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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The North Fork Lick Incident had been ongoing for nearly a month before the Large Fire Cost Containment Review Team arrived on the Forest. The WFSA for the North Fork Lick Incident was modified at least twice and rewritten completely at least once during the duration of the incident. During that time, there were five transitions (Initial attack to Type 2 to Type 3 to Type 2 to Type 2).  In the process, the basic suppression strategy changed over time, and many suppression resources subsequently were demobilized with a resulting cost savings. The fire escaped containment efforts after the transition from the first Type 2 team to Type 3 due to a significant wind event, which led to a prolonged incident and increased the overall total cost. The Incident Command Post was moved twice (from the McCall area to Warren and back to McCall).   Because of the complexity and longevity of the event, and the limited amount of time available, the review team was obliged to focus most of its efforts on the latter stages of the incident, when it was being managed by Tom Suwyn’s Type 2 team, under the second complete WFSA, and after the ICP was moved back to McCall.

The Krassel District Ranger, on whose District the incident started and is currently still confined, indicated to the review team that he felt the final WFSA was much better than the earlier one (with its amendments) and in retrospect would like to have operated under the final WFSA throughout the incident. The review team concurs that the final WFSA is more complete and displays a better range of alternatives, including the selected alternative, which is least cost alternative.  It is unknown to the review team what differences in total suppression costs or other outcomes would have occurred if that WFSA had been in place throughout the incident. However, there is some evidence that earlier in the incident, some unnecessary costs were incurred for air attack resources due to changing objectives that may not have been well communicated to the IMT at the time. This information comes from interviews with Forest personnel, but the team did not have the time available to track the specifics or interview members of the already departed IMT involved.

At the time of the review, it is clear that an emphasis on cost containment is ongoing. As a result of a change of suppression strategy in the final WFSA, Tom Suwyn’s IMT immediately demobilized a large number of aviation and ground resources, which resulted in cost savings. At the time of the review, the incident was not active and the fire weather was changing. The review team noted that the ratio of incident overhead to other incident personnel was quite high, and recommends to the Forest Supervisor and Incident Commander that an immediate assessment of incident overhead needs be made and overhead resources demobilized as may be indicated by that analysis.

The Payette National Forest has traditionally taken on a protective role on private lands within the boundary of the Southwest Idaho Cooperative Agreement. The team was asked by the Forest to explore the question of whether that protection should be undertaken through a unified command and cost share arrangement with the State of Idaho and/or local fire protection authorities.  The question of who is responsible for structure protection in a wildfire situation and who pays for it are becoming more prevalent.  Even though the Forest has worked closely with local fire service entities within the larger communities and should continue to do so, outlying communities still may fall under Federal protection.  After researching all existing agreements it was found there is no built-in cost share potential to help lighten the federal financial burden for protection of private property in these areas.  The smaller communities, mostly unincorporated and urban interface situations will continue to increase fire costs.

The Forest and Suwyn’s IMT raised the question of whether Forests with a history of large fires such as the Payette National Forest should consider (and have the authority) to purchase and cache regularly used equipment such as trailers, generators, communication equipment, etc and similar items that will not be capitalized over a single incident.   Over several incidents the cost of these larger items could be re-cooped and then savings realized in the long run. It is recommended that the agency review the issue of renting versus purchasing for large items that are traditionally rented on each incident.  

There was considerable discussion relative to the administration of contract equipment and services on the incident by the IMT. The ongoing need for additional Contracting Officer’s Representatives (COR) at incidents in general was emphasized. Also the IMT pointed out that the mandatory use of national and regional contracts (for services such as food, showers, etc) unduly limits the Incident Commander’s and Agency Administrator’s options for cost containment, especially on “atypical” incidents. The review team recommends that the appropriate Regional and National staff groups review the use and need for mandatory contract use requirements with the aim of providing more local flexibility to those responsible for cost containment on an individual incident. It is also recommended that a concerted effort be made to standardize hiring and payment rates for local government and cooperator’s equipment.

Because of the longevity and complexity of the North Fork Lick incident and the limited time available to the review team, this review covered only a “snapshot in time” of the incident relative to cost containment. In addition, there was a significant change in strategic and tactical objectives of the suppression effort over the duration of the incident that may have had a significant effect on total costs. Therefore, it is recommended that the Regional Forester may want to consider a post incident activity review be conducted on this incident to better identify the overall factors contributing to its final cost and other outcomes.

