Intermountain Region 2007 - Wildland Fire Use Peer Review Report

[image: image2.jpg]



A group of WFU practitioners were identified to conduct a WFU peer review on Region 4 Forests, to ask specific questions on the application of Wildland Fire Use.  This information was gathered October 1 – 4, 2007.  

This peer review report is intended for Regional distribution to assist Forests in developing their WFU programs.  

Goal

Review the planning, operations and implementation of the Intermountain Regions’ Wildland Fire Use program to improve consistency and efficiency across the Region.  

Objectives

· Use the peer review process to provide learning opportunities by involving fire use practitioners at the District level in a peer learning process. 

· Take a cross section of the Regional Wildland Fire Use program to identify effective techniques to be shared across the Region and correct any inappropriate practices that are being promulgated.  
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Participants included Line Officers, Fire Management Officers and fire fighters from the Forest and District level.  On the Dixie NF the review group was fortunate to be able to attend a public field trip on the fire. 
The review format started a chronological overview of the fire; describing significant events and a discussion of how the Unit both prepared, managed and implemented the fire.  The same questions were used as discussion points during and after the overview.  Between 6 and 8 hours were spent with each unit.  An information CD was provided to each peer group member prior to arriving on the Forest.   
Peer Review Group Members

· Sam Hescock – Krassel RD, Payette NF 

· Dandy Pollock  - Beaver RD, Fishlake NF

· Russ Long – Idaho City RD, Boise NF 

· Brenda Dale – Monticello RD, Manti La Sal NF 

· Spencer Johnston – Palisades RD, Caribou-Targhee NF

· Brett Fay – Intermountain Regional Office

 - Peer qualifications and background can be found at the end of the report.

The table below identifies the Wildland Fire Use incidents that were chosen for review. They were chosen to provide a representative cross section of WFU’s managed by a Forest-level organization outside of Wilderness in 2007. 

Table 1 – Incidents reviewed
	Forest
	Fire Name
	Start Date
	Size (acres)
	Cost

	Dixie
	Kings Creek
	5-19-2007
	 586
	$75,000

	Manti-La Sal
	French Creek
	9-12-2007
	3,382
	$600,000

	Caribou-Targhee
	Bear 
	8-09-2007
	3,621
	$475,000



The characteristics of Wildland Fire Use present challenges to a fire management organization. Typically, a Forests fire management program is designed to suppress fires quickly rather than manage them over long periods.  Forests managing these types of fires are doing an outstanding job of adapting to the challenges of managing long-duration fires.  The peer review group sampled this transformation and identified the some primary issues: 
· Confusion can occur because of the difference between the Fire Use organization and a suppression ICS organization.  

· Quantifiable objectives are elusive during initial implementation.

· Skills and experience to anticipate fire growth and develop mitigations actions are slowly developing.       

The following questions were asked to generate discussion around the topic. The recommendations were subsequently identified by the peer group as effective techniques when managing a Wildland Fire Use Program.

How does fire management provide consistent management of the incident over many months (Region, Forest, Zone or District)?

Observations

The Forests’ varied in their consistent management structure; however, the District/Zone Duty Officer was the focal point of the incident and carried it through the duration of the fire. Three different organizations to manage the incident on the ground were identified.  Policy was adhered to in every case.   

· One Forest chose to have a FUM2 working for the agency administrator managing 3 separate fires with an ICT4 assigned to each fire for ground actions.
· Another Forest had a FUM2 working remotely with an “Operations” position managing on the ground actions 

· In another situation a forest assigned a FUM2 to all WFU’s, managed by a Duty Officer until the complexity changed

In one case, when the fire became very active, resources on the ground could not determine who was in charge and decided to move to a safety zone until command was clarified.

In one case, when a Forest identified incidents as potentially long duration incidents of  30 – 60 days, it was an unwritten Forest policy to make sure that they had two qualified FUM2s on the unit at all times.  
Recommendations: 

Recognize that managing WFU is no different then managing suppression incidents.  The command structure must to be clear for everyone.  The cyclic nature of WFU can make for long periods of inactivity that can lead to looser command structures.  The Duty officer structure (i.e. Forest/Zone/District) is critically important for events that last over many weeks.   

