observations  

For this first section, awareness, three subsections or sub-variables  

surfaced 1) very knowledgeable, 2) limited knowledge, and 3) unable to 

determine. For instance, very knowledgeable refers to organization individuals 
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having high to very high levels of wildfire prevention knowledge where they had 

not trouble explicating to others such as to the investigator. Limited knowledge is 

meant as a knowledge base about fire prevention methods and strategies that 

ranges from knowing regulations to some knowledge of wildfire prevention 

programs, methods, or strategies. Whereas, unable to determine is meant as no 

clear indication of knowledge related to fire prevention methods and strategies.  

Table 186. Organizations: Observations, Awareness 

Organizations 

Awareness O1 O2 O3 

Very 

Very good understanding and knowledge base of the grant process for 
providing community assistance towards preventative wildfire measures X 

Both PPs knew the process, the “how to’s” for providing financial assistance 
and the in-depth coordination necessary between grantor and grantee X 

PP was knowledgeable and informative regarding wildfires in the WUI X 

Both PPs were knowledgeable and helpful X 

Limited (none) 

Unable to determine (none) 

PPs from all three organizations proved to be very knowledgeable 

regarding fire prevention programs, methods, and strategies. Their awareness 

spanned from regional information, to local, and from regulations to the actual 

implementation of fire prevention. 
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The next section, assistance, produced three categories consisting of 1) 

willing to assist, 2) unwilling to assist, and 3) unable to determine.  Willing to 

assist refers to agency individuals doing what they can in order to help with the 

inquiry such as finding ways to retrieve answers from within their organization. In 

contrast, unwilling to assist refers to agency individuals that had a clear sense of 

uncooperative, unwillingness, and/or a disinterest to help with the inquiry. Much 

as noted above, unable to determine is meant as having no clear indication of 

assistance, possibly due to other factors such as organizational limitation, job 

constraints, personal capabilities or other. 

Table 187. Organizations: Observations, Assistance 

Organizations 

Assistance O1 O2 O3 

Willing to Assist 

Very forthcoming with information and willing to assist. They made the 
investigator feel welcomed X 

Provided material, links, referrals without hesitation, offered to be re 
contacted for additional information X 

Organization’s participant provided most information of all public officials X 

Meetings for interviews were immediate X 

Introduced researcher to colleagues for additional interviews/information X X 

Unwilling to assist (none) 

Unable to determine (none) 
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All five participants, representing all three organizations, were willing to 

assist and very helpful in their efforts. While O1 was forthcoming with 

information, they also made the researcher feel very welcome. They also 

provided plenty of materials and information. Meanwhile, the single 

representative from O2, not only gave selflessly of his time, he also provided the 

most information of any public official involved in the study. Lastly, the two PPs 

from O3 were so willing to assist and welcome the researcher they scheduled 

interviews immediately upon request. 

Table 188. Organizations: Observations, Takeaways 

Organizations 

Takeaways O1 O2 O3 

Hardcopies 

Provided ample documentation and referrals X 

Provided documentation and referrals to individuals used in later sections of 
this study (industry professionals) X 

Digital: links, websites, etc. 

Both PPs provided insight, information, links, and referrals X X 

Advice or Reference 

Referred Phyllis Banducci of CAL FIRE X X 

Takeaways in the form of hardcopy, digital, and advice/reference material 

were provided by all three organizations. O1 also provided a person-specific 

referral for CAL FIRE, which helped in the study. 
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Table 189. Organizations: Observations, Additional 

Organizations 

Additional O1 O2 O3 

PPs invited the researcher to the 2014 Grant Application Workshop X 

The PP was also deputy forester, LACFD’s Forestry Division and 
Prevention Bureau X 

1 of only 2, out of 12 in-person interactions from LACFD, to provide 
substantial assistance and information X 

Lastly, O1 and O2 contributed to the Additional category. While the PPs of 

O1 went so far in their assistance as to invite the researcher to a workshop, the 

PP of O2, who is also a deputy forester of LACFD’s Forestry Division, was one of 

only two, out of twelve individuals, from LACFD to provide significant assistance.  

Summary for Organizations in Aggregate. These three organizations were 

selected for the study primarily due to the roles they play regarding fire 

prevention in the WUI of the participating cities. Furthermore, these specific 

organizations were either referred to the researcher by others in the study or the 

researcher had prior professional association. That being the case, the process 

of identifying and interviewing the PPs for each was much easier and each of the 

three organizations required about the same effort to do so. The majority of 

efforts required centered around coordination of date and time for the interviews. 

Of particular note was that participants from O1 and O3 were quick to include 

colleagues for interviews. 
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The documents provided by these organizations ranged from federal, to 

state, county, and local. With O2 providing thirty-two in total, being the most from 

a single source from all participating entities. Two additional points of interest are 

that only one of the thirty-two documents was duplicated by another organization, 

and that two documents included Farmers Insurance as a co-producer. 

While all three organizations did specify guiding criteria for their fire 

prevention efforts, the scope and scale varied. For instance, O1 and O2 cited 

guidelines at the federal, state, and local levels, while O3 referenced local 

criteria. 

All three organizations included programs that together address fire 

preparedness, prevention, and compliance. In addition, while O3 deals with the 

lower end, meaning primarily the property owner, professionals, and 

communities, O1 and O2 offer programs that overlap at the community level and 

upward to include organizations, agencies, cities and counties. Nonetheless, O3 

contributed to the City of Los Angeles’ annual brush clearance mailer/brochure, a 

critical component of their fire preparedness efforts.  

The three organizations collaborate with cities, agencies, or other 

organizations either at the local, regional, state or federal levels on their fire 

prevention efforts. Essentially, between the three organizations, there is a 

“funneling-down” effect, from national to local.  

Challenges exist for all three organizations regarding fire prevention. They 

include, conflicting information, costs, lack of understanding, education that does 

not lead to behavior change, unbalanced emphasis on structure hardening and 
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vegetation management, discrepancies in water exemption policies, design 

issues such as after fire, slope stability, and aesthetics versus functional. 

The perceptions of all three organizations emphasized the lack of 

knowledge and skills, lack of resources, including financial, and a lack of 

understanding and motivation regarding IPs and POs. Meanwhile, there is not a 

lack of clear guidelines (excepting volunteer programs) or support from public 

agencies. It is uncertain whether or not IPs and POs, as perceived by the 

organizations’ representatives, are communicating fully with the city, county, or 

agencies. Of note is that O3, who apparently deals most directly with IPs and 

POs notes that good guidelines are available yet many people are still in denial. 

O2’s singular comment regarding lack support from public agencies is of 

particular interest. He noted that there is a lack, not of support, but of connection 

to the programs, activities, locations, and persons. 

While O3 noted that there were plenty of resources, in the form of 

information, available, all organizations agreed that there is a lack of financial 

resources. Additionally, O1 mentioned that the overall impact of community fire 

prevention efforts are directly limited by funding.  

Regarding understanding and motivation, O1 states that external sources, 

such as a fire or the local Fire Safe Council’s involvement, often provide the 

necessary motivation for POs. While O2 notes that more time is needed for the 

proper understanding and motivation. Additionally, O3 stated that sometimes 

motivation is not enough and even when money is not an obstacle, fire 

prevention still does not happen.  
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Regarding communicating fully, no organization provided concrete 

statements, although, O1 did note two things. First, buzz-words, such as 

collaboration may be overused, and second, their organization does strongly 

encourage POs to seek support and assistance from their local agencies. 

Overall, the PPs from all three organizations were aware of fire prevention 

programs, methods, and strategies, with knowledge spanning from regional to 

local and from regulations to fire prevention tactics. All participants were helpful 

and very willing to assist in the study. 

All three organizations provided takeaways in the form of hardcopy, digital, 

and/or advice/reference materials. Furthermore, a person-specific referral for 

CAL FIRE was provided by O1. Lastly, the initial PPs at both O1 and O3 

introduced the researcher to colleagues for additional interviews and information, 

and the PPs of O1 even invited the researcher to a workshop.  

Industry Professionals in Aggregate 

The entity category industry professionals was not included in the original field of 

subjects, yet, were added later as potential sources of data. The data provided 

by the three participating industry professionals proved invaluable to the study. 

Industry Professionals: Logistics. Table 190 presents in aggregate the actions 

required to schedule and interview an industry professional (IP) from each entity 

for information regarding the entity’s fire prevention efforts when working in the 

WUI. The “visits” section of the table is the first stage of the process: finding and 
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scheduling an interview with the PP. The “interviews” and “follow-up” sections 

composed the second and final stage: interviewing the PP and following up to 

clarify any discrepancies and confirm responses.  

Table 190. Industry Professionals: Logistics 

Visits Interviews Follow– 
Ups 

Totals 

Industry 
Professionals 
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EPT Design  (IP1) 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 5 

ScrubJay Studio (IP2) 1 1 0 10 1 0 1 14 

Native Sanctuary 
(IP3) 

1 1 3 2 1 0 1 9 

Totals 2 2 3 15 2 1 3 28 

Overall, IPs were easy to access and interview. Again, the most efforts, 

quantitatively, were spent in coordinating interviews. In fact, with the exception of 

IP2, even coordination was surprisingly simple. 

Industry Professionals: Documents. Table 191 lists in aggregate the 

documents related to wildfire prevention acquired or directly referred from each 

of the three IPs. For this group of participants, the documentation provided was 

only in the form of reference by way of websites or literature. 
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Industry Professional 

Documents 
IP1 IP2 IP3 

Local, County, 
State, Federal, 
International 

Literature, 
Websites, Other 

Quantity 1 1 1 

Los Angeles County Fuel 
Modification Guidelines X Co 

Fire, Chaparral, and 
Survival in Southern 
California by Richard W. 
Halsey, 2005 

X - Literature 

California’s Own Native 
Landscape Design X S Website 

Criteria Used Other Criteria 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




Table 191. Industry Professionals: Documents 

Each participant provided one document or reference. It is interesting to 

note that IP1 provided a county level document, IP2 provided a regional 

document, and IP3 referenced a website addressing state level concepts. 

Industry Professionals: Guiding Criteria. Table 192 provides details in 

aggregate regarding the criteria used for wildfire prevention by the industry 

professionals participating in this study. 
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Table 192. Industry Professionals: Guiding Criteria 

Industry Professionals 

Criteria Used: IP1 IP2 IP3 Locally 
Developed 

County/State 
Fed/Int’l 

LACFD Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines X Co 

Fire, Chaparral, and Survival in Southern California 

by Richard W. Halsey, 2005 
X -

Design with “fire ladders” in mind X -

Design for defensible spaces X -

Fire information from books, lectures, other people X -

California’s Own Native Landscape Design X S 

Firewise workshop guidelines X X 

Forestry service research websites X F 

California Native Plant Society X S 

Fire information from events, lectures, workshops X -

It was not surprising to find that all three IPs focused primarily on guiding 

criteria for California, and in some instances Southern California. Topical issues 

such as fire prevention strategies such as designing defensible spaces and to 

avoid fire “ladders,” further emphasized their understanding of actual tactics for 

practitioners. Of note is that both IP2 and IP3, in their own ways, rely heavily on 

autodidactic methods to promote their own learning. 
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Industry Professionals: Programs. Table 193 provides an aggregate view of 

the specific programs the participating industry professionals are involved with 

regarding fire prevention. 

Table 193. Industry Professionals: Programs 

Industry 

Professionals 

Programs: IP1 IP2 IP3 

Education & outreach strategies 

LACFD’s Fire Fuel Workshop X 

Educate the client X X 

Defensible spaces & fire clearances 

Plant maintenance to prevent fire ladders X 

Assistance for fire requirements 

Direct clients to local fire department X 

Inform & support relation with local fire department X 

While IP1 has participated in LACFD’s Fire Fuel Workshop, there were no 

programs that their company creates or sponsors. Whereas, IP2 also cites no 

specific programs, he stressed three basic approaches: 1) design to prevent fire 

ladders; 2) educate the client; and, 3) begin by visiting local fire department. 

Lastly, IP3 stressed two basic approaches, educate the client along with inform 

and support their relation with local fire department. She also observes that “Most 
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clients have a fear of the county,” meaning Los Angeles County agencies, 

including LACFD. 

Of specific interest are comments that IP2 made regarding programs and 

departments. For instance, “Different departments will ask you to do different 

things” and “that’s the first place [local fire department] they should go. And that 

of course, is all free stuff, but it’s going to be a minimal amount of information,” 

these statements seem to predict confusion and information gaps. 

Industry Professionals: Agency Collaboration. Table 194 provides an 

aggregate view of the collaborative relationships each of the three participating 

Industry Professionals has with external agencies and organizations. 

Table 194. Industry Professionals: Agency Collaboration 

Industry 

Professionals 

Collaboration with others: IP1 IP2 IP3 

Los Angeles County Fire Department X 

Fuel Modification Unit for plan approval, plan cross check, & 

post installation inspections 
X 

Local city fire departments when applicable X 

IP1 cites collaboration with LACFD for plan approvals, cross check and 

post installation inspections. IP2 works with LACFD and local city fire 

departments when applicable. IP3 does not interact directly with agencies, she 
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leaves that to her clients. Of note is the IP1’s statement, “I have not really seen 

cities or agencies providing support, it is more along the lines of enforcement.”  

Industry Professionals: Challenges. Table 195 provides an aggregate view of 

the specific challenges provided by each participating IP. The specific 

challenges, along with the emerging categories, surfaced from data gathered 

during visits, observations, and the answers stemming from the semi-structured 

interview guides used during the interview process. 

Table 195. Industry Professionals: Challenges 

Industry 

Professionals 

Challenges: IP1 IP2 IP3 

Available information 

Requires time & thought to understand for implementing X 

Conflicting between design goals & requirements X 

Lacks in quality X 

Severe brush clearances leading to soil erosion X 

Conflicts between maintenance of native planting & fire prevention 

strategies 
X 

Terminology confuses X 

Media’s representation, or misrepresentation X 

Annual brush clearance timing X 
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The challenges listed by each IP represent true practitioner’s issues. For 

instance, IP1 notes: 

 Information available but challenging 

 Requires time and thought to understand 

 Conflict between goals and requirements 

Meanwhile, IP 2 lists the following: 

 Fixating on fire prevention and not other critical aspects 

 Severe brush clearance leading to soil erosion 

 Conflicts in maintaining native planting and fire prevention strategies 

And lastly, IP3 notes as challenges: 

 Lack of quality information 

 Terminology confuses 

 Media’s representation, or misrepresentation 

 Annual brush clearance timing 

Industry Professionals: Perceptions. Perceptions refer to those of the IPs 

about the industry professionals and property owners they deal with. Specifically 

as they relate to the categories developed for the questionnaire (Appendix B). 

The categories are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of clear guidelines; 3) 

lack support from city/county/federal; 4) lack of resources, including financial; 5) 

lack of understanding or motivation; 6) communicating fully with 

city/county/agency; and, 7) other. The findings are presented in Table 196. 
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Table 196. Industry Professionals: Perceptions about other Industry 

Professionals and Property Owners 

Industry 
Professionals 

Re: Industry Professionals and Property Owners IP1 IP2 IP3 

Lack of knowledge and skills X X X 

Lack of clear guidelines X X X 

Lack support from public agencies (city/county/federal) X X X 

Lack resources, including financial X X 

Lack understanding and motivation X X X 

Communicating fully with city/county/agency 

Other 

It is interesting to note the seemingly shared perceptions depicted in the 

table above. These IPs were interviewed separately, at different times and 

locations, and to the best of the researcher’s knowledge are not personally 

acquainted with each other. 

Table 197. Industry Professionals: Perceptions, Lack of knowledge and skills 

Industry 
Professionals 

Lack of knowledge and skills IP1 IP2 IP3 

Professionals do not lack the knowledge and skills, if so, they learn by expanding 
knowledge and skills X 

Lack of understanding native plants X 

Clients and property owners lack knowledge and understanding X 
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As noted previously, the perceptions seem to be shared, yet the different 

comments in Table 197 provide some variations. IP1 states that professionals 

learn by expanding their knowledge and skills, while IP2 claims there is a lack of 

understanding native plants, and lastly IP3 cites an overall lack of knowledge and 

understanding among POs. 

Table 198. Industry Professionals: Perceptions, Lack of clear guidelines 

Industry 
Professionals 

Lack of clear guidelines IP1 IP2 IP3 

Fuel modification guidelines are available, need time and effort to understand X 

Minimal guidelines that ignore larger context X 

Best practices are not understood X 

Again, the perceptions regarding guidelines also vary widely but do share 

an underlying theme, gaps and barriers in information. IP1 observes that time 

and effort are needed to understand fuel modification guidelines, while IP2 claims 

that minimal guidelines ignore the larger context, and IP3 states that best 

practices are not understood. 
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Table 199. Industry Professionals: Perceptions, Lack support from public 

agencies 

Industry 
Professionals 

Lack support from public agencies IP1 IP2 IP3 

LACFD does provide what is necessary for professionals X 

Lack of self-education X 

Information and knowledge constrained within agencies X 

Lack of support for native planting X 

Regarding Lack support from public agencies IP1 claims that support is 

provided, while IP2 and IP3 believe otherwise. IP2 said that information and 

knowledge are constrained within the agencies and IP3 notes a lack of support 

for native planting. 

Table 200. Industry Professionals: Perceptions, Lack resources, including 

financial 

Industry 
Professionals 

Lack resources, including financial IP1 IP2 IP3 

Professionals lack of time necessary for understanding X 

Professionals and property owners lack a system understanding of fire prevention 
design/maintenance X 
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While distinctly asked regarding resources, including financial, neither 

responding participant included the later. Between both participants, the 

fundamental resource lacking is time. 