PURPOSE OF THE REGIONAL REVIEW

It is required in the “Chief’s Incident Accountability Report”,  “Large Fire Cost Reduction Action Plan” (Troyer-Mann Report) and as clarified in 2003 Cost Containment Measures – Wildfire Suppression, that we refocus and improve Large Fire Cost Reviews to provide greater accountability of fire costs.  Incident reviews, both during the fire season as well as post-fire season are recommended to identify problem areas and to establish spending trends.  As directed by the May 2003 letter from Deputy Chief Joel Holtrop, each Region will initiate a regional fire cost review when any fire is expected to exceed $5 mm in suppression costs.

 The Regional Forester directed us to conduct this review.  The purpose of the review is to: 

1) Determine if cost containment actions have been identified by the forest and the incident team;

2) Validate long term strategies of the wildland fire situation analysis; 

3) Evaluate the commitment of incident control resources; and

4) Validate expenditures, with respect to the strategic decision of the Incident Management Team.  

In addition, the Regional Incident Business Management Specialist asked the team to review and refine the draft protocols relating to the Review Team assignment.

INTRODUCTION

On August 25, 2003 the team met with the Payette National Forest and Tom Suwyn’s incident Management Team for an in-briefing at 0900.  The rest of the day was spent with the current incident management team (Suwyn) and support organizations at the McCall Smokejumper Base, including expanded dispatch and the buying team.  A meeting was held with McCall District Ranger, Fire Staff, members of the IMT and the review team to discuss the use of suppression dollars for fuels reduction work to increase the chance of protecting structures from an advancing wildfire and provide sufficient defensible space for fire fighters to defend structures safely in the Secesh area.

On August 26, 2003 the team spent the day gathering additional information and drafting this report.

On August 27, 2003 the team spent the morning finalizing the assessment report and at 1400 met with the Forest and the members of the Incident Management Team for a closeout briefing.

The following team members were assigned to this team:

Team Leader:  Bob Russell – Forest Supervisor – Dixie National Forest

Line Officer:  Suzanne Rainville – Deputy Forest Supervisor – Boise National Forest

Forest Liaison:  Craig Lewis – Fiscal and Accounting Officer – Payette National Forest

Incident Business:  Kermit Johnson – Geographic Area Fire Procurement Analyst – BLM WY/CO

Financial Resources:  Carol Feider – Administrative Officer - Payette National Forest

Operations:  Kelly Martin – District Fire Management Officer – Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest
BASIC INCIDENT FACTS AND CHRONOLOGY

Fire Name:  North Fork Lick

Administrative Unit:  USFS Payette National Forest – Krassel Ranger District

Probable Cause:  Lightning

Start date:  July 30, 2003

Containment date:  30 days

Predicted control date:  End of fire season

Incident Commanders

· August 2 0600 – August 9 0800 Type 2 IMT Jerry Brunner Incident Commander (North Fork Lick and Grimmet Fires)

· August 9 0800 – August 13 0600 Type 3 Team Paul Bannister Incident Commander (North Fork Fire)

· August 13 0600 – August 21 0600 Type 2 IMT Bill Van Bruggen Incident Commander (North Fork and Marble Fires)

· August 21 0600 – Present Type 2 IMT Tom Suwyn Incident Commander (North Fork and Marble Fires)

Estimated acres burned

North Fork Lick - 2470

Marble – 5664 (also managed by Tom Suwyn’s team)

Number of personnel involved

VanBruggen IMT:  Peak of fire 384 – 140 spiked at Big Creek

Suwyn’s IMT:  8/26 1700  – Total personnel 199

Major activities and events during the incident by time and date

· July 30 – Initial Attack by 27 Smokejumpers (2 injuries all fire fighters removed from the line).  The fire remained unstaffed until the Type 2 Team arrived.

· July 31 -  Type 2 Incident Command Team ordered for Grimmet and North Fork Lick Creek

· August 1, 2003  1800 – Jerry Brunner Type 2 IMT delegated authority for management of the North Fork Lick Fire and Grimmet Fires

· August 8, 2003 – Brunner transition with Type 3 IMT Bannister; McCall RD assumed command of the Grimmet Fire

· August 8, 2003  2000 – Bannister assumes command of the North Fork Lick Fire

· August 11, 2003 – Escaped containment lines due to significant wind event and commitment of air resources to the Hall fire on the Council Ranger District.