· Ensure consistent on the ground management (i.e. FUM2, ICT4, Operations)
· Key elements of successful Fire Use events are consistent agency management at the onset of the incident to fire extinction.
· WFU organizational structure should reflect suppression ICS structure as much as possible.
When are management action points established and how do they relate to threats?  How are they tracked and documented?

Observations

The Forests’ agreed management actions points (MAPs) were needed and useful during various Stages of the Wildland Fire Implementation Plan. Although, in some instances, it wasn’t until large fire growth that MAPs were identified. Every Forest discussed values at risk; however initial mitigation actions to those values were not consistently identified. Nevertheless, portions of the organization had developed a plan of what they would do if the fire threatened those values. Most Forests had values at risk identified in their Fire Management Plans or supplements. That information made the risk assessment process much more efficient.  Forests that did not have that information readily available struggled to meet a rapidly evolving fire situation. The most effective MAPs are identified days before they are needed and identify the resources required to implement them. Having an idea of the maximum desired extent of a fire event is usually discussed early on in the WFU event. Although Forests recognize that Maximum Manageable Areas (MMA) are not finalized until Stage 3, defining a preliminary MMA at Stage I on a map was not a common practice.

Recommendations: 
Upon initiation of WFIP Stage 1, develop a preliminary MMA and generally identify the values at risk within that MMA. From those, develop mitigation actions to address values at risk, primarily the near by values. This information should be considered as the actions foreseeable in the next 1 – 4 burn periods. Communicating this information in the WFIP is important documentation because decision makers, at all levels, use this information for planning and implementation.

What is the definition of success?  Why and how is it achieved, acknowledged, stored and shared?
Observations

All Forests had programmatic definitions of success (or objectives) in the Stage I.  They were identified in general terms such as “allow fire to play its natural role”.  As the fire progressed these objectives were usually refined, typically more by informal conversation with the line officer and resource specialists, rather then documented in a Stage II. In one case an objective that was not initially identified became an issue later. Quantifiable objectives were not identified on most incidents, which left some with the question – were we successful?  Some said that because of the variable nature of Wildland Fire Use, quantifiable objectives were not practical.  Leadership from line officers in both defining objectives that are achievable and collaborating with internal and external parties to review outcomes appears to have consistently positive effects.  
Recommendations 

Objectives must be clear and in most cases measurable. At a minimum, everyone needs to know the incident objectives and constraints. In addition to the programmatic objectives, specific objectives to the WFU should be identified. Pre-fire planning and general resource objective quantification is useful to define future site-specific WFU objectives. 
How is the revalidation process completed?  Problems? (issues with qualified Agency Administrators).
Observations
All the Forests used periodic assessment to complete the revalidation process. 
The process used varied in both format and presentation.  Some completed the on-line version and made notes describing the rational of the selected element, then electronically signed the revalidation.  Others completed the revalidation over the phone and documented revalidation at a later date.  The revalidation process was commonly very thorough when the fire was active.  
One Forest used the online AMR/WFIP (http://www.wildlandfireamr.net/) with reviewers at separate locations assisting in the assessment process 
Some Forests did not use risk charts consistently and went with a “gut” feeling for the revalidation process. 
Recommendations: 

Consistently use the risk assessment process. Consistently using the relative risk assessment charts and documenting the rational for the selected a rating when completing a periodic assessment helps to identify decision nuances. Those nuances can daylight hidden decision complexities and incident trends.
After completing a periodic assessment, print and file for documentation of the assessment

How does the Forest manage multiple fire events?

Observations
Forest organizations consistently relied on Duty Officers to oversee multiple WFU operations to ensure safe operations and complete planning.  The nature of WFU creates a situation where the management of the incident can change frequently. The responsibility of managing the complexity of multiple fire events with differing activity usually fell to the Forest level duty officer.  At lower fire activity levels a Duty officer was assigned to manage single or multiple incidents.  

