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    PNW Team 2
1. What was the most notable success at the incident that others may learn from?

Planning/Info-Internet Technology:
On this incident a new network system to better provide computer support for the Incident Management Team was prototyped.  This system utilizes a Terminal Server and Thin Clients, and laptop users utilized a remote desktop session to connect to the Terminal Server.  The benefits come in many forms: increased security; network stability; lower cost of ownership, decreased management and maintenance and a more dynamic work environment for the users.

Within only two hours we were able to establish the server, a printer and had installed most of the thin clients.  Users were able to begin work on the network much faster than previous incidents.  By utilizing the Remote Desktop Client on computers to connect to the Terminal Server, no changes had to be done to individual agency machines, adhering to specific agency I.T. security requirements.  A user satisfaction survey was conducted of the network users and satisfaction was extremely high.  
2. What were some of the most difficult challenges faced and how were they 
      overcome?
      Logistics/Communications Staffing and Equipment:
Communications was the most difficult challenge for this incident. It took four days to receive a COML as the regular IMT COML was unavailable.   Several repeaters were programmed incorrectly.  The first kit contained the same frequencies of the Chimney incident, which was only 50 miles away, severely interfering with our radio traffic.  The next two repeater kits had the command frequencies reversed and could not be repaired locally.  This forced the incident to utilize the Forest frequencies.  This interfered with their initial attack activities.  It was not until the sixth operational period that the incident communications were established.  The IMT submitted two SAFENETS regarding this situation.
Logistics/Communication Action Team Support:
NIFC dispatched a Communications Action Team from Region Three to our incident.  This group of two people was tasked to assist incidents within the Region.  They arrived on our incident when we had no COML and were struggling with radio programming issues.  Their help was instrumental in the establishment of a functional communication system on the incident.  They remained on the incident for four days and were critical to our success.  Their lack of tools prohibited them from correcting deficiencies in the repeater kits received from NIFC. 
 


Public Safety Liaison/Road Closure
On the Battle Creek Complex a road system closure was proposed for the 39 road on the south portion of the fire.  The concern revolved around the increase in water tenders and other suppression resources that were being utilized to support a retardant batch plant operation.  The risk was identified as mixing local and visitor high use with narrow and mountainous roads.  There were, as expected, local economic concerns in closing the area to public use.
To address public needs safely it was decided to utilize a professional pilot car and flagging contractor to escort traffic along approximately five miles of road, instead of closing the road.  The company was able to respond quickly to the incident, deploy its personnel, and minimize the impact on both the public and suppression efforts.  In this particular instance, two-way traffic flows were maintained at a controlled rate of speed without significant delay to the public and without any delay to suppression equipment.

3. What changes, additions or deletions are recommended to various training curriculums?

None Identified
4. What issues were not resolved to your satisfaction and need further review?  Based on what was learned, what is your recommendation for resolution?

Command/National Guard Resources:

Early in the Battle Creek Complex, Northeast Oregon MAC offered to assign three National Guard aviation resources to the incident.  At that time the Helibase at Joseph airport was not in a position to accept those resources based on a lack of qualified overhead, available parking space, and no acceptable mission profile in line with Ops Plan Smokey.  Therefore, the offer was declined and the Battle Creek Complex continued to utilize existing air resources.
A couple days latter the Battle Creek Incident Commander was notified that Northeast MAC was reassigning the National Guard aircraft to the Battle Creek Fire and they would be located in Baker City.  This presented a problem for the Air Operations Group on the Battle Creek incident.  Problems included personnel to meet with the guard group and staffing to manage a second helibase in Baker City.  The Forest UAO offered to assist with staffing, other problems were solved and the aircraft became available for use.  The following day the Battle Creek Air Operations Branch Director inquired into the availability of the National Guard Chinook Helicopter for crew shuttles on the Northern portion of the Battle Creek fire.  Shortly thereafter the IMT was notified that a decision was made to stand down the National Guard resources and that they would not be available to the fire.  This situation diverted the Air Operations staff from managing the primary helibase and created an unnecessary workload for several individuals.

Recommended Solution: The Pacific Northwest Team 2 recommendation is to clearly identify and follow the mission profile when utilizing National Guard resources.  The ability of IMTs to manage additional resources should be listened to and considered in decision making processes. This should be clearly communicated to MAC groups and line officers.

Logistics/Repeater Programming:

A representative from NIIC-telecom visited our incident on 7/22/2007 to discuss the process for ordering repeaters and checking for the correct frequencies programmed in them.  They have changed the process of giving frequencies to the technician for programming repeaters and have established a new process to assure repeaters are programmed correctly.  This was settled to our satisfaction, but should be followed up to ensure that this standard procedure is in place. NIFC also needs to insure that radio and repeater kits are transported to incidents in a timely manner.  This may require aerial transportation in many cases. 
Recommended resolution: We have no definitive solution for this issue, but will bring it to NIFC telecom staff’s attention and the National IC/AC group for further study and resolution.