· August 12, 2003 – Van Bruggen’s IMT mobilized for North Fork Lick and Marble

· August 13, 2003 0600 – Van Bruggen’s IMT assumes command of the North Fork Lick (Krassel RD) and Marble (McCall RD) Fires

· August 13 – Warren Helibase functional

· August 21, 2003 2000 – Suwyn’s IMT assumes command of North Fork Lick and Marble

COMMENDATIONS

The Review Team appreciated Tom Suwyn’s Incident Management Team spending approximately 4 to 5 hours during the management of the incident to meet with and provide detailed information to the Review Team.

Payette National Forest:

The following individuals took time out while multiple incidents were in progress to meet with and provide information to the team. 

· Forest Supervisor Mark Madrid
· Resource Staff Officer Bob Giles

· Acting Fire Staff Officer Greg Vergari
· McCall District Ranger Randy Swick
· Krassel District Ranger Quinn Carver
Administrative Officer Carol Feider for her willingness to participate as a team member as a last minute replacement and for providing logistical support to the team. 

Forest Supervisor Mark Madrid, Acting Fire Management Staff Officer Greg Vergari, and Krassel District Ranger Quinn Carver for making cost containment an objective of incident management in their Delegations of Authority to the various Incident Commanders.

Forest Liaison Craig Lewis for participating fully in the preparation of the report with the team and for accompanying the team to the ICP. 

District Rangers (Line Officer’s Representatives) Quinn Carver and Randy Swick for effectively engaging and working closely with the various Incident Management Teams to assist them in achieving their delegated incident objectives (including cost containment). 

The Type 2 Team (Suwyn) has acquired some critical equipment (trailers, etc) that they bring with them as part of their Team mobilization.  They have found that this is cost effective and reduces their team costs to the incident.   The Cost Review Team commends the Team for this innovation and concern for reducing costs of fires.

The IMT’s Plans Section reviewed their needs for IR and GIS needs.  In their analysis they determined that this type of data was not needed daily and made adjustments to reduce the overall costs on the fire.

The Type 2 Team (Suwyn) did not put in standing orders when mobilized.  From past experience on the Payette, they decided to wait until they arrived to see what resources were already assigned and what was already ordered.  This was a cost saving decision to avoid duplication of resources received.

The Type 2 Team ( Suwyn), in consultation with the agency administrator, moved back to McCall from Warren .This decision was based on looking at efficiencies and reducing transportation costs on the fire.

The Payette National Forest has developed a Service and Supply Plan with established emergency equipment rental agreements, other agreements and listing for other resources which has made ordering of equipment and supplies much easier and efficient for dispatch and buying teams.  This saves money and shortens response times for those ordered items and gets them to the incident much quicker. 

OBSERVATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN

Protection Agreement of State/Private Lands

Observation:  

The Payette National Forest is involved in a number of Cooperative Fire Protection Agreements, which gives protection responsibility in the area of the North Fork Lick fire.  The observation is the Forest has traditionally taken on a protection role on private land within the boundary of the Southwest Idaho Cooperative Agreement. It should be noted the master agreement does not require either the State or Federal agencies to provide structural protection.  
Current Situation:

The Cooperative Fire Agreement is between BLM, NPS, BIA USFW, USFS (Pacific Northwest, Intermountain and Northern Regions) and State of Idaho Department of Lands.   The 2003 Statewide Annual Operating Plan (AOP) allows for local AOP’s to be developed at the local and statewide levels and become part of the CFPA.  The Payette National Forest has developed a local AOP with the following:  Boise National Forest, Payette National Forest, Lower Snake River District - Bureau of Land Management, Upper Columbia Salmon Clearwater District Cottonwood Field Office - Bureau of Land Management, Southwest Supervisory Area - Idaho Department of Lands and Southern Idaho Timber Protective Association.   Under this agreement, the Payette has added almost an additional 400,000 acres to its protective area.  The areas pertaining to private land are the following:  

· Clause 13-Exchange Zones:  Agencies may exchange responsibility for fire protection for lands under their jurisdiction.  The rate of exchange will be based upon equivalent comparable cost, acreage involved, complexity and other equivalent factors as may be appropriate and mutually agreed to by the parties.  Nothing in this agreement requires either State or Federal agencies to provide structural fire protection on any lands with the designated protection boundaries of any Forest Protection District in the State of Idaho.  Neither the Federal agencies nor the Idaho Department of Lands are authorized or responsible for providing structural fire protection any lands within the State of Idaho.