At Stage 1 an ICT4 was assigned, as the complexity level increased a FUM2 would be assigned (as prescribed by policy).  Forests have recognized that the Duty Officers role becomes critical to manage these transitions along with keeping perspective on multiple fire events. Most Duty officer delegations address the responsibility of managing WFU’s.  The concept of Leaders’ Intent can fluctuate without consistent Line Officer and Duty Officer leadership. Occasionally, Leaders’ Intent was not clearly fleshed out and/or that information did not make it to the ground level resources.
Recommendations:

Leadership must be identified at every stage of the fire. These leadership individuals (Duty Officers and Line Officers) should remain relatively consistent over the life of the fire.  Duty Officers and FUM2’s should be delegated with the specific responsibility to manage multiple WFU incidents.  Expectations for transitions, workload analysis, and alterative assessment should be addressed in these delegations. 
Do you assign an Incident Commander to WFU incidents?  What standards are you using?

Observations
Forests vary in the use of Incident Commanders working for a Fire Use Manager. Forests have recognized the need for an incident command structure on the ground and to be able to plan ahead of the incident. Planning often requires time away from the fire line.  When warranted either an “operations” position or Incident commander is assigned to work on the fire line while the Fire Use Manager is developing long term planning.
Recommendations 
A clear fire line organization must be assigned throughout the life of the fire, irrespective of whether resources are assigned or the fire activity.  
How is your Fire Management Plan used in WFU planning and management?

Observations
The Forests had varying degrees of information to implement Wildland Fire Use.  One Forest has a Forest Plan that allows objectives to be defined on a watershed basis. The ability to look at objectives at a watershed or Fire Management Unit level helps both planning and implementation.  This type of annual planning requires close off-season coordination with resource specialists.      Objectives are transferred from programmatic planning (recovery plans, management area desired conditions and mitigation plans) into the Fire Management plans.  Effective FMP’s contain information that can easily be applied to an individual incident.  Forests have developed companion bookmarks and GIS CDs to aid in displaying fire management information.  
Recommendations:
Specifics pertaining to WFU need to be written into FMU’s or Fire Management Plan documents.  Both objectives and values to be protected should be identified at a level that can be related to an individual fire. 

What do you need or lack to continue your program?  (data, maps, GIS, GIS layers, programs, personnel, mindset). 

Observations
Additional Fire Information Officers to communicate the program year long. Fire Use Managers (FUM2) development has been limited by the inability to attend S-580.  Forests are increasing their skills on the ground, but Fire Use Modules are still in high Demand. Include WFU information in basic fire management courses.  Landscape Wildland Fire Use applications may be difficult in some areas because adjacent units have not completed their fire use planning.   
Recommendations: 
· Develop additional Wildland Fire Use training or revise existing courses to include long duration fire management skills.  The only course that provides WFU training currently is S–580.  The skills needed to manage long-duration fires should be incorporated into all fire training starting with S–130.      
· Design a local WFU organization to manage the majority of the incidents.    

· Utilize Regional fire use development curriculum available on the Regional fire use web page.   
· Invest time and training into existing fire prevention technicians and fire fighters to develop WFU information skills

· Forests should actively seek training opportunities and network with other Forests and Regions to gain additional WFU experience
Do you utilize Fire Use Modules (FUM)? Who monitors and who is it that takes management actions?


Observations
Yes, but the quality and skills of FUM is variable. One Forest had a FUM arrive with no Fire Effects Monitors (FEMOs). Local Fire Use skills are being developed in different fashions.  One forest is investing Hazard Fuels funding into a 20 person crew to extend their tour and develop more WFU skills.
Recommendations: 

· Region should support standardization of Fire Use Modules 

· Fire Use Modules should be available as a unit in ROSS ordering system
· Identify Wildland Fire Use skill development leadership. Target existing fuels and hand crews that can provide opportunities for details for other fire management resources.
What support can the Regional Office and/or Forest Supervisor’s Office provide to help your WFU program progress?

· Regional Fire Use workshops

· Clarify smoke process in Utah for WFUs  

· The SO needs to be involved more – help to clarify objectives and design a workforce to meet the changing role of fire management
· Develop an informal network of WFU practitioners in the Region
Pitfalls and Traps

· If you hear that things are perfect and the fire will do exactly this or that – That’s when it will do something unexpected.  
· Only planning out one or two days – Always think and plan at least one or two weeks out
· Do not confuse project level objectives with WFU objectives – Make sure objectives are appropriate and understood by everyone
· Constant transition of leadership (Line Officer, Duty Officer, Fire Use Manager) can lead to inconsistent leadership 

· Thinking the fire is over or will not move again - either confirm cold perimeters or maintain the ability to respond to any threats.