Table 201. Industry Professionals: Perceptions, Lack understanding and 

motivation 

Industry 
Professionals 

Lack understanding and motivation IP1 IP2 IP3 

May lack understanding, but motivation should be there X 

Lack functional understanding of defensible space X 

Money as primary motivator X 

Motivation for fire-prevention is short-term X 

The responses regarding lack of understanding and motivation were 

varied as well. While IP1 stated that while understanding may be lacking, 

motivation should be there. Conversely, IP2 cites a lack of understanding of 

defensible space and money as the primary motivator. Ultimately, IP3 claims that 

motivation for fire prevention is short-term, understood as meaning only 

immediately following a wildfire. 

There were no responses from the IPs for the perceptions sub-categories 

of communicating fully with city/county/agency or other. 

391 




 

 

 

 
 

  

 

   

   

  

 

     

   

  

   

   

 

  

 




Industry Professionals: Observations. Overall, observations were conducted 

for all three IPs in relation to fire prevention. During the observations process four 

sections surfaced which consist of 1) knowledge in relation to fire prevention 

methods and strategies ranging from very knowledgeable to none; 2) assistance 

and/or the lack there of, 3) takeaways in relation to informational materials given 

to the investigator, and 4) any additional pertinent information that could not be 

accommodated in any of the above three categories.  

Table 202. Industry Professionals: Observations 

Industry 
Professionals 

Observations: IP1 IP2 IP3 

Awareness 

Very X X X 

Limited 

Unable to determine due to other factors 

Assistance 

Willing to Assist X X X 

Unwilling to assist 

Unable to determine due to other factors  

Takeaways 

Hardcopies 

Digital: links, websites, etc. X 

Advice or Reference X X 

Additional 

Other X X X 
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Simply stated, all three IPs were very knowledgeable and willing to assist. 

All three also provided takeaways and contributed to other. Specifics are 

provided in the following tables. 

Table 203. Industry Professionals: Observations, Awareness 

Industry 
Professionals 

Awareness IP1 IP2 IP3 

Very 

The PP was knowledgeable, helpful, and prompt in providing information X 

He seeks information beyond what is common with designers  X 

The PP was knowledgeable in native garden design in urban, suburban 

and wildland-urban interface areas 
X 

Limited (none) 

Unable to determine (none) 

IP1 was knowledgeable and prompt in providing information. IP2, while 

knowledgeable, seeks information beyond what is common with designers, and, 

IP3 specialized in native garden design in urban, suburban and the WUI. 
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Table 204. Industry Professionals: Observations, Assistance 

Industry 
Professionals 

Assistance IP1 IP2 IP3 

Willing to Assist 

PP was quite forthcoming and helpful in study X 

The PP was helpful and informative, especially regarding native plants 
and effects of landscape mismanagement X 

Accommodating & welcomed study X 

Unwilling to assist (none) 

Unable to determine (none) 

All three IPs were willing to assist in the study. They were all informative and 

accommodating. 

Table 205. Industry Professionals: Observations, Takeaways 

Industry 
Professionals 

Takeaways IP1 IP2 IP3 

Hardcopies 

Digital: links, websites, etc. 

Link to most commonly referenced  resources X 

Advice or Reference 

He was happy to pass along one of his fundamental references X 
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IP1 did not provide the researcher with any takeaways. This may be due 

to an email only interview. Meanwhile, IP2 provided the reference to his primary 

reference publication and IP3 provided a link to her most commonly referenced 

online resource. 

Table 206. Industry Professionals: Observations, Additional 

Industry 
Professionals 

Additional IP1 IP2 IP3 

PP is often mediator between county and client regarding regulations X 

PP was passionate about educating and informing his clients X 

Her approach is to educate and inform clients leaving the coordination and 
following actions to them X 

 In the sub-category additional, all three IPs contributed with two topics 

emerging, education and mediation. While IP2 and IP3 both focus on educating 

their clients, IP3 leaves coordination to them. Conversely, IP1 focuses on 

mediating between the client and the county regarding regulations. 

Summary for Industry Professionals in Aggregate. All three IPs were easily 

accessed, with even the coordination being relatively straightforward. Documents 

provided, one from each IP, were interestingly representative of three different 

levels, county, regional, and state. The documents seemed to unknowingly 

complement each other as being comprehensive in sum. 
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As practitioners located in Southern California, it came as no surprise that 

the guiding criteria for their methods and strategies were local. What was of 

specific interest regarding IP2 and IP3 was their reference to being self-taught. 

While IP1 did mention that professionals must expand their own knowledge, she 

did not emphasize self-teaching, she alluded more to training and similar external 

interventions. 

While IP1 did mention her participation in an LACFD workshop, there were 

no specified programs her company sponsored, created, or participated in. 

Programs emerged from a different perspective for IP2 and IP3. Both of them 

referred to approaches they use with their clients. Both emphasized the need to 

educate the client and promote the need to develop relationships with the local 

agencies, such as the fire department. 

Collaboration was minimal, with the exception of IP1, as both IP2 and IP3 

are self-employed, small business owners. IP1 mentioned collaboration with 

LACFD for plan approvals, inspections, and such, while IP2 works with the 

relative fire agencies as needed, and IP3 seemed to infer that she avoids 

agencies and leaves those aspects of the process to the clients. Of particular 

note is IP1’s statement, “I have not really seen cities or agencies providing 

support, it is more along the lines of enforcement.” 

All three IPs noted challenges. Information was common to all three with 

challenging, the lack of, conflicting, and misrepresented, surfacing as issues. 

Meanwhile, both IP1 and IP2 listed awareness and thought as necessary but 
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challenging. Lastly, IP3 mentioned confusing terminology and improper timing for 

the annual brush clearance program. 

Regarding perceptions, all three IPs noted lack of knowledge, lack of clear 

guidelines, Lack support from public agencies, and lack understanding and 

motivation. IP3 was the only IP not commenting on lack resources, including 

financial. 

Of interest is that regarding lack of support, IP1 did cite LACFD as 

providing the necessary support for professionals, which appears to contradict 

her earlier statement regarding agency collaboration, “I have not really seen 

cities or agencies providing support, it is more along the lines of enforcement.”  

While for the same sub-category, IP2 cited a lack of self-education and that 

“information and knowledge are constrained within agencies,” and IP3 claimed a 

lack of support for native planting. Of particular interest for this category is that 

IP3 did not contribute at all, while the other two IPs did not mention anything 

regarding finances, citing time and understanding as lacking. 

Regarding lack of understanding and motivation IP1 claimed that 

understanding may be lacking but motivation should be there. Meanwhile, IP2 

notes a lack of understanding of defensible spaces and listed money as the 

primary motivator. Ultimately, IP3 claimed that motivation for fire prevention is 

short-term, understood as meaning only immediately following a wildfire. 

Overall, for observations the researcher noted that all three IPs were 

knowledgeable, helpful, and contributed to additional. Meanwhile, IP2 and IP3 

provided takeaways. Of interest is what surfaced in additional. IP2 and IP3 
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focused on educating their clients. Meanwhile IP3 left agency coordination to the 

clients while conversely, IP1 provides mediation between the client and county 

regarding regulations. 

Property Owners in Aggregate 

Along with the previous entity category, industry professionals, property owners 

were not included in the original field of subjects. They too were added later as 

potential sources of data. The data provided by the three participating property 

owners proved invaluable to the study as well. 

Property Owners: Logistics.  Table 207 presents in aggregate the actions 

required to schedule and interview a property owner (PO) living in the WUI of 

Southern California for information regarding their fire prevention efforts. The 

“visits” section of the table is the first stage of the process: finding and scheduling 

an interview with the PP. The “interviews” and “follow-Up” sections composed the 

second and final stage: interviewing the PP and following up to clarify any 

discrepancies and confirm the researcher’s responses.  
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Table 207. Property Owners: Logistics 

Visits Interviews Follow– 
Ups 

Totals 

Property Owners V
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Ellen Mackey 
(PO1) 

1 1 0 10 1 0 2 15 

Susan Frommer 
(PO2) 

0 0 1 8 0 1 3 13 

Virginia Hatley 
(PO3) 

1 1 0 5 1 0 1 9 

Totals 2 2 1 23 2 1 6 37 

PO1 showed the most actions at fifteen, followed by PO2 at thirteen 

actions, and PO1 at nine actions for a total of thirty-seven actions between all 

POs. For all three participants, email for coordination was where most actions 

were required. Otherwise, the interview process was fairly simple and 

straightforward. In addition, PO2 was the only participant that entailed a phone 

interview, due to distance, while the interviews for PO1 and PO3 were both in 

person. Of note is that PO3 had a prior professional affiliation to the researcher. 

Property Owner: Documents. Table 208 lists in aggregate the documents 

related to wildfire prevention referred to by each of the POs.  It provides the total 

references from each PO and lists the specific documents on the left side. 
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 Table 208. Property Owners: Documents 

Documents 

PO1 PO2 PO3 
Local, County, 
State, Federal, 
International 

Literature, 
Websites, Other 

Quantity 4 1 0 

Builders Wildfire Mitigation Guide X S Website 

UCCE: Sustainable and Fire Safe 
Landscapes – Fire Resistant Buildings X S Website 

CAL FIRE: Wildfire Protection Building 
Construction X S Website 

UCCE: Home Survival in Wildfire-
Prone Areas Building Materials and 
Design Considerations 

X S Literature 

The Quest for All-Purpose Plants X S Literature 

Property Owners Criteria Used Other Criteria 

For this group of participants the documentation provided was only in the 

form of references by way of websites or literature. No hardcopies were offered 

by any participant and no documentation of any kind was provided by PO3. 

Furthermore, all documentation was at the state level.  

All five documents provide fire prevention information. Four of the five 

documents refer to guidelines for fire resistant building materials while one 

document refers to fire resistant plant material.  

Property Owners: Guiding Criteria. Table 209 provides details in aggregate 

regarding the criteria used for wildfire prevention by the property owners who 

participated in this study. 
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Table 209. Property Owners: Guiding Criteria 

Property Owners 

Criteria Used: 
PO1 PO2 PO3 Developed 

Local 

County/ 
State 

Fed/ Int’l 

LACFD – Forestry Division X Co 

Various (indeterminate) online sources X -

Guidelines & codes found not relevant to PO’s context X X 

Internet research X -

Common sense X -

Only PO1 and PO2 indicated sources for their criteria. For example, both 

use guidelines, codes, and seek various online sources. Additionally, PO2 cites 

the use of common sense as a source of criteria. Conversely, PO3 does not use 

any criteria. For instance, she is unconcerned about fire information and does not 

seek out and/or receives fire notices. Self-education may play a part for PO1 and 

PO2 as they both seemed motivated to inform themselves, while PO3 does not. 

Property Owners: Programs. Table 210 provides an aggregate view of the 

specific programs the participating POs are involved with regarding fire 

prevention. 
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Table 210. Property Owners: Programs  

Property Owners 

Programs: PO1 PO2 PO3 

Participates in Annual Brush Clearance X 

Suggested potential programs for existing gaps 

Builder certifications for those who work in the WUI, 
such as for roofers X 

Outreach programs for WUI construction workers X 

Programs specifically for “hardening your home 
against wildfires X 

Insurance incentive programs for WUI residents X 

No specific programs mentioned X 

Involved in local Fire Safe Council (FSC) X 

Local FSC has proactive community members X 

No programs mentioned X 

PO1 had the most input about programs and indicated that she 

participated in the Annual Brush Clearance. Moreover, she also suggested 

potential programs that would help with existing gaps for professionals and 

homeowners living in the WUI such as outreach and incentive programs. 

Conversely, PO2 and PO3 did not mention any programs. However, PO2 did 

participate in the local Fire Safe Council and mentioned that the community 

members are proactive. 
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Property Owners: Agency Collaboration. Table 211 provides an aggregate 

view of the collaborative relationships each of the POs had with external 

agencies and organizations. 

Table 211. Property Owners: Agency Collaboration 

Property Owners 

Collaboration with others: PO1 PO2 PO3 

LACFD – Forestry Division (J. Lopez) X 

Inspector at LA County X 

US Forest Service X 

No information from city X X 

PO1 and PO2 coordinated with others agencies, both noting more in the 

form of assistance than collaboration. PO3 did not receive or coordinate with any 

agency regarding fire prevention. However, due to her prior professional dealings 

with the City of Los Angeles she does contact her district office for other items. 

Property Owners: Challenges. Table 212 provides an aggregate view of the 

specific challenges noted by each participating PO. The specific challenges, 

along with the emerging categories, surfaced from data gathered during visits, 

observations, and the answers stemming from the interview process. 
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Table 212. Property Owners: Challenges 

Property Owners 

Challenges: PO1 PO2 PO3 

Guiding criteria/information 

Information not readily available X 

Intensive research required X 

Projects 

Every project is a research project X 

No central source of information X 

Contractors, vendors and/or professionals  

Lack understanding, specialization X 

Property owners need to manage them X 

Resistant to external knowledge source (property owner, 
especially female) 

X 

Resistant to change X 

California FAIR Plan 

Does a poor job of informing homeowners regarding levels of 
coverage 

X 

Send too much information, bury people (suspected strategy) X 

Agencies/information 

No support from cities or agencies X 

Discrepancies in fire safe plant information X 

Insurance agencies not interested in incentives X 

(table continues on next page) 
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Awareness 

Plan checkers lack experience/knowledge X 

PO had to educate the plan checker X 

Getting information in a timely manner for POs and IPs X 

While there were many challenges noted, PO1 seemed to be the one that 

had the most to contribute, while PO3 only noted one. PO1’s challenges included 

four issues: 1) criteria/information; 2) projects; 3) contractors/vendors; and, 4) 

California FAIR plan. PO2 observed challenges regarding support from agencies, 

information discrepancies, and professionals’ awareness. Lastly, PO3’s one 

noted challenge was the obtainment of information in a timely manner for IPs and 

POs. 

While it does appear from Table 212 that all participants had disparate 

input there are actually some emerging topics such as agency support, 

professionals’ knowledge, insurance support, and information discrepancies.  

Property Owners: Perceptions. Perceptions refer to those of the POs about the 

industry professionals and other property owners they deal with. Specifically as 

they relate to the categories developed for the questionnaire (Appendix B). The 

categories are: 1) lack of knowledge and skills; 2) lack of clear guidelines; 3) lack 

support from city/county/federal; 4) lack of resources, including financial; 5) lack 

of understanding or motivation; 6) communicating fully with city/county/agency; 

and, 7) other. The findings are presented in Table 213. 
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Table 213. Property Owners: Perceptions of Industry Professionals and other 

Property Owners 

Property Owners 

Re: Industry Professionals and Property Owners PO1 PO2 PO3 

Lack in knowledge and skills X X X 

Lack of clear guidelines X X X 

Lack support from public agencies (city/county/federal) X X X 

Lack resources, including financial X X 

Lack understanding and motivation X X X 

Communicating fully with city/county/agency 

Other X X 

All three POs provided perceptions on industry professionals and property 

owners. A similar observation, of seemingly correlated responses as per the 

table above, was evidenced in the perceptions category of industry professionals. 

The same that was stated there can again be stated here: These POs were 

interviewed separately, at different times and locations, and to the best of the 

researcher’s knowledge are not personally acquainted with each other. 

Nonetheless, all three POs contributed to the first five sub-categories with 

the exception of PO3 who fell short in contributions to two sub-categories, lack of 

resources and other. None of the POs contributed to the sixth sub-category 

communicating fully and only PO1 and PO2 contributed to other. Specifics for 

each sub-category are presented in the tables that follow. 
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Table 214. Property Owners: Perceptions, Lack of knowledge and skills 

Property Owners 

Lack of knowledge and skills PO1 PO2 PO3 

Currently, everything is left up to the homeowner to figure out X 

Professionals lack the specific information and skills X 

Need specialized professionals X 

Lack of knowledge and awareness before, better now X 

Much stronger organizational and community participation X 

There is a lack of knowledge X 

Of note is that PO1 stated that it is up to the homeowner to figure 

everything out and that professionals have a lack of knowledge and skills from a 

specialization standpoint, thus having the need for specialized professionals. 

Furthermore, PO2 noted that while there was a lack of knowledge and 

awareness, it is better now and that there is a stronger participation from 

organizations and communities in relation to fire prevention. PO3 only noted that 

there is a lack of knowledge but did not elaborate. 
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Table 215. Property Owners: Perceptions, Lack of clear guidelines 

Property Owners 

Lack of clear guidelines PO1 PO2 PO3 

Professionals do not have the information X 

Information was new and people resist innovations/change X 

Habit driven, seeking path of least resistance X 

Plenty of information X 

Local Fire Safe Councils for assistance X 

Although, terminology is deceiving X 

There is a lack of clear guidelines X 

PO1 noted that professionals do not have the information and that they 

are habit driven, seeking the path of least resistance in relation to new 

information and innovations. PO2 specified that there is plenty of information, 

that there are local fire safe councils for assistance but that terminology is 

confusing. PO3 identified that there is a lack of clear guidelines but, as in the 

previous sub-category, did not elaborate. Of interest is the seeming contradiction 

between PO1 and PO2 in relation to information; where PO1 declared that 

professionals do not have the information, PO2 notes that there is plenty of it.  
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Table 216. Property Owners: Perceptions, Lack of support from public agencies 

Property Owners 

Lack support from public agencies PO1 PO2 PO3 

LACFD’s Forestry Division (specific individual) provided plenty of support X 

Support is there, yet homeowners are busy/overwhelmed X 

Possible outreach programs, such as skills training for homeowners X 

Social media and Internet should aid in communicating information X 

CAL FIRE very proactive, crews very helpful X 

Agencies need to standardize information, need good guidelines X 

There is a lack of support from agencies X 

While PO1 cited plenty of support from LACFD’s Forestry Division, it is of 

note that it was a specific individual providing that support. She further observes 

that the support is there, yet homeowners are busy/overwhelmed. Her 

recommendations for increased support included outreach programs, skills 

training for homeowners, and better communication of information via social 

media and the Internet. 

