PENDING APPROVAL


FFEAC FAMILY FRIENDLY COMMITTEE TELECONFERENCE CALL 8/10
August 10, 2007 9:30 am
Committee Members Present
Melody Shaw, Chair

John Welch

Charlene Closshey
Committee Members Not Present

Patrick Keating (WFSU)

Non-Committee Members Present
Katie Waters

Leslie Ann Bartlett
Office of Film & Entertainment Present
Paul Sirmons (Florida State Film Commissioner)

Sharon Jacobs (Production Co-Ordinator)

Niki Welge (Marketing and PR)

Benjamin Hayes (assistant to the Commissioner)

Members of the Public Present
Scott DuPont (Crimebusters)

Chuck Elderd (Palm Beach Film Commissioner)

The meeting was called to order at 9:30 AM.
The main purpose of the meeting was to discuss the meaning of “Family Friendly” as it relates to the Don Davis act and as it relates to the operation and execution of the Florida Film Incentive.  
The meeting began with Paul reading the statute.  He emphasized the passage that states that the script must meet approval along with an interview with the director of the project.   Paul added the other requirements listed on page 11 and 12: project must have cross-generational appeal, reach an audience of 5 and up and not contain any smoking, sex, nudity, vulgar or profane content . 
Paul then brought up the two-parts of one question: how we will administer the Family Friendly act and what will qualify.
After asking this, Paul highlighted some concerns about whether or not applicants would have to qualify ahead of time and how the incentive will work vis-à-vis setting aside funds to be received later after confirmation of family friendly content.  

Melody asked if there was the ability to use director interviews as criteria and brought up holding the 2% incentive until the very end of production.  Paul affirmed that the Film Commission determines when the money is available.  Discussion of how this process works resulted in Paul explaining that eligibility is no guarantee.  If there are no funds at the time of an award, then the project will receive no funds.  

Charleen wanted to verify that the wording in the incentives documentation is clear on that issue.  

Melody suggested a happy medium process consisting of two parts.  The first being a determination by committee of eligibility for Family Friendly funds, the second part involving follow up to determine that the final product is consistent with the initial plan and still meets the criteria for Family Friendly content.  

John reminded the group that the money will only be disbursed if available.  

Paul added on that projects have a time limit they need to adhere to.  

Scott suggested adding wording that requires a rough cut to be shown to a committee.  Melody believes that the final edit should be shown as things can change from rough cut to final cut.  Scott rejoined that after picture lock the committee could then reserve the 2% to be disbursed. 

Melody then proposed an alternative process consisting of three steps: Initial eligibility, picture lock review wherein the funds are allocated, then final edit review when funds are delivered (or not depending on if film meets criteria). 

Discussion changed to the time constraints inherent to the process.  Melody wants to avoid penalizing smaller/independent filmmakers who might require more time to complete a project and therefore get pushed outside the 2-year window for taking advantage of the Family Friendly Film funds.  
Paul said he would check with legal to verify the duration of eligibility for the incentive. 

Paul raised the question of vetting the projects.  There would need to be multiple persons and this is the area where there is discretion.  Eventually there will need to be a committee that determines the initial part of eligibility.  John thought that the committee would need to be at least three persons.  Paul added that there might need to be an appeal process for those rejected in the beginning of the application.   

The meeting turned to matters of administration and the rights and powers of the committee. Melody stated that the eligibility committee would have permission and a specific task without review of council.  Charleen said that they could always bring the whole council together.  Paul added that there would need to be a review process and an appeals process.  Every letter of refusal had to contain reasons for said refusal.   Paul suggested that as long as the application process is very clear and delineated they would not have to deal with many of these issues.  

The last item discussed was Paul’s question concerning what type of material would be covered by the Family Friendly act.  He brought up the idea that the material must be scripted in order to vet a project from the outset.  This would rule out reality shows.  John agreed that there must be a script.  Paul asked about commercials—believed that they were not intended by the lawmakers to be considered as part of the Family Friendly act’s intended beneficiaries.  Melody asked about eliminating non-features and suggested further defining what is covered by the act.  Paul used an example of TV series as being problematic since every episode would have to be reviewed, something not necessarily practical for a small committee.  
Paul asked to set up another meeting in two to three weeks . 

Meeting concluded at 10:36 AM.  