· Clause 15-Fee Basis Protection:  For an agreed upon fee, one agency may assume fire protection responsibilities on lands under the jurisdiction of another.  The terms and conditions of such arrangement must be included in the Statewide Annual Operating Plan.

The Statewide AOP for the master agreement states the BLM, Forest Service and State have negotiated an exchange of protection, which redistributes fire protection responsibilities throughout the State.  The exchange is based on comparable costs and equivalent factors mutually agreed to by all parties.  The process used provides an acceptable balance of exchange and a mutual benefit.  

Agencies protecting lands that are the jurisdiction of another will provide wildland fire protection at a level equivalent to protection that would e provided by the jurisdictional agency.  All fire suppression costs on such lands will be borne by the protecting agency.  The protection agency has the primary responsibility to negotiate with local fire service and to develop agreements, which clearly establish responsibilities for protection of wildlands and structures within their protection boundaries.   

The Agreement VIIG (Valley Interagency Interface Group) has wildland/urban mitigation, preparation, response and recovery activities in Valley County.  The smaller communities to the north of McCall; i.e., Big Creek are not covered by this agreement.  The communities within Idaho County such as Warren, Secesh and Edwardsburg are also without any State or County protection.  

Recommendation:

The question of who is responsible for structure protection in a wildfire situation and who pays for it are becoming more prevalent.  Even though the Forest has worked closely with local fire service entities within the larger communities and should continue to do so, outlying communities still may fall under Federal protection.  After researching all existing agreements it was found there is no built-in cost share potential to help lighten the federal financial burden for protection of private property in these areas.  The smaller communities, mostly unincorporated and urban interface situations will continue to increase fire costs.  Further investigation is needed on the Forest to look into this issue with other Forests that share in the existing agreements.

RENT VS PURCHASE OF EQUIPMENT

Observation: 

The Forest and Suwyn’s IMT raised the question of whether Forests with a history of large fires such as the Payette National Forest should consider (and have the authority) to purchase and cache regularly used equipment such as trailers, generators, communication equipment, etc and similar items that will not be capitalized over a single incident.   

Discussion:

In the past there has been a clause on some rental agreements that once the rental exceeds the purchase price the agency has the option to buy that piece of equipment.  That can happen on small equipment such as printers, fax machines, and copiers.  On larger more expensive pieces of equipment it may take several incidents before you would reach the purchase price and we only lease for the duration of the incident.  Then the item is released and we start the rental process again on the next incident.

In the “Chief’s Incident Accountability Report” it states, “Agency Administrators are encouraged to consider the advantages of leasing equipment on a case-by-case basis…”  It also states, “Specifically, there are a number of factors to be considered when purchasing property that should be documented before the incident Agency approves the purchase.”  These statements and the write up in the above mentioned report appears to apply to each incident as it occurs.  It does not appear to discuss the issue of purchasing for the use of several incidents.

A statement from Tom Suwyn’s type II team was that they always have to rent generators.  If the team could buy one and keep it with them it would cut costs.  The team also suggested as an alternative that the Forest buy one and keep in the warehouse or have NIFC put together standard “Team Equipment” that included items that are almost always needed and rented on every incident.

Some of the issues of purchasing versus renting are storage, up-keep, property records, etc. Any item that is $5,000 or more would have to be put on accountable property records.  Then there is the question concerning if the equipment would be placed on WCF or not. (Trailers for example)  

There is also a budget issue to initiate the purchase to begin with.  This being a warehouse supply for fires it would have to be budget for out of pre-suppression funds.  This would have to be worked into the budget for a one-time investment for the equipment.  The cost of owning, storage, maintaining may exceed the cost of leasing.  This would have to be looked into.

It may be necessary before any large purchases are done that a cache inventory/review be done.  Maybe some of the items being talked about are already available.

Recommendation:

Over several incidents the cost of these larger items could be re-cooped and then savings realized in the long run. It is recommended that the agency review the issue of renting versus purchasing for large items that are traditionally rented on each incident.  Realizing there are issues as stated above with owning versus renting.  The issues would have to be part of the study.