Similarly, PO2 cites CAL FIRE as being very proactive with very helpful 

crews. Yet, she also notes that agencies need to standardize information and 

develop good guidelines. Lastly, PO3 states that there is a lack of support from 

agencies, but again, did not elaborate. 
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Table 217. Property Owners: Perceptions, Lack of resources, including financial 

Property Owners 

Lack resources, including financial PO1 PO2 PO3 

Finance a major obstacle X 

No financing specific to fire prevention upgrades available X 

Lack of understanding by homeowners on scaling projects X 

Depends on community, some can afford, some can’t X 

Finance is issue in less affluent areas X 

Both PO1 and PO2 note that finance is an issue. While PO1 posited 

finance as a major obstacle and noted that there was no specific financing 

available for fire prevention improvement, PO2 observed that finances depend on 

the community and were more an issue in less affluent areas. Additionally, PO1 

claimed that there is a lack of understanding by homeowners on scaling projects. 

PO3 did not comment on this sub-category. 
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Table 218. Property Owners: Perceptions, Lack understanding and motivation 

Property Owners 

Lack understanding and motivation PO1 PO2 PO3 

Professionals lack knowledge, tend to be dismissive X 

Possible gender-based attitudes X 

Short memories, interest passes shortly after fire X 

Human nature: hasn’t happened here, won’t happen to me X 

No urgency, no motivation X 

There is a lack of understanding and motivation X 

No need for information, fires are distant X 

Never been evacuated X 

PO1 stated that there was lack of knowledge on the part of professionals, 

meaning contractors and laborers, and that they tended to be dismissive due to a 

possible gender-bias in the construction industry based on her personal 

experiences. Meanwhile, PO2 believed that property owners tend to have short 

memories as interest passes quickly after wildfires. Additionally, she claimed that 

human nature is to assume that since it hasn’t happened here, it won’t happen to 

me. All this, she believes, leads to the overall result of: no urgency, no 

motivation. Lastly, PO3 provided an interesting take in stating that while there is 

a lack of understanding and motivation, she felt that there is no need for 

information since the fires are distant. She makes the distance claim based on 

her never having been evacuated, despite living in the WUI less than three 

quarters of a mile from the 2009 Station Fire. 
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Table 219. Property Owners: Perceptions, Other 

Property Owners 

Other PO1 PO2 PO3 

Overall system approach is needed X 

Specialists with this system understanding are lacking X 

Opportunity for state agency to make contractor’s license specialty X 

Started 15 years ago, became interested in plants and fire X 

Of interest is PO1’s observation that an overall system approach is 

needed regarding residential fire prevention in the WUI. She also noted that fire 

prevention specialists were lacking and there is an opportunity for a state agency 

to create a contractor’s license specialty. Meanwhile, PO2 added that she started 

her projects fifteen years ago when she became interested in plants and fire. 

Property Owners: Observations. Overall, observations were conducted for all 

three POs in relation to fire prevention. During the observations process four 

sections surfaced which consist of 1) knowledge in relation to fire prevention 

methods and strategies ranging from very knowledgeable to none; 2) assistance 

and/or the lack there of, 3) takeaways in relation to informational materials given 

to the investigator, and 4) any additional pertinent information that could not be 

accommodated in any of the above three categories. 
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Table 220. Property Owners: Observations 

Property Owners 

Observations: PO1 PO2 PO3 

Awareness 

Very X X 

Limited X 

Unable to determine due to other factors 

Assistance 

Willing to Assist X X X 

Unwilling to assist 

Unable to determine due to other factors  

Takeaways 

Hardcopies 

Digital: links, websites, etc. X X 

Advice or Reference X 

Additional 

Other X X X 

PO1 and PO2 exhibited strong knowledge of the subject matter, while 

PO3 evidenced limited knowledge. All three POs were very willing to assist in the 

study and contribute to other, while only PO1 and PO2 provided takeaways. 
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Property Owners 

Assistance PO1 PO2 PO3 

Willing to Assist 

PO was friendly and willing to share X 

Welcomed researcher into her home, toured property for examples of 
strategies X 

 

 




Table 221. Property Owners: Observations, Awareness 

Property Owners 

Awareness PO1 PO2 PO3 

Very 

PO was knowledgeable and demonstrated proactive strategies and tactics X 

PO was knowledgeable in wildfire preparedness and water conservation X 

Limited 

Despite being Landscape Architect lacked knowledge of fire prevention X 

Unable to determine (none) 

PO1 and PO2 were both quite knowledgeable in proactive strategies and 

tactics for wildfire preparedness and prevention and not surprisingly water 

conservation. PO3 was of particular interest as she demonstrated a complete 

lack of knowledge yet was a licensed Landscape Architect and longtime resident 

in the Southern California WUI. 

Table 222. Property Owners: Observations, Assistance 

(table continues on next page) 
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Helpful and accommodating, agreed to phone interview to mitigate 
distance X 

PO was willing and forthcoming X 

Welcomed researcher into her home X 

Realized she may not be helpful to the study X 

Unwilling to assist (none) 

Unable to determine (none) 

All three POs were willing to assist in the study by sharing information. 

PO1 and PO3 both welcomed the researcher into their homes and PO1 provided 

a tour of her property to show examples of strategies. PO2 was accommodating 

by scheduling a phone interview as distance made an in-person meeting difficult. 

Nonetheless, all three POs were forthcoming with information. Of interest is that 

PO3 stated that she may not be helpful to the study. 

Table 223. Property Owners: Observations, Takeaways 

Property Owners 

Takeaways PO1 PO2 PO3 

Hardcopies (none) 

Digital: links, websites, etc. 

Forwarded links provided by J. Lopez X 

Forwarded link to co-authored research paper to investigator X 

Advice or Reference 

Provided information on hardening, setbacks, permitting, contractor 
selection X 

Provided good input, information on personal experience and referrals X 
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Two participants, PO1 and PO2, provided takeaways. PO1 provided the 

links and websites of the information that was forwarded to her, by the RAST 

participant, to get her started in fire preparedness whereas PO2 forwarded a link 

to her co-authored article. PO3 provided no takeaways. 

Table 224. Property Owners: Observations, Additional 

Property Owners 

Additional PO1 PO2 PO3 

Avid gardener as evidenced by food production and storage processes X 

PO is a strong advocate for water conservation, sustainability, energy 
conservation, food production, wildfire preparedness X 

Participates in Fire Safe Council, promotes awareness, provides guidance X 

Difficult to obtain observable data due to phone interview X 

Despite living in WUI lacked concern and motivation regarding wildfires  X 

Fire related notices are not sent to PO, and does not seek out information X 

All three POs had additional observable input. For instance, PO1 is an 

avid gardener and an advocate for sustainability at various levels while PO2 

promotes awareness and provides guidance to communities through her Fire 

Safe Council involvement. Both PO1 and PO2 appear to be motivated in 

promoting environmental awareness by example. Of interest, is that PO3 lacked 

motivation despite the hazards of living in the WUI.  
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Summary for Property Owners in Aggregate. Interviews for all three POs were 

straightforward, despite PO2 being a phone interview. All three were easily 

accessed with the majority of actions being email for coordination. PO1 and PO2 

provided references to specific documents and online sources. While PO2 did 

mention common sense for guidance, PO3 uses no specific guiding criteria. 

For Programs, PO1 noted the annual brush clearance but also suggested 

potential programs that could address gaps she identified, such as, specialized 

builder certificates, outreach for construction workers, fire-preparedness 

programs for homes, and insurance incentive programs. PO2 is involved in the 

local FSC which she noted as proactive, and PO3 did not mention any programs. 

While PO1 and PO2 do coordinate with agencies, they both noted that it 

was more of an assistance relationship than collaboration. PO3 did not note any 

collaborative efforts. 

The issues that emerged for challenges from all POs were agencies, 

professionals, insurance, and information. For instance, with agencies they note 

that there is a need to educate agencies due to the lack of knowledge, 

experience and support. For the category of professionals such as contractors, it 

was observed that there is a lack of specialization for professionals working in 

the WUI as evidenced by the need for managing contractors and laborers as they 

are either resistant to, or ignorant of, relevant project knowledge and 

approaches. Interestingly, for insurance it was suggested that coverage and 

incentive options should be offered for the implementation of proactive fire 

prevention strategies that are currently lacking. Finally, issues relating to 
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information are broken down into two parts: 1) there appears to be not only an 

overwhelming amount of information but also that discrepancies between the 

information available which created confusion; and, 2) that there is no central 

source for accessing information quickly and therefore any project requires 

intensive research efforts. 

The POs responded to six of the seven subcategories for perceptions. 

PO1 & PO2 contributed to the six sub-categories consisting of lack of knowledge, 

lack of clear guidelines, lack support from public agencies, lack resources, lack 

understanding and motivation, and other. While PO3 provided data for the similar 

sub-categories mentioned, except lack of resources and other, she only 

elaborated on lack understanding and motivation. No input was provided for 

communicating fully by any of the POs. 

As it pertains to lack of knowledge, PO1, agreed that professionals have a 

lack of knowledge and skills in relation to specialization and that it is up to the 

homeowner to figure out everything. PO2 noted that there is more fire prevention 

knowledge and awareness now than before and that there is a stronger 

organization and community participation. 

PO1 and PO2 have seemingly varying input on guidelines such as PO1 

claiming that professionals do not have the information and are habit driven while 

seeking paths of least resistance as it relates to innovative information. PO2 

notes that there is plenty of information and assistance available through the 

local FSC yet terminology is an issue. Of interest are the claims relating to 
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information between PO1 and PO2 where PO1 noted that professionals do not 

have the information yet PO2 believed that there is plenty of it. 

PO1 and PO2 identify two agencies as being supportive and proactive. 

Whereas PO1 elaborates that the support is available, she notes that POs may 

be busy or overwhelmed and therefore may have the need for outreach 

programs and better channels of communication and information. PO2 added 

that there is a need for agency standardization and development of information. 

In relation to resources, PO1 and PO2 identified finance as an issue. PO1 

claimed that there is no financing available for fire prevention improvements 

whereas PO2 noted that it is more of an obstacle in less affluent areas. 

Regarding lack understanding and motivation, PO1 indicated from 

experience that professionals lacked knowledge, as they tend to be dismissive 

possibly based on gender issues. PO2’s perspective of this sub-category is 

related to POs’ short-term memories directly following a wildfire event and that 

their assumption is that since it hasn’t happened here, it won’t happen to me. Of 

interest is PO3’s input, regarding this sub-category, claiming that she has not had 

a need for fire information due to the fires being distant where her response 

appears to stem from a lack of direct experience with wildfires. 

For the other sub-category, PO1 indicated the need of an overall system 

approach for residential fire prevention in the WUI and that there was an 

opportunity to address the lack of specialized professionals through government 

regulation. PO2, on the other hand, indicated her interest in plants and wildfires 

began fifteen years ago. 
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Observations was the last category and all three POs provided input for all 

four sub-categories consisting of awareness, assistance, takeaways, and 

additional. For instance, both PO1 and PO2 exhibited strong knowledge in fire 

prevention. All three POs were willing to assist and forthcoming with input. PO1 

and PO3 welcomed the researcher into their home while PO1 also provided a 

tour. PO2 agreed to a phone interview in lieu of difficulty with an in-person 

interview due to distance. Of interest was PO3 who demonstrated a lack of 

knowledge of fire prevention despite her professional background, provided no 

takeaways, and lacked motivation despite her residence in the WUI. Surprisingly, 

PO3 did mention her realization that she may not be helpful to the study. 

Summary for Phase II 

As previously noted, the purpose of this phase was to further explicate evidence 

supporting the answer of the primary research question; begin to answer the 

supporting research questions; and, identify patterns, trends, and emerging 

issues. This phase of analysis did provide more detailed evidence fully answering 

the study’s primary research question along with beginning to answer two of the 

four supporting research questions. Specifically, the second,  

Are there redundant or strategically misaligned efforts? 

And the fourth, 

Are there any gaps and/or barriers preventing or delaying the 

improvement of current fire prevention methods and strategies? 
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Additionally, this phase identified patterns, trends, and emerging issues that 

surfaced from the data. 

Regarding the study’s primary research question, “What are the existing 

methods and strategies for fire prevention within the Los Angeles County 

Wildland-Urban Interface?” more evidence detailing the documents, guiding 

criteria, programs, and agency collaboration, as they pertain across entity 

categories, emerged. In turn, providing a broader perspective on the existing 

methods and strategies for fire prevention from each entity group at the time of 

the study. Thus, the primary research question has been answered. 

Regarding the second supporting research question noted above, there do 

appear to be some strategically misaligned efforts. As mentioned in the summary 

of Phase I, while there was ample evidence of documentation, guiding criteria, 

programs, and collaboration, it became more evident during this phase of 

analysis that there may well be misaligned efforts in how they are implemented 

and diffused at the levels of industry professionals and property owners. This is 

evidenced by the fact that while cities, agencies, and organizations continue to 

share, broadly and consistently; industry professionals and property owners 

appear to suffer from scarcity. 

Regarding the fourth supporting research question noted above, as the 

study evolved it became evident that the objective could not be to improve 

current fire prevention methods and strategies and consequently, not to identify 

opportunities for their improvement. This became evident as the researcher 

realized that in order to focus on improving fire prevention methods and 
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strategies one would have to evaluate them first, requiring a pre and post 

measurement of effectiveness, none of which were to be part of this study. 

Essentially, evaluating and improving fire prevention methods and 

strategies would not be accomplished within the scope and scale of this study. 

Nonetheless, there was still inherent potential for identifying gaps and barriers 

that may be preventing or delaying the implementation of current fire prevention 

methods and strategies. This potential surfaced along with the above mentioned 

misaligned efforts in getting the existing methods and strategies diffused and 

adopted by industry professionals and property owners. 

Interestingly, some of the patterns and trends that began surfacing during 

this phase of analysis indicated gaps or barriers contributing to the above 

emerging issue. For instance, education is noted as lacking and information is 

often conflicting or confusing. Furthermore, there appear to be some cultural 

issues, such as resistance, apathy, denial, and trust. 

The following section, Phase III, was the final phase of analysis for this 

study. This phase resulted in all four of the supporting research questions being 

answered in full, as well as surfacing patterns, trends, and emerging issues being 

addressed in more detail. 

Phase III – All Entities in Aggregate 

The third and final phase of data analysis was conducted to answer the four 

supporting research questions and further explicate, on a larger scale, the 

patterns, trends, and issues emerging from the data. While for Phase II entities 
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were aggregated and compared by types, such as cities, agencies, and so forth, 

Phase III was the next analytical step and had two parts. The first part was a 

cross-entity analysis while the second part was a cross-category analysis. This 

final phase of analysis was done to bring to surface the overarching patterns, 

trends, and emerging issues that existed beyond entity groups or categories. 

Part One: Cross-Entity Analysis in Aggregate 

The first part of Phase III, a cross-entity analysis, was done by comparing, in 

aggregate, all participating entities by category. What this means is that all 

entities, cities (C), agencies (A), organizations (O), industry professionals (IP), 

and property owners (PO) were analyzed in aggregate for the eight categories: 1) 

logistics; 2) documents; 3) guiding criteria; 4) programs; 5) agency collaboration; 

6) challenges; 7) perceptions; and, 8) observations.

Logistics. The logistics for each entity was a tally of the overall actions, including 

visits, documents received, and interviews that took place with each entity. 

Essentially, the purpose of gathering logistics was to document the specific 

actions required to identify and interview a point-person (PP) for information 

related to each entity’s fire prevention efforts. 
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Entity 

Cities 13 31 

Agencies 6 14 

Organizations 3 6 

Industry 
Professionals 

2 2 

Property 
Owners 

2 2 

Totals 26 55 
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13 
 52 


26 166 

9 


9 
 44 
 5 


0 32 
 5 


3 
 15 
 2 


1 
 23 
 2 


23 


Follow – Ups 

0 4 1 

3p 0 1 

0 0 0 

1e 0 0 

1p 0 0 

1 4 2 

Totals 

5 
 128 


3 
 85 


3 
 49 


3 
 28 


6 


20 

37 


327 


 

Table 225. Entities in Aggregate: Logistics  

Four of the five cities along with one agency proved difficult to penetrate, 

meaning, to identify, access, and interview a point-person for information on their 

fire prevention efforts. The single city, the remaining three agencies, IPs and POs 

entailed a notably easier process.  

The single city, La Cañada Flintridge (C1), was simply well-informed and 

easy to navigate, while the other cities all entailed difficulties from the very 

beginning. Meanwhile, the Los Angeles County Fire Department (A1), proved 

difficult and even resistant to providing information regarding anything beyond 

references to pamphlets or brochures at three of the four branches visited. 
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 Entity Local 

Cities 

Agencies 

Organizations 

Industry Professionals 

Property Owners 

Totals 

15 

0 

5 

0 

0 

20 


County 

7 

6 

9 

1 

0 

23 


State 

6 

7 

18 

1 

5 

37 


Federal 

0 


1 


6 


0 

0 

7 


Int’l Other Totals 

2 0 30 

0 0 14 

0 0 38 

3 

5 

2 1 90 

0 1 

0 0 

 

 

It bears mentioning, and significant consideration, that all other Agencies, 

along with all organizations, IPs, and POs were all approached with either prior 

encounters or person-specific referrals. Only the five cities and the one agency, 

A1, were approached on a “cold call” or walk-in basis, meaning with no prior 

knowledge of specific individuals or offices. 

There were frequent obstacles and barriers encountered during the 

process that are better presented in a less quantitative fashion. They are 

presented in detail in the observations section later in this section. 

 

Documents. The following is a list of the documents, related to fire prevention,  

that were provided by the point-person and other participants from each entity 

group during the interview process. Table 226 summarizes the documents 

provided by each participating entity group. 

Table 226. Entities in Aggregate: Documents 
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While organizations provided the most documents, almost half were at the 

state level. Meanwhile, cities provided the second-most with half at the locally 

developed level. Of note is that IPs and POs lagged far behind with three and 

five respectively. Interestingly, Pasadena (C2) and San Dimas (C5) each 

provided a single reference from an international code book. 

