National Incident Management Meeting

Wednesday January 24, 2007  
Breakout Sessions

Ballroom C

IMT Evaluation
· 60% IMT     40%AA – weight of responsibility

· Evaluation throughout the incident based on projected duration –  (start, middle, end) and team assignment.  Long term and short term.
· Third Party evaluator vs. joint AA/IC evaluation  - other fires
· When third party evaluator is needed – who, what, when, where is a  potential barrier.  And limited resources!
· Interagency

· Criteria needed:  in transition is there continuity?
· Beta test on fires of National Significance ($20 M) format by April 15

· Build on current evaluations with added criteria

· Evaluator stays through duration of incident for continuity.
· Mile post for evaluation – WFSA change, strategy change, need for another team, etc.

· Incentives/awards

· Sub standard performance/recommendation process  (additional training, etc)

· Criteria:  Systematic and prudent control
Ballroom D  Day 2 Breakout

Agency Administration Certification and Training 

· For core competency and training how do you define competency for safety, strategy, cost containment

· How do you evaluate that competency  – what is the measurement tool

· Cost containment – what is SCI and how is it calculated

· How will we provide information to the line officer if we don’t know what it is?

· How is it measured?  Where does it come from?

· How does the training tie into the competencies?

· What will be the qualifications of the operations evaluators?

· What core qualifications does an agency administrator have to make these evaluations?  They may have limited experience.

· Need to ensure the AA or the staff knows about all the tools available i.e.  FSPro, etc. 

· Shadowing by LO’s should be focused on operations

· LO’s need to shadow the full range of functions – need more expanded competencies than you would get in the normal 420 functional training focus. (i.e.) just ops, or just logistics, or just safety

· The shadow assignment will need to be 7-10 days on the assignment

· Get all agencies involved with a similar program at the same time – otherwise there will be problems when IMT’s arrive at different agency units.  Also, the level of competency could become unbalanced over time without each agency having a similar requirement.

· Use the same manual requirements between all agencies i.e. 310-1 or 5109.17 should be equal with qualifications. 

· Allow the ability to challenge some qualifications for line officers who have vast experience?

· How will competencies be maintained on forests with little fire activities?  Could the LO request an adjoining unit LO with more experience?

·  Does the RF and/or Chief have to be qualified at the expert level?

· The reviewers should be at the same level or higher of the AA who signed the WFSA

· Can the Forest’s choose the competency level of their line officers? 

(i.e.)  if they want to keep it low is that okay 

· What is the time line for implementation?

· Assume this process will be discussed at the IMT Team meetings.  

Caucus

IMT/AC Evaluations

· Delegation of Authority tied to Wildland Fire Situation Analysis

· Change course when needed during the incident as problems arises.

· How do we perform the evaluations as Marc described w/o bringing in an outside evaluator?  Who does it? 

· Currently most evaluations are done by forest fire staff, relationship between fire staff and Agency Administrator.

· Who
· Fire/Incident

· From unit

· GMAC personnel

· Chief’s Personal Representative

· Area Command

· +/- Level competencies

· Attitudes – arrogance

· Dictate w/o knowledge

· Need to develop a relationship if not?

· What

· validation of WFSA (clear)

· should be making changes as the incident progresses

· AA’s not/probably empowered

· complexity analysis

· How to document: Unit Log

· Criteria for rating Incident, from SW Region (take broad categories)

· AA







· cost containment

· Safety (Person days, Accident/Injuries/Deployments/fatalities)
· IMT evaluations by Area Command

· letter of intent             >Evaluate

· letter of expectations

· AA Quantify by (OIG) of incidents (s)?

· IMT?

· ACT?


· Safety – person days

· How do IMT’s manage risk

· Leadership

· Letter of expectations

· Objectives

· Issues/concerns

· Evaluation 

· Strategy/Tactics

· Document - decisions made

· Justifications

· Jurisdiction change

· Cost/acre

· Start – Periodic – End  (evaluation times)

· AC<>IMT<>AA

· Documentation – often

· AAR – still on incident

· Letter of intent explaining evaluation ] Incident

· SW Line Officers guide from SWCC mob guide

· Standard categories from SW, R3 Guide.

