
After Incident Report 
 
Lessons Learned, NARTC 
 
The purpose of the After Incident Report is to identify issues that occurred on an incident 
and how they were resolved.  The lessons learned in the report will also be used to refresh 
or update training curriculums.  Issues and trends that are identified may have Fire Action 
Collection Teams assigned to them in the future for further analysis and resolution. 
 
Incident Management Teams and Agency Administrators are asked to complete the 
following questionnaire for the incident(s) that they managed: 
 
Incident Name    Biscuit                            Dates of Assignment      9/18-10/3/02                               
 
Unit or Jurisdiction(s)   Siskiyou NF         Geographic Area     NW 
 
Report Submitted by     Dale Gardner/Carl West                                 
 
 
1.  What was the most notable success at the incident that others may learn from? 

--Good inbriefing---Forest/Area Command (though Medford location made 
no sense), Stutler’s Type I IMT. 
--IMT’s role in planning and implementation of BAER work was a new one, 
but worked well. 
--Buying Team’s location at ICP worked very well. 
--Excellent support/guidance from Resource Advisors. 
--IMT resolved a large amount of unaccounted for, “big ticket” property 
items---rental vehicles, pumps, saws, computers, laptops, etc. 
--Transfer of laptops between teams worked well and saved a lot of “startup” 
energy. 

 
2.  What were some of the most difficult challenges faced and how were they overcome? 
 --Work/rest policy—each IMT has a slightly different interpretation. 

--14-day assignments for long-term incidents like this one are not 
appropriate (too many transitions). 
--Some of the control lines in east wind-prone areas had been completely 
rehabbed and were ineffective – this was not covered in inbriefing. 
--Financial accountability/tracking of agreements/property accountability 
between IMT’s a challenge—but was predictable with the large number of 
transitions. 
--Balancing rehab/restoration/BAER/suppression efforts was a challenge. 
--Acquiring documentation for suppression-related road rehab/maintenance 
and cost accountability a major challenge. 
--Several different data bases were used to track costs over the course of the 
incident. 
--Lack of mid-level OH caused modification of assignments. 



--Controlling portions of incident to permit public access while others 
remained uncontrolled. 
--Issues with ordering specialized resources for BAER work—system went 
outside geographic area when resources were available (and name-requested) 
inside. 
--Working with all new Agency Administrators (DR’s and Forest Sup) 

 
3.  What changes, additions or deletions are recommended to various training 
curriculums? 
 
                                                None. 
 
 
4.  What issues were not resolved to your satisfaction and need further review?  Based on 
what was learned, what is your recommendation for resolution? 
 --We need to settle on a single interpretation of work/rest policy. 
 --We need to settle on a lesser number of data bases. 

--We need to seriously look at 21-day assignments as a standard for long-
term incidents.   With a 14-day limit IMT’s are in constant transition, as are 
host units. 

 
 
 
Please submit this report to the Lessons Learned Program at the National Advanced 
Resource Technology Center (NARTC) attention Rich Wands (rwands@fs.fed.us or 
Rich_Wands@nps.gov or by Fax 520-670-6413) 
 
Thank you for completing the report. Others can learn from your experiences. 