Regarding organizations, while three participated in the study it was RAST 

(O2) that provided the most documents at thirty-two, with CFSC (O1) and TPF 

(O3) providing three each, counting duplicates. Of particular interest is that the 

O2 representative works full-time for LACFD (A1) which had predominantly 

evidenced extensive resistance at other locations. His participation explains the 

notable discrepancy between organizations and agencies in terms of all levels of 

documents provided. 

Cities provided thirty-fire prevention related documents with half (15) being 

locally developed. The number of documents should not be understood as 

representing an even distribution among all five participating Cities. In fact, 70% 

were provided by C1 and C2, seven and fourteen respectively while the other 

30% (10) were provided by Altadena (C3) at three, Azusa (C4) at two, and C5 at 

five. The fifteen documents that were developed locally came from C1 (1), C2 

(10), C3 (1), C4 (1), and C5 (2). 

Meanwhile, IPs and POs bring to surface some points of interest, 

specifically, the notable discrepancy in documents provided. While it could be 

expected that IPs and POs would provide less documents than cities, agencies, 

and organizations, the difference seems to be excessive, and, what is surprising 

426 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 




are the levels the documents come from. For instance, neither IPs nor POs 

provided locally developed documents. Simple logic would predict that this 

category is precisely where they would have accessed and provided documents. 

While the three IPs provided one document for county, state, and other 

respectively, two POs provided documents (5), all at the state level, 80% (4) of 

them came from the RAST representative previously mentioned. 

Guiding Criteria. This section provides insight relating to specific guiding criteria 

being used by all participating entities. The data for guiding criteria was acquired 

during the interview process and reflects types of criteria being used by each 

entity. Table 227 summarizes the guiding criteria provided by each participating 

entity group. 

Table 227. Entities in Aggregate: Guiding Criteria 

Entity Local County State Federal Int’l Other Totals 

Cities 10 2 1 0 0 0 13 

Agencies 2 3 6 2 0 0 13 

Organizations 3 2 3 2 0 0 10 

Industry Professionals 1 1 2 1 0 5 10 

Property Owners 1 1 0 0 0 3 5 

Totals 17 9 12 5 0 8 51 
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Overall, cities had the most locally developed guiding criteria while 

agencies had the most at the county and state levels. It does follow logic that 

cities would have the most locally developed as that is where their focus should 

be, while agencies would have a larger perspective and hence more at the 

county, state, and federal levels. Following the same logic, organizations would 

have a more even focus across levels as they tend to cover the broader 

spectrum as well. Additionally, LACFD’s Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines was 

the most commonly referenced criteria across cities, agencies, and industry 

professionals. While it is interesting to note that cities and agencies both listed 

thirteen total each, along with organizations and industry professionals noting ten 

total each, this is merely a coincidence as no correlation is evident. 

Of note are the thirteen guiding criteria for cities. At face value this may 

infer an even distribution among the five cities; that would be a false assumption. 

In fact, C3 and C4 noted no locally developed guiding criteria, leaving all ten to 

C1, C2, and C5. 

While seven locally developed guiding criteria came from C2, two from C5, 

and only one from C1, is another instance of the numbers still being a bit 

misleading. For instance, C2 did provide the most locally developed guiding 

criteria, yet, C1 uses its single locally developed criteria as the primary source for 

its city-wide plan, therefore allowing for the adoption of all supporting criteria to 

be more specific to this city’s unique needs. These two cities, C1 and C2, did 

present the best evidence for locally developed guiding criteria, even though they 
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utilized different methods and as noted previously are the youngest and oldest, 

smallest and largest, respectively, of the participating cities. 

Agencies and organizations provided broad and overlapping guiding 

criteria, as noted before, ranging from locally developed to federal. While the 

numbers here do represent fairly the evidenced documents and references 

provided, none evidenced notable participatory involvement in the development 

process with cities (excepting C1), IPs, or POs. Nonetheless, there appeared to 

be ample sources to choose from, which seemed contradictory to what surfaced 

from IPs and POs. 

For instance, at least half of the guiding criteria referenced by IPs and 

POs were in the “other” category. Essentially, IPs and POs show a tendency to 

self-discover or self-educate regarding sources for guiding criteria despite all that 

is available to them from cities, agencies, and organizations.  

These findings answer, in full, the study’s first supporting research 

question, 

Is there a common set of guidelines for fire prevention methods and 

strategies that form a shared foundation across the various cities, 

agencies, and organizations participating in this study? 

Overall, cities, agencies, and organizations have shared or overlapping guiding 

criteria from all levels, from federal to local. In addition the three most commonly 

shared guiding criteria are the state level Ready! Set! Go!, the county level Fuel 

Modification Plan Guidelines, and the locally developed Community Wildfire 

Protection Plan. However, despite their prevalence in cities, agencies, and 
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organizations, the Fuel Modification Plan Guidelines is the only guiding criteria 

that is also shared by one IP. Essentially, while cities, agencies, and 

organizations share at least these guiding criteria as a foundation, this foundation 

appears to be almost completely absent in IPs and POs, with the exception of the 

aforementioned IP. 

This also further supports the previous findings in answering the second 

research question (begun in Summary of Phase II), as this demonstrates again a 

disconnect between cities, agencies, and organizations from IPs and POs, most 

likely a result of misaligned efforts. Additionally, it also speaks to underlying gaps 

and barriers, hence addressing the fourth research question as well (also begun 

in Summary of Phase II). 

Programs. The inquiry into programs was twofold. The first, for cities, agencies, 

and organizations was intended to find out what each entity was doing to provide 

fire prevention assistance to residents and professionals seeking information. 

The second, to identify what programs IPs and POs were participating in along 

with any specific methods or strategies they used, either for themselves, in the 

case of POs, or their clients, in the case of IPs. Table 228 summarizes the 

programs noted by each participating entity group. 
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Cities 2 7 0 2 0 0 11 

Agencies 7 4 5 3 2 0 21 

Organizations 1 9 6 1 1 0 18 

Industry 
Professionals 

4 0 3 0 1 0 8 

Property 
Owners 

0 0 0 1 2 4 7 

Totals 14 20 14 7 6 4 65 

 




Table 228. Entities in Aggregate: Programs 

Overall, Agencies noted the most programs (23), followed by 

organizations (18) and cities (11). Note the drop with IPs (8) and POs (7). 

Education programs were being promoted more at the agency level (7) 

than at either cities (2) or organizations (1). This is of interest as it could be 

expected that cities, by being the closest to the end-user, in this case residents, 

would be where the most education would happen, unless these education 

programs were designed more for collaborating cities, agencies, and 

organizations. Following this same logic, it is no surprise that IPs ranked second 

highest, while conversely none of the three POs specified education programs. 

Meanwhile policy enforcement was highest for organizations (9) followed 

by cities (7) and agencies (4) with none noted for IPs and POs. Of note is that 

RAST (O2) provided seven of the nine instances of policy enforcement. This 
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bears mention because the O2 representative works for LACFD (A1) meaning 

that had the researcher listed him under A1 instead of O2 the number would be 

significantly different. 

For support/finance organizations had the most (6) with agencies (5) and 

IPs (3). Both cities and POs listed none. For cities, this is again somewhat 

surprising due to their placement in the hierarchy. It should be noted that not all 

support noted was financial, in fact, most was not. For instance, all six support 

instances noted for organizations were provided by O1 and included only support 

for submitting and administering grants, not financial support. Much the same 

applies to the five instances noted for agencies, only one was an actual funding 

source. While there are other funding sources, it was somewhat surprising to find 

only one identified source from all five cities, four agencies, and three 

organizations. Naturally, IPs (3) noted all their support issues as being non-

financial, while POs listed none. 

There were a total of thirteen instances identified as involvement which 

were then broken down into two types. One type noted those who provide the 

programs and the second noted those who participate in the programs. Some 

entities are included in both types. Both types, along with the few hybrids, are 

noted below. 

Agencies (3) and cities (2) provided the most programs for involvement 

while organizations (1) and POs (1) indicated the least, while IPs had none. 

Interestingly, six of the seven programs provided for involvement were education 

related. 
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Regarding involvement in relation to participation, six instances were 

noted of which agencies (2) and POs (2) had the highest followed by 

organizations (1) and IPs (1) and cities with none.  Of the six instances, four are 

related to entities whose focus was to promote participation. 

Only POs contributed to “other.” In fact, all four contributions were from 

one property owner, PO1. Furthermore, all four were recommendations for 

potential strategies to improve fire prevention. Specifically, builder certification 

programs, outreach to construction workers, programs for hardening the home, 

and insurance incentives. It is of interest that neither of the other two property 

owners, PO2 and PO3, mentioned any programs. 

Lastly, two components of programs provided notable insight. First, USFS 

(A3) mentioned that regarding inspection notifications of brush clearances, these 

notifications were only sent out to those who had applied for permits. Neither 

their neighbors nor community members were notified. Second, RAST (O2) was 

the only one to mention that vegetation clearance programs should include 

consideration of environmental conditions, such as slope, soils, and habitat. 

Agency Collaboration. Another aspect of the inquiry was to find out the level of 

inter- and/or intra- entity collaboration for each participating entity. The purpose 

of seeking out collaboration efforts from participating entities was to understand 

who was collaborating, on what and with whom. Table 229 summarizes the 

agency collaboration efforts, both inter- and intra-, provided by each participating 

entity group. 
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Table 229. Entities in Aggregate: Agency Collaboration 
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Totals 

Cities 10 2 13 0 2 2 0 29 

Agencies 3 3 13 3 0 0 1 23 

Organizations 0 1 10 2 1 0 1 15 

Industry 
Professionals 

0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 

Property 
Owners 

0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 

Totals 13 7 41 5 3 2 2 73 

It appeared as though cities and agencies were the only entity groups 

doing intra-city/agency collaboration. Although, it bears mentioning that regarding 

agency collaboration, almost all instances noted in the study are supported only 

by the entity representative’s word. In fact, only C1’s intra-agency collaboration 

with A1 was actually evidenced when the researcher was walked to the LACFD’s 

office housed within their city hall. 

Bearing that in mind, these findings address the third supporting research 

question: 
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What are the inter- and intra-relationships between the various agencies 

and how are they contributing to joint fire prevention goals? 

Note that all entity groups appear to have inter-agency collaboration with cities 

and agencies listing thirteen each, followed by organizations (10), IPs (2), and 

POs (3). Additionally, regarding agencies and organizations collaborative efforts 

with cities (3 and 1 respectively) there is more than meets the eye. Meaning, that 

for agencies collaborating with cities (3), one of those is a catch-all for “Other 

cities bordering WUI” as noted in Phase II under agency collaboration. The same 

for organizations collaborating with cities (1), this one is a reference to “Various 

cities within Los Angeles County” as noted in Phase II under organizations, 

agency collaboration. Hence, since neither one provided a finite number, each is 

represented as one. Of further interest is that cities did not list any collaborating 

organizations and only C1 and C2 mentioned collaborative efforts with 

Community and Independent Groups. 

Of specific interest is that C1 evidenced a much greater participatory 

process by involving multiple community stakeholder groups in the development 

of their guiding criteria than did C2. Furthermore, while C1 does contract with 

LACFD they have chosen to house them within their City Hall, while C2, the only 

participating city that had its own fire department, houses them just under one 

half mile away with only a counter clerk presence at the City Hall. 

Also, it appeared that collaborative efforts dropped markedly with both IPs 

and POs. In this instance the numbers are fairly representational. IPs only noted 

LACFD along with their Fuel Modification Unit and “Local city fire departments 
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when applicable.” Meanwhile, POs listed one specific individual at LACFD, an 

inspector from Los Angeles County, and the USFS. 

Lastly, under the column “Other,” agencies and organizations noted one 

each. For agencies it was listed as “Other entities (unspecified)” while for 

organizations it was listed as “Insurance Companies.” 

Challenges. Guiding criteria, programs, and collaboration may bring with them 

challenges in fire prevention efforts. For this reason, collecting information on the 

present and potential challenges associated with fire prevention was important 

for this study. Similar to the previous categorical findings, this category and its 

findings were derived from the semi-structured interview guides (Appendix B) 

used during the interview process.  

While responses varied greatly, coding was done to find common themes, 

both manifest and latent. The emerging themes, or sub-topics, were: 1) 

information; 2) conflict or confusion; 3) resource constraints; 4) knowledge; and, 

5) other. Table 230 summarizes the challenges provided by sub-topic for each 

participating entity group. 
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Cities 

Agencies 

Organizations 

Industry Professionals 

Property Owners 

Totals 

3 11 6 0 0 20 

2 8 4 9 0 23 

5 4 2 3 0 14 

4 7 0 2 0 13 

6 1 8 6 2 23 

20 31 20 20 2 93 

 




Table 230. Entities in Aggregate: Challenges 

In the study each entity group noted ample Challenges. POs and agencies 

had the most with twenty-three each, followed by cities (20), organizations (14), 

and IPs (13). It also bears noting that the highest-ranking sub-topics were 

conflict/confusion (cities, 11) and knowledge (agencies, 9). While the numbers 

highlight certain entities and sub-topics, there is, again, more to this than is 

represented at this level. 

For instance, looking deeper at POs and agencies, as noted above, had 

the most (23 each), yet the inferred parity is misleading. While POs and agencies 

differed significantly in all sub-topics, there is still greater disparity in each entity’s 

context not apparent in the table. Continuing with numbers as the most concrete 

measure, there were eight individuals interviewed between all four agencies, 

while there were only three individual property owners participating in the study, 

and one of them provided very little. 
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Furthermore, the perspectives differ even more, and while diverse 

perspectives are deliberately sought, the difference should be understood as 

comprehensively as possible. If no other measure is factored into understanding 

the differences, scope and scale should suffice. Meaning, that of the four 

agencies one represented Los Angeles County (A1), two represented the State 

of California (A2 and A4), and one the federal government (A3). Conversely, all 

three POs represented themselves and their individual properties, at most maybe 

their immediate neighborhoods. Essentially, twenty-three responses from one 

should not represent parity with 23 from the other, merely coincidence. 

Additionally, while coding was done to discover common themes, or as in 

this case, sub-topics, for challenges, many of the statements made by 

participants qualified to fit into multiple sub-topics. Each topic, in the order 

previously listed, will be discussed below, bearing in mind that there was 

extensive overlap between all sub-topics, especially information, 

conflict/confusion, and knowledge. 

Regarding information, it is widely understood that too much, too little, and 

a lack in quality or clarity leads to conflict and confusion. Hence it was noted that, 

“Too much information creates confusion” by C1, while PO1 claimed that 

“Insurance companies may try to bury with too much information,” while doing a 

“poor job of informing homeowners regarding levels of coverage.” PO1 also 

observed that, “Every project is a research project” as “Information is not readily 

available,” and there is “No central source of information” (PO1). 
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Furthermore, PO2 stated that there are “Discrepancies in fire safe plant 

information,” while C2 acknowledged that cities and agencies “do not clearly 

depict jurisdictional lines” leading to misinformation regarding maintenance 

responsibilities. Additionally, O2 cited a lack in fire prevention efforts to 

“emphasize hardening structures along with vegetation management.” 

Meanwhile, IP3 claimed that information “Lacks in quality” and is often 

conflicting, along with “Media’s representation, or misrepresentation” and that fire 

prevention “terminology confuses.” A1 also affirmed that, “Codes and regulations 

are in constant flux” and that “Organizations and agencies are providing 

conflicting information.” Also, O1 believed that “Conflicting fire prevention 

information is available to the public” and IP2 observed “Conflicts between 

maintenance of native planting and fire prevention strategies.” The overlap 

between information above and the following sub-topic, conflict/confusion, should 

be evident at this point. 

As previously noted, information issues lead to conflict and confusion. It is 

inherent that there will always be some conflict and confusion in the landscape 

design industry, such as the common battle of “aesthetics versus functional 

landscape design” (O3), or “conflicts between design goals & requirements” 

(IP1), and because “environmental constraints cause varying obstacles” (A4).  

Yet, the many entities that operate within the process also bring conflict and 

confusion. For instance, while A2 noted that there is “Confusing and conflicting 

information” regarding fire prevention, C1 stated that there is “Conflicting 

information between www.waterwise.org, building codes, and fire hazard 
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information.” C5 also noted that “Coordination between agencies, groups, and 

information” along with the “Interaction of designers, property owners, planners 

per design aesthetics and fire prevention requirements” typically involved 

conflicts and confusion. Additionally, insurance companies contribute as well with 

“Overlap between insurance compliance and fire clearance requirements” (C2) 

and their “requirements conflict with defensible space criteria” (O1). 

Processes and procedures were also cited as contributing to the conflict 

and confusion. A1 noted the “new plant material introduction by designers” and 

the “difficulty approving new plants in timely manner” leads to “perceptions of 

industry professionals and property owners that the department [LACFD] creates 

obstacles” which “leads to confusion.” Additionally, IP2 has observed that 

“Severe brush clearances lead to soil erosion,” and IP3 claimed that the “Annual 

brush clearance timing” does nothing to address the seed bank, leading to more 

propagation of non-native and invasive plant species. 

It was interesting that resource constraints noted by participants included 

far more than material resources. For instance, C1 noted “Challenges prioritizing 

city efforts” due to “shifting personnel” while C5 admitted a “Weak relationship 

with LACFD.” A1 also noted that overall “Fire prevention persuasion” was difficult 

and that “Property owners do not want to be told what to do on their property” 

and that they were typically “resistant to change.” Additionally, “Developers focus 

only on bottom line” all of which lead to “More of a battle than compromise on 

part of property owners and industry professionals” (A1). 
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Another surfacing theme was thinking, understanding, and researching. 

IP1 claimed that fire prevention “Requires time and thought to understand for 

implementing,” which further explicates PO1’s previous comment “Every project 

is a research project.” Also, O2 lamented a “Lack of time to properly research 

options.” 