SUMMARY

WHO: The AA, IMT and ACT: Evaluations up and down both ways


AA- IMT, IMT – AA, AC to IMT, IMT to AC

WHAT:


The expectations that came from the AA, ACT to the IMT


Those criteria need to be developed by the AA and IMT; ACT and IMT



Possibly use the SW Region’s Guide for Line Officers



Periodic documentation, Start- Periodic and End of the Incident




Course Changes, strategic and Tactics, etc. documented 




AAR maybe format

Degas Breakout

Line Officer Certification/Core Competencies
· The proposed process may make it harder to train 
· Would like to see a heavy mentoring program on the forest
· Add the following core competencies:
· Replace cost containment statement with “Working knowledge of AMR and relationship to Cost Containment”.
· Ability to apply AMR and Cost Containment concepts
· Understanding of local process and agreements
· Working knowledge of land management plan contents
· Proposed Certification/Qualification Process

· Through testing demonstrated knowledge of four out of ten core competencies. 
· Would prefer to see some type of written exam for the LOT team that goes before the board.
· Results of testing would reveal needed training resulting in a training plan 
· Training

· Drop the new proposed S-420 Line Officers, do not come up with a whole new course

· Fire Management for Line Officers course modified to include the needed training to obtain the core competencies, AMR, team dynamics.
· Completion of FML with a shadow assignment(s)

· Should have some red card qualifications in a fire or some type of support

· End State per IC’s

· A qualified AA in order to have an informed conversation regarding the situation.

· Line officers need to understand the process.

· Qualifications should be done so as to be true interagency.

Marquette Room Breakout

APPROPRIATE MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (AMR)

· The primary target group for the AMR document is the Agency Administrator

· Our group suggested though the 2nd bullet “Chances of successes are moderate or better” should be reworded. The key point was “Moderate or Better” is ill defined. During the WFSA process the idea is to pick the Alternative with the greatest probability of success.  “Probabilities of success as established in the WFSA are moderate or better”.

· Purpose of document is to give Line Officer Guidelines of how to select AMR.

· Cautionary Note: WFSA might now need to show all of the various “alternatives” listed in the AMR Guideline document since inexperienced Agency Administrators might feel the need to see it. It needs to be made clear that this is a guidebook and does not replace WFSA’s, Fire Management Plan, and other decision type documents. It does not set criteria of “what you have to do”.

· Point Protection

· Some of the generalizations may not be true:

· Cons: Often more expensive”… may not be true

· Safety: Increased frequency and duration… (May not be the case if the duration is not longer).

· One idea was to change “Specific Considerations for Incident Management Teams” should be changed to Initial and Extended Attack” instead of “Incident Management Teams”.

· Better idea is to eliminate or regroup the Specific Considerations for Incident Management Teams altogether from this document as it does not add value for the agency administrator. This comment is pertinent throughout the document. It is suggested that the section can be worked into the upper part of the strategies somehow.

· We are driven to using point protection when there are major resource shortages. Another consideration is low values at risk on the whole fire. Another idea is to be more cost effective even when resources are available. Another time might be in a fast moving fire when you have to apply limited resources to high resource values in certain areas.

· Make sure PL 4 or PL 5 is listed up in Consider Using This Strategy/Tactic…

· Drop the word mega-fire as it does not make it attractive to an Agency Administrator.

· Under Specific Considerations for Agency Administrators … There are currently no benefits listed that would encourage an Agency Administrator to choose this alternative. Try to come up with some encouraging ideas that would warrant choosing this alternative. It might be the only alternative available given Shortages or Fire Behavior (extreme rates of spread).

· We did not like the use of the terminology “Strategy/Tactics” since sometime tactics and strategies were being used synonymously (Large Scale Burnout, Fuel Breaks, and Natural or Artificial Barriers).  We suggest that you separate Strategies from Tactics. Tactics are the means to implement the strategies. MIST should also be grouped with the Tactics.

· Move Community Treatments to be immediately after Point Protection.

· Consider adding “Use this tactic when it is recommended by the Incident Management Team” to all sections.
MONET I

Group Discussion – AMR

· The whole group compliments the NIMO team for making a great start.