· We can handle everything on the Forest - get help early; do not be caught behind the power curve.

· Do not over think the “potential complexity” of multiple incidents.  Do not loose sight of your fires and be distracted by other issues as RX units, targets, etc.
· There is never enough communication – communicate with everyone
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Dandy Pollock – Beaver Ranger District, Fishlake NF Forester/Fuels Manager/ Timber

435-896-1034 (Office)

dpollock@fs.fed.us
I have been a FUM2 for the past two fire seasons.  I managed five WFUs on the Fishlake in 2006 with the largest being 1300 acres.  In 2007, I managed nine WFUs on the Fishlake and Dixie National Forests.  I managed the Dixie Complex Fire Use, which consisted of three fires and total acreage approximately 2000 acres.  My background fire experience started in 1973 in Wildfire.  I became qualified as a RXB2 in 1994 and RXB1 in 2004
Spencer Johnston - Zone Assistant Fire Management Officer, Palisades and Teton Basin Ranger Districts, Caribou-Targhee National Forest

208-542-5813 (Office)

sdjohnston@fs.fed.us
Spencer has been involved with Wildland Fire Use (WFU) since 2003 as an Engine Boss or ICT4 on the South Fork Zone of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest.  At this level, he was responsible for the implementation and management of WFU incidents at the ground level.  In 2005, Spencer accepted the Zone Assistant Fire Management Officer position where he became involved with the planning aspect of WFU and assisted with the analysis, documentation, and revisions of the Forest Wildland Fire Use Guidebook.  Spencer has been responsible for the preparation and implementation of Wildland Fire Implementation Plans through all stages.  He has coordinated and facilitated in efforts in providing educational meetings with local fire departments, outfitter and permittee groups, and general public.

Brett Fay – Fire Use Program Manager, Forest Service Intermountain Region

801-625-5805 (Office)

bfay@fs.fed.us
Brett has been the Regional Fire Use Program Manager since 2005.  He has been a District FMO, Zone AFMO and Forest FMO.  In 2007 the Intermountain Region managed Wildland Fire Use on over 145,000 acres. Brett is qualified as a FUMA1, FBAN and ICT3.  

Sam Hescock – East Zone Fire Management Officer, Payette National Forest.

208-634-0610 (Office)

shescock@fs.fed.us
Sam Hescock is the FMO for the East Zone on the Payette National Forest.  This zone consists of the Krassel Ranger District and the Frank Church- River of No Return Wilderness portion of the McCall Ranger District.  Sam is qualified as a FUMA1, RXB1 and ICT3.  This year Sam hosted four Fire Use Teams from July through September. WFU’s burned over 87,000 acres of the East Zone in 2007.  Sam has been a FMO on the Payette National Forest since 1996.  

Brenda Dale – South Zone Fuels – AFMO on the Manti-LaSal NF

435-636-3357 (Office)

bdale@fs.fed.us
Started out in fire in 1993 with the National Park Service as a Fire Effects Monitor.  Has been exposed to Wildland Fire Use (PNFs) for as long as I have been working in fire, so the WFU concept has been ingrained in my fire development.  I worked on an NPS Fire Use Module before a 5 year stint with the BLM, which only practices AMR.  After a 2 year hiatus as a stay-at-home Mom, I returned to fuels and WFU work on the Manti-LaSal.  I have served as an ICT4(T) on two WFUs this year.

Russell Long- AFMO Idaho City Ranger District, Boise National Forest 

208 – 392-3720 (Office)
rblong@fs.fed.us
Russ Long is an AFMO on the Idaho City Ranger District on the Boise National Forest. Russ is qualified as OSC2, ICT3, and finishing a FUM2 Task Book. This year Russ worked several months with the Trapper Ridge WFU (20,300 ac). This WFU was the first large WFU on the Boise and was a complex incident within region 4.  Russ has spent most of his career on IHC's and has a strong district/ground perspective. Russ is currently the primary OSC2 on Lund’s IMT.
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