Payette-WFSA/ Delegation of Authority Discussion

Observations:

The WFSA for the North Fork Lick Incident was modified at least twice and rewritten completely at least once during the duration of the incident. During that time, there were five transitions (Initial attack to Type 2 to Type 3 to Type 2 to Type 2).  In the process, the basic suppression strategy changed over time, and many suppression resources subsequently were demobilized with a resulting cost savings. The fire escaped containment efforts after the transition from the first Type 2 team to Type 3 due to a significant wind event, which led to a prolonged incident and a significantly increased overall total cost. The Incident Command Post was moved twice (from the McCall area to Warren and back to McCall).   Because of the complexity and longevity of the event, and the limited amount of time available, the review team was obliged to focus most of its efforts on the latter stages of the incident, when it was being managed by Tom Suwyn’s Type 2 team, under the second complete WFSA, and after the ICP was moved back to McCall.. 

Discussion:

The initial WFSA was written on July 31, 2003 at about 2000 hrs at a time when the fire was about 300 acres in size. It was signed by Forest Supervisor Mark Madrid on 8/01/2003.  The WFSA displayed two alternatives (Minimize Fire Size and Confine with Safety Emphasis). The former estimated final fire size to be 1500 acres and the latter 4500 acres. The two alternatives displayed virtually identical suppression cost estimates of about $1,450, 000. The selected alternative was the Confine with Safety Emphasis alternative to minimize firefighter exposure and the use of aviation resources. Neither alternative was clearly identified as the Least Cost Alternative.

Amendment #1 to the WFSA for the North Fork Lick Creek Fire was completed and signed by Acting Agency Administrator Greg Vergari on August 11, 2003 prior to the transition back to a Type 2 organization (Van Bruggan). The amendment made minor changes in the WFSA, including a change of objective from “minimize aviation use” to “use aviation resources to best advantage, avoid wasteful use”.

Amendment #2 to the WFSA for the North Fork Lick Creek Fire was completed and signed by Acting Agency Administrator Greg Vergari on August 17, 2003 to clear up some confusion (according to Vergari) as to the primary suppression strategy. 

During mid-August, the Forest staff was stretched quite thin, with significant activity on the both the Hall and the Marble Incidents, in addition to the North Fork Lick.  The decision at that time was to continue to use the existing WFSA with Modifications, though the Forest told the review team that they became increasingly aware that the WFSA needed significant revision. The WFSA was completely reconstructed on 8/20/2003.

The final WFSA was dated 8/20/03 and signed by Greg Vergari, who had delegated authority to sign the WFSA by Forest Supervisor during the latter’s absence.   At the time, the fire size was 2470 acres and the estimated prior costs were $3,168,534.  

Three alternatives were analyzed in the new WFSA.  The selected alternative (Protect high value areas) was the also the least cost alternative. The strategy was to “Concentrate efforts on protecting forest improvements (trail bridges, campgrounds, fisheries, research facilities) and keeping fire away from structures on private in-holdings at Secesh Meadows and Warren.

The estimated additional cost of the selected alternative was $2,380,000 (for a total estimated suppression cost of about 5.5 million dollars).  The selected strategy includes minimal direct and indirect suppression activity and predicts control only with a season ending weather event. The estimated final fire size is 31,000 acres.  

In addition to a shift in fire suppression strategy, the new WFSA changed the designation of the Agency Representative from the Krassel District Ranger (where the incident is located) to the McCall District Ranger. According to those involved, the change was made to balance workloads on the Forest and because the most significant threats to public health, safety and property from the incident are located within the McCall Ranger District at Secesh Meadows. The strategy includes the development of trigger points to implement appropriate actions, as fire spread becomes a more direct threat to structure or Forest improvements.  

As a result of the change in strategy, and starting August 22 when Tom Suwyn took command of the incident, a large amount of air and ground attack forces where deemed to be surplus to the incident and were immediately demobilized, resulting in a cost savings. 