· We know much effort went into this and it is a very difficult task, but it’s not nearly ready.  AMR needs to be defined by the agencies first and then get it out.  Take out the AMR and you’ve got a nice tool regarding the different tactics.

· Doesn’t define AMR – it’s a toolbox.  Suppression has a lot of strategic options – full partial etc 

· Bigger issue is to look at the policy.  You don’t set the framework with this AMR document– the objective/framework is healthy forests and safer communities.  Policy needs to be addressed first.

· Idea – this needs:

· Framework – why

· Resolve policy conflicts and then produce 

· Further discussion of strategies

· How do you determine values to protect? – Need framework context for that also.

· What are we trying to achieve with this? 

· Clearly separate out in the document what we have been doing and then separate address where we are going – don’t blend the two 

· Community treatments section needs to specify that these actions are only allowable by federal firefighters if a fire is coming.  Wording.

· If this was a guidebook for AAs, I think we’d confuse them.  Perimeter control for example doesn’t talk about strategies vs. tactics – they are mashed together.  Make a guidebook and a separate doc explaining why.

· Doesn’t feel like any fire use IMT has looked into this either – we need their feedback.

· I can see AA pick and choose from this menu for various pieces of the fire but that isn’t clarified that it’s not all one or another.

· Misses out on confinement and containment as strategies.

· Openly conflicts with agency policy = large scale burnout section mentions benefit to natural resources.

· Also issues with using IHC and jumpers on WFU - consistent language needed in suppression (ex:  IHC are technically only available for suppression, but could be used on WFU)

· Forests have fire plans that that guide their actions – these choices could be in conflict with those plans.

· The book is like giving an AA a document instead of an FMO – these are all tactics and we expecting the AA to choose?

· Need supervisors selected for fire prone areas that have the experience to handle these decisions.  We are trying to teach everybody everything and open the door to more confusion.  Certifying everybody would be a huge project.

· Didn’t address the WFIP and WFSA = it’s another complication under current policy.

· Fire use fire and AMR are not the same?  Page 4 is confusing because WFU is within AMR.

· This isn’t a guidebook but could be a good informational tool.  Considering use this or developing a handbook for the public.

· If this is the format they want to use, we need to be careful on the language we are using.  Safety issues need to be woven through all of them, using doctrine principles and not mentions of PPE or other specifics.  Language about danger and risk is too blunt in some places. Consistency.

· Page5:  Last sentence is confusing. 

· This document would scare the states.

· Assumes perceptions are realities by communities/people.

· Consider adding graphs or photos.

· Community treatment section is not accurate.  It is a protection tactic and not a suppression strategy and shouldn’t be listed as one.  

· Illegal in some states to be on private land to do protection (community treatments) – crossed with WFSA mandate by federal agency to protect the community.  Cost review teams will also not be pleased.

· Cons are not needed – we can turn those into positives.  Pros could go also.

· AMR definition is in the appendix and needs to be up front so the introduction is meaningful.

· Information sections need work to mesh with the national communications strategy being produced by NIFC and should be run by unit communicators (interagency) for feedback.  For example, community fuel breaks aren’t necessarily embraced immediately by communities.

· Take the time to do it right.  Don’t work with a two week deadline.

Renoir

AMR + Comments
Send all additional comments by February 15th to: 

Joe Ferguson, IC/NIMO-ATL @ jferguson@fs.fed.us

· Struggling between strategy and tactics in document (observation).

· Consider placing the AMR Guide in the Red Book and address potential conflicts.

· Need specificity and communication strategy tools to explain this information, i.e. releases, etc for internal and external audiences.

· The term “confinement” is missing and should be used

· Need to ensure that the message “this is not back to let it burn” or it’s a radical change to everything we do, but it is a potential change on large fires ($5 Million+) as an example.

· Fully explain what AMR is for and what it is not for.

· Under Slowing/Delaying Strategies (p.18) “Operations”: Beef up with other viable options such as ridge line firing and other ground based actions.

· Need to update the use of the term “MIST” (see RedBook and NWCG Glossary).

· Amplify the discussion on “turnback” (turnback to local unit) and associated risk management

· Clarify the workload associated with responsibility for private lands protection and the level of our assistance.

· Document needs to reflect that advance work is required for the success of certain tactics, i.e. community treatments, etc).