One of the surprises in the findings of this study was that finances, as per 

the participants, appeared to not play a large role in fire prevention. While A1 did 

state that “Property owners are financially constrained,” A2 noted the 

combination of constraints, “Money and time for property owners.” O1 also noted 

“Issues with fire prevention application costs,” while PO2 observed, from a 

different angle, that, “Insurance agencies are not interested in incentives” for 

homeowners’ fire prevention projects. 

Ultimately, PO2 stated that there is “no support from cities or agencies, 

while also noting that “plan checkers lack experience and knowledge” to the point 

that she had to “educate the plan checker” during the process of her projects. 

PO3 also noted a discrepancy in “Getting information in a timely manner for 

property owners and industry professionals.” 

Under the sub-topic of knowledge, understanding surfaced as an issue as 

well as education along with interesting observations. O1 cited a “lack 

understanding [among homeowners] for the need to implement preventive 

measures” while A2 noted a lack in “Understanding of fire resistant landscapes 

beyond installation.” A4 noted the challenge in “Dealing with developers and their 

understanding of fire safety,” while A3 cited an overall “Need for education.” 
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More specifically, O2 cites a “Lack of community education.” Meanwhile, 

O2 provided a critical insight on “Education that does not lead to behavior 

change” which was furthered by C2’s comment that “Educated does not 

constitute understanding of clearances and requirements.” Both of these 

comments, while not common among responses are of some interest. 

Lastly, PO1 had some interesting and insightful comments regarding 

contractors, vendors and/or landscape and construction professionals. 

Specifically, that they “Lack understanding, specialization” and are “Resistant to 

external knowledge source [property owner, especially female].” And that just as 

property owners resist change, PO1 noted that her experience with designers, 

contractors, and construction crews showed they also were “resistant to change.” 

Due to the lack of knowledge and resistance she claimed that, “Property owners 

need to manage them.” All these challenges evidence something is not working. 

Perceptions. The category perceptions was designed to find out participants’ 

perceptions regarding industry professionals and property owners. Specifically, 

perceived notions of potential barriers to implementing fire prevention methods 

and strategies. The purpose was to explore whether the barriers were associated 

with accessibility of criteria, funding, or access to jurisdictional or authoritative 

personnel. The seven sub-topics for the perceptions category were: 1) lack of 

knowledge and skills; 2) lack resources, including financial; 3) lack of 

understanding and motivation; 4) communicating fully with city/county/agency; 5) 

lack of clear guidelines; 6) lack support from city/county/federal; and, 7) other. 
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Cities 4 5 12 5 0 0 4 30 

Agencies 4 8 6 7 0 0 0 25 

Organizations 5 8 8 2 2 1 0 26 

Industry Professionals 3 2 4 0 3 4 0 16 

Property Owners 5 4 8 0 7 7 4 35 

Totals 21 27 38 14 12 12 8 132 
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Note that only organizations, industry professionals, and property owners 

were asked sub-topics #5 and #6, respectively, lack of clear guidelines and lack 

of support from city/county/federal. This was due to the nature of each entity, 

meaning, the inherent biases would negate asking cities and agencies about 

themselves in this context. Conversely, the same applied to sub-topic #4, 

communicating fully with city/county/agency, for industry professionals and 

property owners. Table 231 summarizes the perceptions as provided by each 

participating entity group. 

Table 231. Entities in Aggregate: Perceptions 

Overall, there were plenty of responses for all sub-topics, with the noted 

exceptions (#5 and #6 for cities and agencies, #4 for industry professionals and 
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property owners). Quantitatively, the sub-topics ranked, and thus will be 

presented, as follows: 

 Lack of understanding or motivation 

 Lack resources, including financial 

 Lack of knowledge and skills 

 Communicating fully with city/county/agency 

 Lack of clear guidelines 

 Lack support from city/county/federal 

 Other 

While all entity groups contributed to lack of understanding or motivation, cities 

led with twelve. Of note is that nine of these came from Pasadena (C2). 

Furthermore, there were eleven statements, directly or indirectly, noting a lack of 

understanding. Conversely, there were twenty-six statements, directly or 

indirectly, noting a lack of motivation. Motivation appeared to be the top lack as 

per perceptions across all entity groups. 

Interwoven between many of the statements were undercurrents of 

knowledge and education being the solution, along with claims that property 

owners were in denial or did not prioritize properly, meaning place fire prevention 

higher up on their list of priorities. Additionally, finance, directly or indirectly, was 

noted as a factor in motivation, in six statements. There were also some curious 

contradictions involved. For example, an industry professional (IP2) claimed 

money is the primary motivator while an organization representative (O3) claimed 

that motivation is lacking even when “money is not an issue.” Meanwhile, the four 
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other statements noted finances as the constraining factor to motivation. 

Interestingly, three of these four statements came from C2, which mostly 

contradicted this under the sub-topic of lacking resources, including financial, 

later in this document. 

Of particular interest regarding the responses to this sub-topic were 

individual comments. For instance, the fire department representative of C2 

mentioned that, “Property owners don’t trust us enough to do what is directed.” 

While an individual from LACFD (A1) stated that individuals do things out of 

compliance, not voluntarily. And lastly, the RAST (O2) representative observed 

that industry professionals and property owners lack the necessary time for 

understanding. 

When prompted regarding lack resources, including financial, all entities 

provided input, with eleven statements regarding resources and nineteen noting 

finances. As noted earlier in this document, C2 had some discrepancies in that 

responding to the sub-topic lack of understanding or motivation, finance was a 

key issue, in this sub-topic, specifically addressing finance C2 only noted that 

property owners in their area do not lack finances, but do need more information 

and suggested outreach programs. Other responding cities were much the same 

by downplaying finance in fire prevention, with “finance depends on the 

individual” (C1), “cost of home improvement, not an obstacle” (C1), and that 

property owners “lack motivation to prioritize” (C5). 

Agencies, while mentioning finance in six statements and resources in 

three, also downplayed the role of finance as a constraint for fire prevention. 
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While A1 did mention that brush clearances can be costly, they also noted that 

fuel modification plan checks can be “budgeted at minimal cost.” Interestingly, A2 

mentioned prioritizing and that for managerial staff of public spaces, “time and 

effort are the main constraints.” Additionally, A3 states that there are resources to 

help with the costs. A4 provides some notes of interest as they claimed that it is a 

“question about money and understanding,” that newer, innovative building 

materials can be “cost prohibitive,” and conversely, that they “rarely hear about 

lack of resources being a reason for not implementing.” 

It appears that both cities and agencies commented more on finances in 

statements for the previous sub-topic than in this one where it was emphasized. 

They both seem to downplay finance as a primary constraint to fire prevention for 

homeowners. Meanwhile, for organizations, six of the eight statements 

mentioned finances – all as a critical constraint. Of further interest were the three 

statements regarding resources. They were, accessing information, accessing 

resources, and the need for a connection with the “proper programs.” All three of 

these issues, ultimately, are issues of communication. 

Industry professionals did not list finances at all in this sub-topic, yet, IP2 

did list finance as the primary motivator in the previous sub-topic. The two 

statements related to a lack of time (resource) “necessary for understanding” 

(IP1) and the need among professionals and homeowners of a system 

understanding (knowledge/skill) of fire prevention design and maintenance (IP2). 

Conversely, property owners contributed five statements, all of which deal with 
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finance as a major constraint to fire prevention efforts, albeit less in affluent 

areas. 

What stands out is the seemingly downplayed aspect of finance in this 

specific sub-topic, while it was emphasized in others. Furthermore, finance 

seemed to be most prominent for organizations and property owners.  

Regarding lack of knowledge and skills, according to Table 236 the 

responses appear to be fairly consistent, but the interesting consistencies lie 

beyond the numbers. Specifically, again there were contradictions, some 

common patterns, and interesting insights. For instance, cities note that industry 

professionals “know the codes” (C1), while property owners “are in denial” (C2), 

“misunderstand clearance” (C2), and “lack knowledge, but have skills” (C5). 

Meanwhile, agencies claim that, “People do not lack knowledge and skills 

regarding fire prevention” (A2), while also stating that, “Among the public there is 

a lack of knowledge and skills” (A3). 

Organizations seemed to take a more balanced view by noting that “many 

have the knowledge and skills, others are still in the dark” (O1), and there is a 

“Lack in learning” (O3). Industry professionals believe that “Professionals do not 

lack the knowledge and skills, if so, they learn by expanding their knowledge and 

skills” (IP1), and that there is a “Lack of understanding native plants” (IP2), while 

also noting that “Clients and property owners lack knowledge and understanding” 

(IP3) regarding fire prevention. 

Indeed, property owners provided further support for many of the above 

statements. For instance, PO1’s statements that “professionals lack the specific 
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information and skills,” and hence there is a “need for specialized professionals.” 

She went further in noting that “everything is left up to the homeowner to figure 

out.” Meanwhile, PO2 claims that the lack of knowledge and awareness is better 

now and that there is “Much stronger organizational and community 

participation.” 

To some degree the belief that industry professionals and property owners 

lack knowledge and skills seemed to be fairly common among all entities, yet it 

may not be that simple. For instance, the concept of property owners being “in 

denial” surfaced again (C2 and O3). This may complement A4’s statement that it 

is “not about educating if they don’t understand.” Of further interest are 

comments by IP1 and PO1 that infer self-learning as a critical aspect of gaining 

knowledge regarding fire prevention. Essentially, the knowledge and skills may 

be lacking, but the means for disseminating them are unclear in both methods 

and success. 

The sub-topic communicating fully with city/county/agency was only 

included for cities, agencies, and organizations. Agencies provided the most (7) 

and were followed in descending order by cities (5) and organizations (2). 

Interestingly, of cities only C2 and C5 contributed. C2 provided some 

contradictions in the three statements, each from a different individual. For 

example, the fire department representative claimed that “Communication is 

adequate,” while another city official noted that “I don’t get calls, only two about 

brush clearance,” and yet another city official stated that “two-way 
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communication is needed.” Meanwhile, C5 noted that “People generally do the 

minimum regarding regulatory compliance, fire prevention is no exception.” 

Agencies, in turn, supported the belief that more communication is 

needed, such as A4’s statements, “Industry professionals and property owners 

do not communicate with the fire prevention department as much as they 

should,” “More communication is needed with local agencies,” followed by “Fire 

department is not always present during plan checks” portray some 

discrepancies. Furthermore, A1 noted that, “Many feel that requirements should 

change to meet their wants,” while A3 claimed that “Some people are just not 

interested” and “Better education” is needed. Lastly, organizations, actually only 

O1 responded to this sub-topic, claimed to “strongly encourage community 

member to work with local agencies.” 

While communication would seem to be fundamental and critical to all fire 

prevention efforts, the above reflects disparity in perceptions along with a lack of 

clarity regarding strategies. What may be emerging here is a lack of strategic, 

deliberate, and purposeful communication methods. 

As previously noted, perceptions regarding lack of clear guidelines were 

only prompted from organizations, industry professionals, and property owners. 

Not surprisingly, the end-users, property owners, provided the most (7) followed 

by industry professionals (3) and organizations (2). Organizations, specifically 

O3, claimed there is no “lacking guidance, there are good guidelines available.” 

While industry professionals provided further insight, such as IP1 who noted that 

“guidelines are available but need time and effort to understand” and IP2 
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followed this with “Minimal guidelines that ignore the larger context,” and lastly 

IP3 who claimed that “Best practices are not understood.” 

Interestingly, property owners, all speaking from personal experience, 

amplify some of the above and provide more specifics on the topic. For instance, 

PO1 noted that “Professionals [contractors, workers] do not have the information” 

and even so, when they did, “Information was new and people resist change,” 

along with the belief that people are habit driven and seek the path of least 

resistance. Meanwhile, PO2 also claims that there is plenty of information, 

although the terminology is confusing, and that local Fire Safe Councils are there 

to assist. Lastly, PO3 stated that, “There is a lack of clear guidelines” regarding 

fire prevention. 

Lack support from city/county/federal was the second sub-topic that was 

not provided to cities or agencies for the previously mentioned reasons. The sole 

respondent from organizations, O2, believed that there is “Not a lack of support 

but a lack of connection with the proper programs, activities, locations, and 

persons.” Industry professionals noted that, “LACFD does provide what is 

necessary for professionals” (IP1), yet IP2 claimed that, “Information and 

knowledge are constrained within agencies” and there is a “lack of self-

education,” while IP3 observed a “lack of support for native planting.” 

Meanwhile, property owners contributed the most (7) which included 

contradictions, insight, and recommendations. Most notably, PO1 stated that 

“LACFD’s Forestry Division provided plenty of support” while PO3 claimed that 

“there is a lack of support from agencies. Of interest here is the case of PO1. 
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While she frequently mentioned the help from LACFD it was always in reference 

to one individual, O2, the RAST representative who is employed by LACFD. This 

may be a generalization based on personal bias. PO1 did further claim that, 

“Support is there, yet homeowners are busy and overwhelmed.” She also 

provided recommendations such as “possible outreach programs” and “social 

media and the Internet should aid in communicating information.” 

PO2 spoke highly of CAL FIRE as being “proactive” and that the “crews 

were very helpful” as well. She followed this by noting that, “Agencies need to 

standardize information and need good guidelines” while PO3 stated that, “There 

is a lack of support from agencies.” 

While the topic of support, or the lack thereof, from city, county, or federal 

entities could be argued either way based on the information above there are 

some interesting points to consider. For example, PO1, while giving LACFD 

credit, in conversation, she only mentioned the one individual, O2, and in fact, as 

noted in Phase I, did clearly state, “There has been no assistance from the city or 

any other agency. I would be way behind the ball if I didn’t know J. Lopez [O2] 

from the LACFD Forestry Division.” Meanwhile, PO2 spent fifteen years 

persevering in the completion of her residential project in a rural area, where it 

could be inferred that she, by sheer necessity, developed relationships with 

agency individuals over time. Adding to this her involvement as a member of the 

local Fire Safe Council puts her in an advantageous position over the average 

homeowner. 
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For the sub-topic of “other” only cities and property owners responded. In 

fact, of all five cities only C2 provided input, but from multiple individuals. Most 

notably that, “Insurance companies dictate and coordinate between themselves 

and property owners. Not sure if insurance and fire department coordinate.” 

While another C2 official observed that, “Having a landscape architect or arborist 

in the fire department, the city and property owner would benefit” while another 

noted that, “City departments need to work with the fire department because they 

may not be aware of each others’ efforts.” 

Of property owners, PO1’s input for this sub-topic was insightful. She 

noted that an “overall system approach is needed” and that “specialists with this 

system understanding are lacking.” Her recommendation was for the state “to 

make a contractor’s license specialty [fire prevention].” 

Reviewing C2’s input, it emerges that there are information gaps, such as 

those between homeowners, insurance agencies, and possibly the fire 

department and city departments. Meanwhile, the insight of benefiting from 

having a landscape architect or arborist denotes a lack of information (in the form 

of available knowledge) in the fire department. Furthermore, the observation of 

communication gaps between city departments and the fire department regarding 

“each others’ efforts” further supports the information gaps previously noted. 

Observations. The category observations was based on the direct and indirect 

observable actions of each entity. Observations were noted during visits and 

interactions with personnel, whether point-person or not. Furthermore, this 

452 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

   

 

 

 




process allowed for the added understanding of accessibility to information and 

point-persons by individuals such as industry professionals and/or property 

owners. Table 232 summarizes the observations noted for each participating 

entity group in the topics of awareness, assistance, takeaways, and additional. In 

addition, note that under the topic of assistance, unable to determine was not 

included as there was no data acquired for all entities. 

Table 232. Entities in Aggregate: Observations 
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Cities 1 7 0 3 3 5 4 3 9 35 

Agencies 3 0 1 3 2 2 3 2 7 23 

Organizations 4 0 0 6 0 2 2 2 3 19 

Industry 
Professionals 

3 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 3 11 

Property 
Owners 

2 1 0 6 0 0 2 2 6 19 

Totals 13 8 1 21 5 9 12 10 28 107 

Overall, cities included the largest amount of observations (35) followed by 

agencies (23), organizations (19), property owners (19), and industry 

professionals (11). In addition, all entity groups contributed to most of the topics 
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of awareness, assistance, and takeaways while all entities groups contributed to 

additional. As per the table above the topics will be represented in the follow 

order: 

 Awareness
 

 Assistance 


 Takeaways
 

 Additional 


Generally, varying levels of awareness were indicated by all entities with cities 

(8) indicating the most followed by agencies (4), organizations (4), IPs (3), and 

POs (3). Furthermore, the knowledge base for this topic was then broken down 

to sub-topics of very aware, limited awareness, and unable to determine as 

mentioned in Phase II. Organizations revealed the most at four instances under 

the very aware sub-topic followed by agencies (3), IPs (3), POs (2), and cities 

(1). Conversely, only cities and property owners contributed to the limited 

awareness sub-topic with cities (7) having substantially more. Agencies was the 

only entity group that contributed to the unable to determine sub-topic.  

While there was knowledge evidenced though all entities, of interest are 

cities and agencies contributing to the latter sub-topics mentioned above, limited 

awareness and unable to determine. For instance, all cities except La Cañada 

Flintridge (C1), under the limited awareness sub-section, indicated a low 

knowledge-base for frontline employees in relation to information and/or in 

locating a PP for fire prevention. With agencies, LACFD (A1) in particular, under 

the unable to determine sub-section, was difficult to determine since only two of 
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twelve interactions exhibited knowledge. Furthermore, three others displayed a 

sense of hesitation, rush, distraction, and disconnect, during inquires while the 

remaining interactions were encounters of directional type, therefore, 

assessment of knowledge for A1 was undeterminable. Only one PO displayed 

limited awareness, PO3, who lacked knowledge, concern, and motivation 

regarding wildfires despite living in the WUI.  

Regarding assistance, varying levels were indicated by all participating 

entities. A willingness to assist, whether from the frontline, the PP, and/or anyone 

in between, was evident in all entities except for A1. For instance, as mentioned 

above, only two of twelve in-person interactions with A1 were willing and helpful 

and did provide substantial information comparatively. Indication of willingness to 

assist was in the form of welcoming and/or helpful frontline personnel, interviews, 

plus information provided, accommodations to phone or email interviews in lieu 

of in-person interviews, and on-the-spot introduction of other colleagues to 

participate in the study as in the case of C1, USFS (A3), CFSC (O1), and TPF 

(O3). 

While there were plenty of participants willing to assist, there was also 

some unwillingness, indicated mainly in Cities (3) and Agencies (2). In both of 

these entity groups it was difficult getting past the frontlines seemingly due to 

hesitancy, distractions, and/or lack of knowledge regarding the fire prevention 

PP. For instance, this was much the case with Pasadena (C2), San Dimas (C5), 

and A1 where the difficulty lay in the frontlines and extra steps were taken, such 

as various questioning tactics, or reaching out to professional contacts, for 
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accessing a PP. In addition, C3 and A1 had this seeming unwillingness even 

beyond the frontline that appeared to persist into higher hierarchical levels. This 

indicated the possibility of difficulties individuals, such as IPs or POs, may incur 

in accessing a PP for assistance during their beginning efforts of fire prevention 

and/or preparedness. 

In terms of takeaways, cities provided the most overall (12) followed by 

agencies (7), organizations (6), property owners (4), and industry professionals 

(2). In addition, this topic was broken down into three types of takeaways, being 

hardcopies, digital, and advice/reference. Coincidentally, cities also provided the 

most in all three types, hardcopies (5), digital (4), and advice/reference (3). 

However, there were no hardcopies provided by IPs or POs. 

Interestingly, the participants that were willing to assist tended to provide 

more takeaways and person-specific referrals. Meanwhile, participants that were 

unwilling to assist provided little beyond some referrals that were misguided 

and/or non-person-specific as with C3, C4, C5, and A1. 

In regards to additional, overall, this topic had the most input with twenty-

eight instances of which cities included the most (9) followed by agencies (7), 

POs (6), organization (3), and IPs (3). The themes that emerged from this topic 

consist of communication discrepancies and knowledge. 

Communication discrepancies including terminology inconsistencies, 

which have potential for creating confusion, occurred in all cities except C1. 

While communication disparities between government and the public may 

happen it was only acknowledged by A4. However, it is curious to note that IP1 
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identified mediation between county and client regarding regulations and IP3 

leaves it up to the clients to do all coordination with agencies.  

Regarding knowledge, in relation to the participants’ comments it was 

either in the form of promoting awareness and understanding, self-education, or 

the lack of education and motivation related to fire prevention. In the promotion of 

awareness and understanding only industry professionals, specifically IP2 and 

IP3, noted that they educate and inform their clients whereas for PO2 it was 

about promoting awareness through her involvement in the local Fire Safe 

Council. In addition, PO1 was noted as a strong advocate for environmental 

sustainability based on extensive efforts related to her own property. Moreover, 

while self-education was also most prominent in IPs and POs there was an 

exception with PO3 who lacked concern and motivation to seek out fire 

prevention information. However, IP2, IP3, PO1 and PO2 actively seek out 

information whether to help others and/or for self-directed learning. 

Other items include phone/email interviews and invitations. While none of 

these items contained large numbers they were worth mentioning. As such, while 

three phone interviews (A2, A4, and PO2) and one email interview (IP1) provided 

the least amount of observable data due to the non-in-person interactions, they 

did, however, provide insight towards the study which is incorporated into the 

other seven categories. Interestingly, there were even two event invitations that 

were extended to the researcher related to fire prevention by A4 and O1.  

This concludes the Part One of Phase III, the cross-entity analysis. As 

noted previously, the second part of Phase III entails a cross-category analysis, 
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which was done by comparing and contrasting all findings of the previous cross-

entity analysis, in aggregate, across all categories. The purpose of Part Two is to 

conclude the identification of surfacing patterns and trends of the study along 

with encapsulate the emerging issue of greatest concern. 

Part Two: Cross-Category Analysis in Aggregate 

After analyzing all entities in aggregate by category in Part One of Phase III, Part 

Two required analyzing all entities across all categories. With all the research 

questions addressed, this final component of analysis focused on surfacing 

patterns and trends and their relationship to the emerging issues. Part Two will 

conclude the identification of surfacing patterns and trends of the study along 

with encapsulating the emerging issue of greatest concern.  

Looking across all the data, without being constrained by entity types or 

categories, six themes emerged: 1) education; 2) information; 3) resources; 4) 

culture; 5) other; and, 6) communication. Some themes had more manifest data, 

such as information, resources, and communication, while other themes had 

more data that was latent or inferred, such as education and culture. These 

themes surfaced from, and are supported by, the contributing sub-themes, all of 

which are listed in Table 233. While there is overlap between themes, as noted 

by shared sub-themes, such as motivation and information, this will be 

addressed later in this section and in the following chapter, Discussion and 

Conclusions. 
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Table 233: Surfacing Themes and Sub-Themes 

Education Information Resources Culture Other Communication 

Education 

Self-education 

Training 

Outreach 

Understanding 

Knowledge 

Skills 

Information 

Research 

Motivation 

Conflict 

Confusion 

Time 

Finances 

Accessible 
information 

Denial 

Trust 

Resistance 

Apathy 

Regulation 

Enforcement 

Flexible 

Prioritizing 

Research 

Time 

Information 

Motivation 

Entities providing evidence for each of the surfacing themes are listed in 

Table 234. Following the table is an interpretation of each theme and the 

evidence supporting them.  

Table 234: Entities Ascribing To Themes 

Education Information Resources Culture Other Communication 

C2 

A2-A4 

O1-O3 

IP1-IP3 

PO1, PO2 

Total: 75 

C1-C5 

A1, A2, A4 

O1 

IP1-IP3 

PO1-PO3 

Total: 44 

C1, C2 

A1-A4 

O1-O3 

IP1, IP2 

PO1-PO3 

Total: 33 

C1, C2, C5 

A1, A4 

O3 

IP1, IP3 

PO1, PO2 

Total: 32 

C2, C5 

A2 

PO1 

Total: 10 

C2-C5 

A1, A3, A4 

O2 

IP1-IP3 

PO1, PO2 

Total: 28 
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Education. Going from left to right on the themes noted above, education is the 

first theme. Education was evidenced by all five entity categories. Education was 

noted as any instance provided by the participants related to the sub-themes 

listed in Table 239: 1) education (21); 2) training (2); 3) self-education (5); 4) 

outreach (2); 5) understanding (9); 6) knowledge (11); 7) skills (3); 8) information 

(10); 9) research (1); and, 10) motivation (11). 

Of particular interest is the sub-theme self-education. All instances of 

evidence supporting this sub-theme were from industry professionals or property 

owners. 

Information. Information was noted whenever evidence supported an issue in 

providing, accessing, or understanding information. Overall, all instances 

regarding information distilled down to the two sub-themes, conflict and 

confusion with twenty-three and twenty-one notations respectively. Comments on 

information were spread relatively equally across all participants and 

quantitatively this theme ranked second. 

Resources. Of the many potential resources the three that emerged as 

significant were time (4), finances (19), and accessible information (10). It was 

interesting to note that time was mentioned at various levels, always in the 

context of needing time to research, learn, and understand. Of further interest, 

was that while finances was noted the most, it was not specifically noted as being 

the leading barrier to implementing fire prevention tactics. Accessible information 
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overlaps with the previous theme, information, but from a different angle, the 

accessing of information. 

Culture. Culture, which can be broadly defined as the beliefs and customs of a 

particular group, played a critical role across all boundaries at multiple levels. 

The supporting sub-themes were: 1) denial (6); 2) trust (2); 3) resistance (12); 4) 

apathy (7); 5) regulation enforcement (3); and, 6) flexible (2).  

For instance, for the researcher there were cases of apathy at several 

locations and resistance to providing fire prevention information consistent in one 

agency. There was further evidence of apathy on the part of contractors and 

laborers as noted by property owners as well. From multiple sources a culture of 

denial was noted as well as claims of resisting change.  

Of interest were agency representatives who manifestly noted that there 

are trust issues between them and the local public. Lastly, while regulation 

enforcement may not seem to be a culture issue, it was in this study. There were 

instances noting enforcement, not support, as well as evidence that regulations 

lead to compliance, which results in bare minimum efforts. 

On the positive side, flexibility was noted in some of the data. Two cities, 

C1 and C2, along with A1 provided instances of flexibility in their processes, yet it 

bears consideration that these may be instances of individuals and not 

necessarily the overall culture of the entity their represent. 
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Other. The theme “other” was used as a catch-all for outliers. Specifically, to 

provide the inclusion of sub-themes that were not common, but nonetheless 

important, to the study: 1) prioritizing(5); 2) research (3); and again, 3) time (2).  

Communication. Communication is the last theme that surfaced from the 

identified patterns and trends for this study. While communication was mentioned 

as an issue twenty-eight times between all participants, its two sub-themes, 

information and motivation were frequently indicated as lacking.   

Communication surfaced manifestly as an external gap, meaning between 

those who have and provide the information and those external entities or 

individuals who are seeking it for their fire prevention needs. More latently, 

communication emerged as an internal issue, mostly noted by the researcher in 

her observations. Specifically in cities, as many frontline employees appeared to 

lack an awareness of who and where to refer those seeking fire prevention 

information. It can only be speculated that the same would have happened at all 

agencies and organizations had not the researcher used professional contacts 

and person-specific referrals to access point-persons, thereby, skipping 

interaction with frontline personnel. 

Emerging Issues. Education, information, and communication are core issues to 

this study as each surfaced frequently. These frequencies indicate gaps and 

discrepancies at the fundamental levels of fire prevention in the Los Angeles 

County Wildland-Urban Interface. 

462 




 

 

 

 




While education was mentioned often, it was usually referred to as 

lacking. Furthermore, there have been educational efforts, but there was no 

empirical evidence indicating their efficacy. 

The issues regarding Information, while primarily noted as conflicting and 

confusing, also included other discrepancies. Such as, Also, C2’s mention that 

information is trapped within agencies and departments and it needs to get 

outside to those who need it. 

Lastly, communication was also frequently noted as a gap throughout the 

findings. For instance, A4 provided the insight that the public relies on public 

officials and that there are gaps in communication between officials and the 

public, especially regarding fire preparedness and prevention. 

Summary of Part Two: Cross Category. These are the themes that surfaced 

from the study’s identified patterns and trends. While in looking over the themes, 

each one of them stands out as an emerging issue unto itself. Of particular note 

were education, information, and communication. These three themes, or 

emerging issues from this point forward, would be of interest and concern. 

When viewed collectively, the three emerging issues and all the surfacing 

themes support the larger emerging issue of a notable gap with cities, agencies, 

and organizations on one side with industry professionals and property owners 

on the other. The gap, while simply stated is complex in its constitution.  

It was evident throughout the study that ample resources were allocated to 

fire prevention in Los Angeles County. The evidence includes the documents, 
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guiding criteria, agency collaboration, and programs that were provided. 

Additionally, the substantial resources allocated for the people and departments 

at the cities, agencies, and organizations, and all that goes into housing and 

providing for them. Yet, despite all those resources, there is a significant 

discrepancy in the results as evidenced by challenges, perceptions, and 

observations. 

The notable gap between cities, agencies, organizations, and industry 

professionals along with property owners is of significant importance. Wildfires in 

the Los Angeles County WUI show no signs of relenting and the massive 

resources continue to show scant results at the actual level of successful 

implementation and adoption by industry professionals and property owners.  

Summary of Phase III 

In concluding this chapter the study’s research questions have been addressed, 

patterns and trends have been identified, along with the most significant 

emerging issues. The next chapter, Discussions and Conclusions will address, in 

greater detail, the study’s research questions, the emerging issues, education, 

information, and communication and consequently, the emerging issue of 

greatest concern, the gap between cities, agencies, organizations, and industry 

professionals along with property owners. 
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CHAPTER 5 – DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
 

As noted in the title and purpose of the study, this study was an assessment, not 

an evaluation, meaning an identification of extant methods and strategies for fire 

prevention in the Los Angeles County WUI. Inherent to the study and its 

methods, this included a simultaneous assessment of what happened during the 

time of the study related to interactions with the participants.  

Given that the findings of the assessment have been provided in chapter 

four, it is the researcher’s intent to provide scholarly discussion and draw 

conclusions in this chapter. Some of the discussion and conclusions will 

inherently entail some speculation and that needs to be understood as just that, 

discussion and conclusions – not inferring theory. Recommendations will be 

provided in the following chapter. 

In this chapter, Discussion and Conclusions, both will be interwoven 

throughout. This is done due to the humanistic aspects of many of the findings 

and therefore the need for some interpretation and hence, discussion, prior to 

drawing each conclusion. The answers to the primary and supporting research 

questions will be discussed first. Then there will be a discussion of the major 

themes resulting from the surfacing patterns and trends, followed by the 

emerging issues. Ultimately, the emerging issue of greatest concern will be 

discussed in detail. Conclusions, as per definition, will be provided at the end of 

the discussion for each topic. 
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Research Questions - Primary 

After the extensive data provided in Phase I of the previous chapter, Findings, 

and the Entity Groups in Aggregate in Phase II, the primary research question, 

“What are the existing methods and strategies for fire prevention within the Los 

Angeles County Wildland-Urban Interface?” was addressed.  

The actual list of existing methods and strategies for fire prevention of the 

participating entities would be an accumulation of all the documents, guiding 

criteria, programs, agency collaboration, comments, and observations noted for 

the study and presented in Phase I. When comparing them by entity groups in 

Phase II there was no apparent singular set of methods and strategies being 

adhered to by each group. In fact, while it could be expected that cities would 

adhere to more locally developed methods and strategies, this was not the case. 

Only C1, La Cañada Flintridge, and C2, Pasadena, seemed to follow this logic. 

While both C1 and C2 did follow, to some degree, Los Angeles County and 

California level guidelines, more for support and reference, the three remaining 

cities all appeared to follow them solely in their methods and strategies.  

Meanwhile, the agencies and organizations, as per the documents, 

guiding criteria, programs, agency collaboration, comments, and observations, 

provided by each, appeared to follow those methods or strategies most closely 

aligned with their respective levels. For instance, California state agencies 

followed and promoted methods and strategies from the regional or state level 

and sometimes referenced federal level documents and guiding criteria. The 
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same for federal level agencies, they followed and promoted federal level 

documents, guiding criteria, and programs. 

What was of interest occurred at the levels of industry professionals (IP) 

and property owners (PO). While it could be expected that at these levels, 

documents, guiding criteria, and programs at the local and city levels would 

prevail, the evidence suggests otherwise. It seems that both IPs and POs have 

some difficulty, possibly in accessing or understanding, or both, the information 

that cities, agencies, and organizations develop, provide, and/or promote. While 

on appearances all this information is readily available, but somehow does not 

quite filter down to IPs and POs. So, while it can be stated that the study did 

explicate “the existing methods and strategies for fire prevention within the 

Angeles National Forest Wildland-Urban Interface,” it should not infer that these 

are the ones in actual practice at the level of industry professionals and property 

owners. 

Research Questions – Supporting #1 

The evidence mentioned above, in turn, addresses the study’s first supporting 

research question, “Is there a common set of guidelines for fire prevention 

methods and strategies that form a shared foundation across the various cities, 

agencies, and organizations participating in this study?” As noted in discussing 

the study’s primary research question above, there appears to be little 

commonality across all entities. 
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Although, at the time the study was first drafted, it only included cities, 

agencies, and organizations, as noted in the actual question. Industry 

professionals and property owners were added later. Nonetheless, while cities, 

agencies, and organizations may not have followed the exact guidelines, it 

appeared that between them all, the foundation was seen as a common ground 

made up of the federal, state, regional, and local level guidelines, with positive 

overlap in many instances. 

Yet, reframing this first supporting research question to include industry 

professionals and property owners, the answer would change, notably. Once 

again, as noted in the discussion and conclusion of the study’s primary research 

question above, IPs and POs seemed disconnected and appeared to follow a 

mosaic of guidelines for their fire prevention methods and strategies. Granted, 

they assumingly comply with local requirements, which are based on federal, 

state, and local guidelines, but they did not appear to have a foundational 

understanding in common with each other, let alone with cities, agencies, and 

organizations. 

Research Questions – Supporting #2 

The identified disconnect between IPs and POs with cities, agencies, and 

organizations suggests an affirmative answer to the second supporting research 

question, “Are there redundant or strategically misaligned efforts? The apparent 

disconnect should be seen as a result or effect of a prior cause. It is no great 

leap to suspect a causal relationship due to misaligned efforts for diffusing the 
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fire prevention methods and strategies of the cities, agencies, and organizations, 

among industry professionals and property owners. Essentially, while there are 

evidently massive resources used in designing, developing, implementing, and 

promoting the methods and strategies, there appears to be a gap between their 

implementation and the desired adoption.  

Research Questions – Supporting #3 

The third supporting research question, “What are the inter- and intra-

relationships between the various agencies and how are they contributing to joint 

fire prevention goals?” presented a bit of a conundrum for the study. Upon 

reflection, it is a “double-barreled” question in that it asks two questions when it 

should have asked just one. Meaning, that it should have only inquired into the 

inter- and intra-relationships between the various participating agencies. The 

second part, “how they are contributing to joint fire prevention goals,” should 

have been another question, for another study, as that would entail a much 

deeper analysis of their efforts along with an evaluation, all of which lie beyond 

the limits of the study. 

Nevertheless, this study did fully assess the “inter- and intra-relationships 

between the various agencies” included in this study. Of note is that only La 

Cañada Flintridge provided empirical evidence of an intra-relationship. This was 

observed by the researcher when she was literally walked, by the city’s fire 

prevention point-person, to the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s office, 
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located within the City Hall, to interview their local representative. All other 

relationships were assumed as valid when claimed by participants. 

Of specific interest regarding relationships, La Cañada Flintridge seemed 

to have the most comprehensive list, including everything from federal level to 

the local business and community level. Notably, these relationships were 

mentioned as crucial in the development of their city fire plan. 

While there seemed to be plenty of inter- and intra-relationships between 

Cities, Agencies, and Organizations, when it came to Industry Professionals and 

Property Owners the underlying theme, manifestly and latently, the relationships 

were more enforcement and compliance rather than support and collaboration. 

Not surprisingly, this further supports the suggested gap between Cities, 

Agencies, Organizations, and Industry Professionals along with Property 

Owners. 

Research Questions – Supporting #4 

The fourth, and final supporting research question, “Are there any gaps and/or 

barriers preventing or delaying the improvement of current fire prevention 

methods and strategies?” was dealt with in Phase II and Phase III. This question 

also needed reframing as addressing the “improvement of current fire prevention 

methods and strategies” would, again, require an evaluation, which was not the 

intent or methodology of this study.  

Nonetheless, the research methods and ensuing data did provide an 

opportunity to address the reframed question “Are there any gaps and/or barriers 
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preventing or delaying the implementation of current fire prevention methods and 

strategies?” The evidence beginning in Phase I and continuing throughout the 

study, along with the answers to all the study’s research questions strongly 

suggests that there are gaps and barriers to the implementation of fire prevention 

methods and strategies in the Los Angeles County’s WUI. These gaps and 

barriers will be discussed in greater detail after the following section on the 

patterns and trends that surfaced from the study. 

Considering the Larger Context of the Study 

Prior to discussing the study’s identified themes, some critical concepts regarding 

the larger context of the study are due consideration. First and foremost, during 

the course of this study the researcher encountered some remarkable individuals 

at many levels, from all of the entities. These individuals’ help and support in 

gathering data cannot be overstated. They gave selflessly of their time and 

knowledge. There is no doubt that these individuals, along with many others like 

them are working very hard to promote fire prevention in the Los Angeles County 

WUI. 

Secondly, none of these findings should be seen as a stain on them, their 

teams, their departments, or their larger organization. In fact, it is the sole intent 

of this study to provide insight from an external lens that can be utilized to further 

improve efforts to promote fire prevention.  

Lastly, many of the types of issues identified here are not unique to these 

entities, in fact, they are common in large organizations. While they can be 
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addressed systematically over time, regardless of the methods, an underlying 

objectivity is crucial. This same objectivity should be maintained in reading and 

synthesizing this study. 

Themes Surfacing from Patterns and Trends 

As noted in Phase III, Part Two, of the previous chapter, themes surfaced from 

the patterns and trends observed in the study. The major themes were: 1) 

education; 2) information; 3) resources; 4) culture; 5) other; and, 6) 

communication. Provided below for each of these themes is a discussion and 

conclusion. 

Education 

While it is easy to label everything a problem that can be solved by education, 

this usually plays out as a solution looking for a problem. While there are 

identified problem, some of which may be addressed by education, the common 

assumption that education is a singular one-size-fits-all solution is simply not 

true, nor effective. The underlying problems need to be better understood and 

alternative solutions sought.  

For instance, of particular interest to education is that what is really 

indicated, latently, is learning. This is not a mere argument in semantics. In all 

instances, what was desired as an actual outcome was that the individual, 

whether industry professional, property owner, contractor, or laborer, learn; 

preferably as exhibited by performance.  
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Essentially, all the sub-themes for Education surfacing from the study’s 

data are either strategies for, or outcomes of, learning, with the exception of 

information, which is a context component (De Sarro, 2014). For instance, 

education, self-education, training, outreach, and research are all strategies for 

learning. Meanwhile, knowledge, understanding, and motivation are desired 

outcomes from learning. 

Just as the language of the participants in the study is not clearly focused 

on the actual desired outcome, it may well be that neither are the efforts currently 

used in “educating” industry professionals and property owners. As the 

participant from O2 so succinctly stated, “Education that does not lead to 

behavioral change is ineffective.” In fact, if the methods are not strategically 

aligned with the target audience and clear, feasible outcomes, the efforts will 

provide minimal results. If the information the efforts are based on is conflicting or 

confusing, the results suffer even more (De Sarro, 2014). 

Interestingly, organizational participants spoke of “others,” typically 

referring to IPs and POs, as needing the education, while practitioners (IPs and 

POs) spoke of their own need for education as well as their colleagues’ along 

with contractors and laborers. Meanwhile, it was commonly witnessed by the 

researcher that frontline employees did not know who or where their point-person 

for fire prevention was. Additionally, while agency representatives often 

mentioned problems with their processes and the very information they provided, 

they offered no clear solutions. 
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Throughout the study, comments on the need for understanding and 

motivation were common. While it is true that understanding and motivation are 

factors in behavior change, the problem is that unless one learns, which no 

single approach can guarantee, they do not understand. It is rare for anyone to 

be motivated about something they do not understand (De Sarro, 2014). The 

evidence from this study strongly indicates the need for learning that leads to 

understanding and motivation while resulting in behavior change, at all levels. 

Information 

While the list of sub-themes, conflict and confusion, for Information was short, the 

concepts and evidence supporting them were of no small import. Information, 

especially when conflicting and/or confusing, is fundamental to many of the other 

emerging themes. Therefore, if a problem stems from conflicting or confusing 

information its impact has the potential to go well beyond an immediate 

frustration or miscommunication. 

As mentioned in the education section above, if the content of learning 

efforts includes conflicting or confusing information, successful learning will be 

inhibited (De Sarro, 2014). Bad information, or misinformation, travels just as 

quickly as good information and, if originally accepted as true, becomes very 

difficult to correct later. 

Essentially, whether the conflict or confusion caused by the information 

frustrates or misleads, the results are never good. The evidence from this study 

strongly indicates the need for large-scale efforts to minimize misinformation, 

474 




 




centralize reliable information sources, and address misinformation already 

diffused in the field. 

Resources 

Of note is that time, when mentioned, did not refer to time for implementing fire 

prevention projects or such. Instead it was always in reference to time needed for 

learning. 

Accessible information, as can be inferred, is an important issue that 

supports the earlier issue of conflicting or confusing information. Imagine the 

information, even if clear and concise, being difficult to access; the information is 

not causing the frustration it is the access of it. Now imagine having to overcome 

difficulties in accessing information, and then, once accessed it is conflicting or 

confusing. This becomes a self-perpetuating problem. 

Throughout the study finance was mentioned, but more as an aside or 

assumption. While common sense tells us that any project would entail some 

form of financial cost, there was no real sense of concrete examples that the 

financial cost of fire prevention was a leading barrier to implementation. No real 

specifics or anecdotes were provided, in fact, A4 mentioned that they had never 

known of an actual example of finances being the barrier to implementation. 

Almost all participants spoke of finances as a side issue, or one that they felt 

obligated to mention, but provided no empirical evidence. 

All three of the sub-themes in resources are viable as issues worthy of 

consideration. Yet, in the larger scope of the study and its findings, they are more 
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aligned with outlier status, excepting accessible information, as they are not of a 

significant quantity or impact compared with the other issues. 

While it would be ideal for professionals and residents to allot the time for 

reflection and deeper understanding, this is an individual choice and behavior 

that would be extremely difficult to address by an external source. The access of 

information, while vital, folds into the improvement of information since better 

access of information would surface inherently.  

Regarding finances, while unclear as to their actual impact as a barrier to 

fire prevention, what is clear is that there is financial support and options are 

available. While the support and options may also be difficult to find or confusing 

in their process, this too would be improved by information efforts designed to 

minimize misinformation and centralize reliable information sources along with 

strategically effective and purposeful learning strategies. 

Culture 

Essentially, it is easy to see the speck in your neighbor’s eye while neglecting the 

log in your own. Culture, any culture, will always have some form of this 

convenient blindness. For instance, cities, agencies, and organizations often 

pointed out what industry professionals or property owners did wrong, or needed 

to improve upon. Meanwhile, it was extremely rare that any agency 

representative mentioned their own mistakes or flaws. In fact, while 

commendable to the agency individuals who commented, only one of the sub-

themes, trust, was mentioned, twice. The sub-themes supporting culture include 

476 







the previously mentioned trust along with denial, resistance, apathy, regulation 

enforcement, and flexible. 

The issue of denial, regarding property owners and fire prevention, was 

frequently brought up. While there is undoubtedly truth to this claim, it infers that 

the culture of denial exists only on one side, that of property owners. What about 

the professionals, those who are employed, whether at the city, agency, or 

organizational level, to promote awareness, understanding, and the 

implementation of fire prevention strategies and tactics? Claiming that “we have 

done all we can, they are just in denial and there’s nothing we can do about it” 

would also be, conveniently, denial. 

Regarding both resistance and apathy, the researcher experienced 

multiple incidents of each. The most obvious resistance came from three of the 

four offices of the Los Angeles County Fire Department with others occurring at 

some of the cities, specifically when dealing with frontline personnel. 

Interestingly, neither resistance nor apathy was experienced with the other three 

agencies, three organizations, three industry professionals, and three property 

owners. Of note is that none of them entailed dealing with frontline personnel as 

the researcher accessed each one via professional contacts or prior 

acquaintance. Nonetheless, there was a substantial pattern of resistance or 

apathy from a significant portion of the participants. This begs the question of 

how much resistance and apathy are industry professionals and property owners 

willing to put up with. 
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Considering that these individuals providing resistance or apathy were all 

civil servants, some may view this as unsurprising. Nevertheless, they are the 

gateway, or bottleneck, to the progress of IPs and POs in the fire prevention 

efforts. It sends another mixed, or confusing, message when an agency claims to 

promote fire prevention efforts and those attempting to implement and adopt 

them meet this type of behavior. Lastly, this type of behavior exhibited once, 

could be an exception, twice, a coincidence, but many times at many related 

locations, a systemic behavior pattern – part of the culture. 

Additionally, regulation enforcement was noted, manifestly and latently, as 

a cultural issue. While some of IPs and POs inferred to it as just part of the 

necessary process, some actually mentioned that enforcement by cities and 

agencies was more the norm and support the exception. Meanwhile, at least one 

city official commented that regulation (and its enforcement) always result in 

minimal efforts on behalf of property owners. This perception did not appear to 

be lost on a few other participants from cities, agencies, and organizations. 

Regarding the sub-theme flexible, this was a culture factor rarely 

observed. Three specific individuals from three distinct entities, the City of La 

Cañada Flintridge (C1), the City of Pasadena (C2), and the Los Angeles County 

Fire Department (A1), claimed flexibility in their processes. This evidence is not 

conclusive as they may be instances of individuals and not a reflection of each 

entity’s overall culture. 

A shared culture is not just unavoidable, but critical, for any group working 

together. But a culture that undermines and even sabotages their organization’s 
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goals and proclaimed efforts as well as the efforts of those they are hired to 

serve will always limit success and never resolve itself. While the identification of 

root level causes for these cultural behaviors lie beyond the scope of this study, 

the findings do show that there are instances of entrenched institutional 

behaviors that appear to be working against the best efforts of others within 

these agencies, as well as those of industry professionals and property owners.  

Other 

For “other,” the three sub-themes, prioritizing, research, and time, may seem 

disparate yet there is a common base for them all. While prioritizing is a skill, 

often noted as lacking in property owners regarding their choices in property 

improvement projects, it, along with research, another skill, require time. Just as 

time was mentioned under resources, time here is also a resource, but not one 

provided by others for the purposes listed as sub-themes here. Time is needed to 

learn how to prioritize as well as to learn how to do, and consequently conduct, 

research. Of interest here is that in order to learn these skills they must be seen 

as important, or priorities, hence, learning to prioritize requires time. The inherent 

conundrum here is that time will be allotted once it becomes a priority. So, which 

comes first? Learning to prioritize or prioritizing to make time for learning to 

prioritize? 

Either way, it boils down to an issue of learning. In fact, much of the above 

boils down to just that, learning. Returning to culture, it bears mention that some 
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cultures foster learning, others remain neutral and leave it to the individual, and 

some resist it and/or deny they need it, implicitly or overtly (De Sarro, 2014). 

Communication 

Communication is not intended here as a catchall. In fact, while communication is 

often viewed in simplest terms as merely an exchange of information, in the 

context of this study, due to the scope, scale, and complexity, a more precise 

definition is needed. 

The late Everett Rogers, a leader in the study of communications, defined 

communication as, “a process in which participants create and share information 

with one another in order to reach a mutual understanding” (Rogers, 2003, p. 5). 

He further notes that, “Communication is a process of convergence (or 

divergence) as two or more individuals exchange information in order to move 

toward each other (or apart) in the meanings that they give to certain events” 

(Rogers, 2003, p. 5). 

Given that definition of communication, the two sub-themes, information 

and motivation, can be clearly discussed. Information is a critical component of 

communication. If the information is unclear, confusing, conflicting, or a 

combination thereof, this would be an obvious barrier in reaching Rogers’ “mutual 

understanding” mentioned above. In fact, confusion and conflict are more likely to 

move the participants apart or diverge in “the meanings they give to certain 

events.” Rogers (2003) also notes that uncertainty plays a large part in 

communication, where the goal is to reduce it, yet, confusion and conflict lead to 
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the opposite. Essentially, flawed information creates gaps and barriers to positive 

communication. The findings of this study provide evidence of flawed information 

from all participants’ perspectives. 

Regarding motivation, it is difficult if not impossible to be motivated by 

something one does not understand. As noted above, flawed information will 

have detrimental effects on any communication efforts by leading to 

misunderstandings at best, or a gap in understanding, hence, result in the 

opposite of motivation. Motivation was commonly mentioned by participants, 

mostly by cities, as something missing, mostly for industry professionals and 

property owners. The findings strongly suggest that poor communication may be 

key to this issue, especially, if the observations regarding IPs and POs as lacking 

understanding and motivation are valid. 

Emerging Issues 

The three main themes, or emerging issues, surfacing from the patterns and 

trends are learning, information, and communication. From a systems view 

though, information folds into the other two leaving learning and communication 

as the two critical emerging issues. The diagram below illustrates the 

relationships between the six themes with education having been changed to 

learning. 
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Figure 21: Theme Relationship Diagram (Razo 2014) 

This diagram, while illustrating the relationships between all the themes, it 

specifically indicates the prominent roles played by learning and communication. 

The gaps in learning and communication are the main contributors to the 

emerging issue of greatest concern.  

Emerging Issue of Greatest Concern 

Ultimately, the emerging issue of greatest concern is the identified gap between 

cities, agencies, organizations, and industry professionals and property owners 

(CAO-IPPO Gap). This gap is critical as the findings indicate that despite 

massive resources and efforts at the level of cities, agencies, and organizations, 

the resulting impact on industry professionals and property owners is 

disproportionately small. 
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Industry 
Professionals, 

Property 
Owners 

Cities, 
Agencies, 

Organizations 

Figure 22: The CAO-IPPO Gap (Razo 2014) 

Note in Figure 23 that there exists a gap between the two triangles, as 

well as a narrowing connection or “bottleneck.” This represents, illustratively, the 

existing state of the CAO-IPPO Gap. 

Furthermore, regarding knowledge and the access to it, the findings of the 

study suggest that there exists a parallel underlying model. This illustration, 

Figure 24, while similar to Figure 23, is conceptually similar but at a different level 

and existing within individual entities, most notably cities. 
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Frontline, 
Public Interface 

Upper Level 
Knowledge, 

Program 
Developers 

Figure 23: CAO Internal Gap (Razo 2014) 

As noted, this illustrates the internal gap existing within some cities, and 

potentially within agencies and organizations. As mentioned, this was evidenced 

at cities that participated in the study, but could also exist within agencies and 

organizations as well. Bearing in mind that for most of the later, agencies and 

organizations, the researcher skipped over the frontline via referrals and personal 

contacts. 

Stepping back again to gain perspective of the larger context of the study, 

it is of particular note that the core of this study is fire prevention. First, it 

behooves any reader of the study to remember that fire prevention is an 

innovation. An innovation, as defined by Rogers (2003, p. 12) in his book, 
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Diffusion of Innovations is “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new 

by an individual or other unit of adoption.” Fire prevention methods and strategies 

fit the definition of innovation very well, and getting innovations that diverge from 

current practices successfully implemented and adopted is seldom easy (Rogers, 

2003). Thus, it should be remembered throughout that the task of diffusing an 

innovation in an effort towards eventual adoption is a difficult one. Furthermore, 

of the many types of innovations, those that are preventative are even more 

difficult. Indeed, Rogers (2003, p. 176) notes that,  

A preventative innovation [eit.] is a new idea that an individual 

adopts in order to avoid the possible occurrence of some unwanted 

event in the future… Under such circumstances, the individual’s 

motivation to adopt the preventative innovation is relatively weak. 

So the rate of adoption of preventative innovations is relatively 

slower than for nonpreventative innovations. 

Given this understanding, at no point in this study did the researcher 

assume or infer that the work conducted by these cities, agencies, organizations, 

industry professionals, and property owners was simple and could be done 

easily, quite the contrary. It should be realized that getting fire prevention 

methods and strategies diffused and adopted is a very difficult task. This 

research has brought to surface some of the gaps, barriers, and causes of 
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resistance that at the time of the study were making something difficult even 

more difficult.  

Summary of Discussion and Conclusions 

This research stipulates that the resolution of these surfacing gaps, barriers, and 

causes of resistance, would stimulate more success in the existing and future 

efforts and make a difficult task somewhat easier. Albeit, nowhere is it claimed or 

inferred that success is guaranteed, only increased in probability.  

Lastly, it should be borne in mind that this finding is not an indictment on 

any individual or group, merely the conclusion as supported by the findings of 

this study. Neither is it a “pointing-of-the-finger” or accusation, instead, it is an 

indicator of where change is needed. And the primary issue in need of change is 

the CAO-IPPO Gap. 

The next, and final chapter is Recommendations. This chapter will present 

recommendations applicable to the CAO-IPPO Gap along with some reflections 

and opportunities for future research. 
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CHAPTER 6: RECOMMENDATIONS 


This chapter will provide recommendations and reflections along with identifying 

opportunities for future research. Recommendations will specify prospective 

strategies for addressing the CAO-IPPO Gap, while reflections will include 

observations and insights gleaned from the study, mostly focusing on the 

processes. Lastly, opportunities for future research will provide topics that 

surfaced during the study. 

Recommendations 

Since the study’s identified CAO-IPPO Gap indicates a separation or gap 

between cities, agencies, and organizations (CAO) and industry professionals 

and property owners (IPPO), it should be foremost in priority. Note that the 

following strategies derive from a systems approach in which all the other 

emerging issues are addressed as part of the larger issue, the CAO-IPPO Gap. 

Furthermore, the strategies for addressing the gap will differ for each 

grouping. For instance, while CAOs and IPPOs may be pursuing the same 

nominal goal, that of preventing wildfires, they each have very different roles and 

exponentially different scales in their efforts. Hence the recommended strategies 

will vary. Additionally, the recommended strategies here will remain fairly general 

to allow for broader application and therefore be suitable for similar entities. For 

example, the strategies recommended will be for either CAO or IPPO. 

At this point, two things bear mentioning. First, that organizations, in many 

ways, straddle the CAO-IPPO divide, so, strategies for either grouping could 
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apply to organizations and should be read as such. Second, the CAO-IPPO Gap 

should not be assumed to mean an adversarial relationship exists between CAO 

and IPPO. While resistance and lack of information surfaced throughout the 

study, nowhere was there significant evidence that any true entity-level 

adversarial relationships existed between CAO and IPPO.  

Lastly, recommendations will also be provided for academic institutions. 

Specifically, those institutions in which pre-service and in-service industry 

professionals, such as architects, landscape architects, urban planners, and 

such, are educated in areas related to environmental design. 

The following recommendations are potential strategies for transitioning to 

a state that bridges the CAO-IPPO Gap and begins to expand the bottleneck as 

illustrated in Figure 25. 

Industry 
Professionals, 

Property 
Owners 

Cities, 
Agencies, 

Organizations 

Industry 
Professionals, 

Property 
Owners 

Cities, 
Agencies, 

Organizations 

Figure 24: Bridging the CAO-IPPO Gap (Razo 2014). 
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Of specific interest is that the findings and recommendations infer that 

both CAO and IPPO contribute to the gap in their own ways. Consequently, it 

should be observed, as per the right side of Figure 26 that both would need to 

contribute to resolving the gap. That is why the triangle representing each entity 

grouping has moved. Unilateral efforts would be minimally successful. 

Furthermore, this type of change would take time. As such, Figure 26 

indicates a removal of the gap, but a moderate change in the bottleneck. To 

expect complete and absolute transparency with an unlimited flow of information, 

while a positive ideal, would be an unfeasible goal in the near and mid-term.  

Nonetheless, strategies to begin this transition for each entity grouping are 

provided below. 

Strategies for CAO 

Key strategies for CAO would include those that would increase organizational 

knowledge and promote access to those individuals holding the specific 

knowledge and expertise. They would also include communication that is optimal 

for the different audiences such as internal and external. For example, internal 

audiences would include those such as frontline employees and any others who 

lack critical knowledge and exhibit resistance and apathy while external 

audiences would include those such as IPs and POs. Yet, first and foremost, it 

behooves CAO to recognize and pursue change in the former and previously 

identified CAO Internal Gap. Figure 26 illustrates this gap along with a desired 

transition. 
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Figure 25: Bridging the CAO Internal Gap (Razo 2014). 

In an effort to increase organizational knowledge, at all levels, it would be 

most effective to move beyond the default solution of training. A deep exploration 

of concepts such as organizational development and learning organizations 

would be an excellent starting point. For instance, organizational development, 

as presented by Edgar Schein, Warren Bennis, and Chris Argyris, along with 

learning organizations, as developed by Chris Argyris and presented by Peter 

Senge, would provided solid foundations for developing actionable strategies. A 

superficial understanding of these concepts forced to fit into traditional training 

would be limited in short and long-term results. 
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Within the process of implementing organizational development and 

learning organizations, frontline issues, such as lack of knowledge and access to 

point-persons, encountered in the study would be addressed. For instance, 

different levels in the hierarchy would become more aware and knowledgeable 

about those in specific departments and positions different than their own. It 

would also promote the recognition of those persons holding expertise and 

knowledge on specific topics, all the while encouraging the sharing of said 

knowledge and expertise with colleagues and their customers: the public. 

Meanwhile, communication strategies need to be far more effective. 

Putting out more information in the current formats will only lead to more of the 

same results. 

A core strategy would be to develop strategies and tactics based upon 

Everett Rogers framework for diffusing innovations. This timeless work provides 

information regarding adopter categories along with strategies and tactics to 

promote the adoption of any innovation, even preventative innovations such as 

fire prevention. Relying upon strategies based upon a linear model of 

communication, such as, “we told them, now they know,” has contributed to the 

current state of success, or lack thereof. 

Strategies for IPPO 

For IPPO a multi-prong approach would be optimal. For instance, research the 

city’s or agency’s website, extensively, prior to calling or visiting. Yet, do not rely 

upon a single source, such as the website or individual spoken to, as the final 
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word. As per this study, conflict and confusion was common. A “research 

approach” should always be taken, meaning, that whatever information is 

gleaned needs to be validated, or checked against other sources.  

Perseverance in accessing the “point-person” such as the actual individual 

who will be inspecting your project is key. This too will often require a multi-prong 

approach as noted above. These strategies should be practiced by industry 

professionals and promoted for use by their clients and property owners. 

Ultimately, learning that creates deep understanding leads to motivation and 

behavior change with the potential to result in the adoption of fire prevention 

methods and strategies by industry professionals and property owners. 

Organizations may play an informal or formal supporting role for IPs and 

POs in these strategies. They can provide clarification or verification of 

information along with providing key contacts in cities and agencies leading to 

quicker access of point-persons, as the researcher frequently experienced in this 

study. 

Strategies for Academia 

While there were no academic institutions participating in this study, some 

recommendations surfaced. First, the researcher’s extensive experiences in both 

industry and academia indicate the possibility of a similar gap. Figure 27 

illustrates the familiar model, but configured for academic institutions. 
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Figure 26: Bridging the Potential Academic Preparation Gap (Razo 2014) 

 




It is possible, even probable, that the figure above illustrates some 

fundamental issues worthy of attention. Specifically, that while fire prevention, as 

a topic, may be included in many curricula, it is only addressed at the level of 

awareness. In cases where this is true, this would lead to only superficial 

knowledge and not the type of knowledge resulting from deep understanding. 

To begin with an understanding that wildfires, especially in places like 

Southern California, are part of the fundamental environmental fabric and should 

always be considered in design. Furthermore, as evidenced by this study, an 

awareness of the agencies involved in fire prevention is not enough. An 

understanding of these agencies, their programs, and relations with other entities 

is critical. Moreover, some experience is necessary in navigating these 
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bureaucracies and skills in practical research in terms of how to access 

information and clarify contradictions and confusion. 

Reflections 

Looking back upon the entire study, some things come to mind. Specifically, 

aspects of the study that worked well and things that could be done differently. 

Overall, what proved to work for this study was the use of a mixed 

methods research approach as detailed in Chapter 3, Methods. Had this study 

focused only on more empirical or quantitative methods the findings would have 

been more limited. The same can be said if the research methods had been 

strictly humanistic or qualitative. The combined, or mixed, methods approach 

provided the best results possible for this study. More specifically, research 

tactics such as observations, visits, and in-person interviews played critical roles 

in identifying and delving deeper into the emerging issues. 

Also worth mentioning was the choice to expand the field of participants, 

despite the overwhelming scope and scale of the study. Including industry 

professionals and property owners proved vital in attaining a clear understanding 

of the larger context of wildfire prevention. 

In retrospect, this study could have been done differently. For instance, 

either by reducing the scope and scale to a reduced focus, or employing a team 

for this size and focus. As the study was a thesis, and by definition to be done 

solely by an individual, the first option would be the most likely. 
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Lastly, if this study were to be repeated, with its existing focus it should 

include more participants. For instance, more industry professionals and property 

owners would be ideal. Additionally, it would be beneficial to include insurance 

companies as well to document their involvement and programs, or lack thereof, 

regarding fire prevention. 

Opportunities for Future Research 

As with any worthy research, opportunities for future research will emerge from 

the study. Specific to this study, while there are ample opportunities, four come to 

mind: 1) A series of studies to identify the precise root-level causes of the CAO-

IPPO Gap specific to each entity; 2) What are the barriers inhibiting learning 

regarding wildfire prevention for industry professionals; 3) What are the barriers 

inhibiting learning aimed at implementing wildfire prevention for property owners; 

and, 4) How do insurance companies participate in wildfire prevention in the 

WUI? 
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Appendix A: IRB Informed Consent Form 
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It is expected that participation in this study will provide you with no more than 
minimal risk or discomfort, which means that you should not experience any more 
difficulty than what would occur in your normal daily life. However, there is always the 
chance of an unexpected risk. If you feel uncomfortable. distressed. or fatigued please 
tell the researcher and she will ask you whether you wish to continue. Also, please 
inform me if you would like to take a break during the interview. You can ask questions 
or withdraw from the study at any time. 

You will not receive any direct benefits from participating in this study. However, 
your participation is intended to add critical information to this survey of Fire Prevention 
in Los Angeles County Wildland-Urban Interface. It will also contribute to potential 
improvement opportunities of future fire prevention methods and strategies. 

Consent Statement: 
I hereby give my consent to participate in the research study entitled "Fire 

Prevention in Los Angeles County: A Survey of the Methods and Strategies within the 
Wildland-Urban Interface." I have read the above information and am aware of the 
potential risks. 

I fully understand that I may withdraw from this research project at any time 
without prejudice or effect on my standing with California State Polytechnic University, 
Pomona. I also understand that I am free to ask questions about techniques or 
procedures that will be undertaken. I will sign and return this consent form and receive a 
copy of the form in case I need to refer back to it. 

Printed name of participant Signature Date 

Printed name of primary investigator Signature Date 

Audio Recording Consent Statement: 

I understand the research study as described above and agree to the audio recording 
of this interview for the purpose of furthering research and knowledge about the 
research topic. 

(Participant Initials) 
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Appendix B: Semi-Structured Interview Guides 
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Agency name: __________________________ ___ 

Fire Prevention - WUI 
Agency Interview Sheet 1.0 

IRS Protocol # 13-031 

Name:---------------------------Position:-------------

How long with this organization?---------------

1. What are the fire prevention policies and guidelines that support your involvement 
with City X's fire prevention efforts in the WUI areas? 

2. Does your Agency have specific fire prevention methods or strategies available? 

3. Where and how can this information be accessed?------------------------

a. Hardcopy_ Online_ Digital/Download_ Other_ 

4. Are documents regarding fire prevention methods/strategies being accessed?_ 
a. Is there a way of tracking access (online page hits, counter requests)? __ _ 

b. If so, who is accessing the documents?-------------------------------

5. What departments and agencies does your organization collaborate with in City X's 
fire prevention efforts in the WUI areas of your jurisdiction? 

6. Is your agency currently involved in the implementation of any fire prevention methods 
and strategies for WUI areas of City X?-----------------

7. If so, how is/are the efforts progressing? 

Other: ---------------------------------------------------------------
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Fire Prevention - WUI 
Organization Interview Sheet 1.0 

IRB Protocol # 13-031 

Organization name:--------------

Name:--------------Position:------------

How long with this organization?----------

1. What agencies and/or organizations do you contact regarding fire prevention 
guidelines and criteria for your area of the WUI? 

2. What fire prevention guidelines and criteria do you reference in designing and 
developing projects in the WUI? 

3. Where and how are you accessing these documents? 

4. Where and how do you access specific fire prevention strategies and methods? 

5. How do city/organizations provide support for your fire prevention efforts in the WUI? 

a. At the beginning of the project?----------------
b. Throughout the various stages of the project? ___________ _ 

c. At the culmination of the project?----------------

6. How do the city and/or organizations oversee and enforce policies and guidelines? 

a. At the beginning of the project?-----------------
b. Throughout the various stages of the project? ___________ _ 

c. At the culmination of the project?----------------

Other: 
-------------------------------------------------------------
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Appendix C: Supporting Graphics 

Southern California Counties (Source: Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection 2009). 
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Southern California Wildland-Urban Interface (Source: SILVIS Lab, Department 
of Forest Ecology and Management, University of Wisconsin-Madison 2005). 
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Southern California and Los Angeles County Fire Threat (Source: FRAP - 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2003). 
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Direct Protection Area Group Jurisdictions (Source: ESRI and FRAP - 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2009). 
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Direct Protection Area Agency Jurisdictions (Source: ESRI and FRAP - 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2009). 
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Cities within the Los Angeles County WUI Areas (Source: ESRI, SILVIS Lab, LA 
County, and FRAP - Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2011). 
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Los Angeles County High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (Source: ESRI, LA County, 
ESRI and FRAP - Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2011). 

517 



 
 









Los Angeles County Fire Perimeter/Burn Areas for Target Cities (Source: ESRI, 

LA County, ESRI and FRAP - Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2011). 
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Appendix D: Lists and Tables 

List of Cities in Los Angeles County Bordering the Wildland-Urban Interface 

1. Acton 

2. Agua Dulce 

3. Altadena 

4. Arcadia 

5. Azusa 

6. Bel Air 

7. Burbank 

8. Bradbury 

9. Brentwood 

10. Calabasas 

11. Canoga Park 

12. Canyon Country 

13. Castaic – Val Verde 

14. Chatsworth 

15. Claremont 

16. Diamond Bar 

17. Duarte 

18. Encino 

19. Glendale 

20. Glendora 

21. Granada Hills 

22. Hollywood 

23. Hollywood Hills 

24. Kinneloa Mesa 

25. La Cañada Flintridge 

26. La Crescenta-Montrose 

27. La Verne 

28. La Habra Heights 

29. Lake Hughes 

30. Lancaster 

31. Littlerock 

32. Los Feliz 

33. Malibu 

34. Monrovia 

35. Northridge 

36. Pacific Palisades 

37. Pacoima 

38. Palmdale 

39. Pasadena 

40. Pearblossom 

41. Pomona 

42. Quartz Hill 

43. Rowland Heights 

44. San Dimas 

45. San Fernando 

46. Santa Clarity 

47. Santa Monica 

48. Sherman Oaks 

49. Sierra Madre 

50. South Antelope Valley 

51. Stevenson Ranch 

52. Sunland 

53. Sun Valley 

54. Sylmar 

55. Tarzana 

56. Topanga Canyon 

57. Triunfo Canyon 

58. Tujunga 

59. West Hills 

60. Westlake Village 

61. West Los Angeles 

62. Woodland Hills 
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Table Identifying Selection of Sample Cities 
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Name Address Other Information

City of La Cañada 
Flintridge 
(Incorporated in 1976) 

1327 Foothill Blvd. 
La Cañada Flintridge, CA 
91011 

(818) 790 – 8880 
www.lcf.ca.gov 
M – Th 7am – 5pm 
F 8am – 5pm 

City of Pasadena 
(Incorporated in 1886) 

100 N. Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91109 

(626) 744 – 4000 
www.ci.pasadena.ca.us 
M – Th 7:30am – 5:30pm 
Every other Friday 

Altadena 
(Unincorporated) 
County of Los Angeles 
Chief Executive Offices 
(CEO) 
Office of Unincorporated 
Areas Services (OUAS) 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of 
Administration 

500 W. Temple St., Rm. 
713 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 974 – 2615 
www.ceo.lacounty.gov/ouas 

City of Azusa 
(Incorporated in 1898) 

213 E. Foothill Blvd. 
Azusa, CA 91702 

(626) 812 – 5200 
www.ci.azusa.ca.us 

City of San Dimas 
(Incorporated in 1960) 

245 E. Bonita Ave. 
San Dimas, CA 91773 

(909) 394 – 6200 
www.cityofsandimas.com 
M – Th 7:30am – 5:30pm 
F 8am – 5pm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E: Findings Information 

Table Identifying Cities in the Study 
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Table Identifying Agencies in the Study 

Name Address Other Information 

Los Angeles Co. Fire 
Department 

(Headquarters) 

1320 N. Eastern Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 

(323) 881-2411 
www.fire.lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles Co. Fire 
Department 

(Azusa Office) 

605 N. Angeleno Ave. 
Azusa, CA 91702 

www.fire.lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles Co. Fire 
Department 

(Glendora Office) 

231 W. Mountain View 
Ave. Glendora, CA 
91741 

www.fire.lacounty.gov 

Los Angeles Co. Fire 
Department –  Forestry 
Division 

(Pacoima Office) 

12605 Osborne St. 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

www.fire.lacounty.gov 

University of California 
Cooperative Extension – 
Division of Ag. & Natural 
Resources 

700 W. Main St. 
Alhambra, CA 91801 

http://ucanr.edu/ 

U.S. Forest Service 12371 Little Tujunga 
Canyon Rd. San 
Fernando, CA 91342 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/angeles/ 

CAL FIRE 1131 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

http://www.fire.ca.gov/ 

Table Identifying Organizations in the Study 

Name Address Other Information 

California Fire Safe 
Council 

502 W. Rte. 66 Ste. 17 
Glendora, CA 91740 

www.cafiresafecouncil.org 

Regional Area Safety 

Taskforce (RAST) 

4500 Glenwood Dr, Bldg. 
D, 
Riverside, CA 92501 

www.socalrast.org 

Theodore Payne 

Foundation 

10459 Tuxford Street, Sun 
Valley, CA 91352 

www.theodorepayne.org 
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Table Identifying Industry Professionals in the Study 

Name Other Information 

EPT Design www.eptdesign.com/ 

ScrubJay Studios www.scrubjaystudios.com/ 

Native Sanctuary http://nativesanctuary.wordpress.com/ 

Table Identifying Property Owners in the Study 

Name Address 

Ellen Mackey Sun Valley 

Susan Frommer Riverside County 

Virginia Hatley La Crescenta 
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