One of the actions being discussed at the time the Review Team was on the Forest was the need to do preparatory work in the vicinity of Secesh Meadows should there need to stop the fire above there to keep it within the defined geographic limits of the WFSA. The Forest and the Incident Management Team were debating the merits of using suppression dollars (the assigned “P” code”) to do that work (the costs of which were included in the WFSA analysis). Because the front of the fire (at the time of the review) was still 5 miles from Secesh Meadows and a change in weather was expected, no conclusions had yet been made. The debate centered on whether thinning and fuelbreak construction in the area adjacent to the private in-holdings should be considered suppression preparatory work or structure protection. It was the view of the Incident Commander that the location being discussed was the best location to prevent further spread of the fire to the northeast, and therefore the use of suppression funds would be appropriate at the time the defined trigger to do that work is reached. The other side of the discussion was one that felt that other types of funds should be used to thin and construct firebreaks until and unless the threat to public property or safety is imminent. The review team is unsure of the outcome of that discussion and the eventual action at time of writing this report. 

The Krassel District Ranger, on whose District the incident started and is currently still confined, indicated to the review team that he felt the final WFSA was superior to the earlier one (with its amendments) and in retrospect would like to have operated under the final WFSA throughout the incident. It is unknown to the review team what differences in total suppression costs or other outcomes would have occurred under that scenario.

All transitions appear to have appropriate Delegations of Authority signed by the Responsible Line officer or his Acting. All direct the Incident commander to “Keep efficiency and cost effectiveness as an important part of your decision-making process” and to “work closely with the District Fire Management Officer before initiating large orders for resources or implementing costly tactical aviation actions”. 

Recommendation:

Because of the longevity and complexity of the North Fork Lick incident and the time available, the Review team was only able to focus on a “snapshot in time” of the Incident relative to cost containment. Therefore, it is recommended that the Regional Forester may want to consider a post incident activity review be conducted on this incident to better identify the overall factors contributing to its final cost and other outcomes.

Contract Administration and Equipment Cost Issues:

Observation:

Discussions focused on the need for administration of increasing numbers of contract equipment and services on the incident.  The need for Contracting Officer’s Representatives (COR/COTRs) at the incident was discussed as becoming of greater importance considering the increased number of contracted equipment, crews, service and overhead resources.  The mandatory use of national and regional contract requirements was expressed as being a concern as it sometimes limits the ICs and Agency Administrators ability to come up with less costly alternatives for these types of services.   

Discussion:

Presently no Incident Command Teams have COR/COTRs as team members and for many of the contracted equipment, there are no COR/COTRs designated.  The lack of COR/COTRs is causing considerable difficulties in the administration of the contracts.  Typically the contractors are not carrying the complete contract with them to the fires, the administrative units do not have copies of the agreements and the IC teams do not carry copies of the contracts, therefore no one really knows the requirements of the contracts and there is virtually no contract administration being performed and the finance personnel are finding it difficult to know how to prepare accurate invoices for the contractors.  

The invoices for the national contracts are sent to the issuing contracting officer in NIFC for review and payment.  The Regional contracts are typically paid by the administrative unit using the resource or by Incident Financial Services in Placerville, CA depending upon how the contract or agreement is set up.  With the lack of contract information and administration, there is concern about the accuracy of payment packages and of the contractors meeting the minimum requirements of the contract specifications.

In addition to the lack of contract administration, the mandatory use requirement of these contracts has appeared to limit options for the ICs.  On the contracts the requirements are as follows: National contracts must be used after a certain level of meals is met for catering, no minimum requirement exists for showers, crews and engines requirements must be followed as outlined in the contracts and as agreed to by the geographic areas.  

The mandatory requirements on the contracts have caused increases in costs for the suppression of those incidents when the potential for long range burning does not exist. One example given was the IC was barely meeting the minimum requirement of the contract to keep the caterer at camp, yet the incident was going to continue for a period of time longer and with the existence of the Big Creek spike camp, the team has been split and the numbers are just not large enough to maintain the appropriate numbers of meals.  The ICs are requesting flexibility to make the determination with the administrative units as to whether there is a need to have the expensive national resources dispatched to the incident.  

The discussion was held as to why cooperator costs for equipment and personnel are higher then the contract equipment.  This issue seems to be wide spread and is of concern to the ICs and administrative units.  The trend appears to show a cost of cooperator equipment when combined with the cost of the labor portion is at or higher then those of private contractors and still they are the second level of dispatch under federal equipment and called before the contract equipment.  This has become an issue with the private contractors who are trying to compete for the work on incidents; therefore we hear comments from both the Incident command teams and the contractors.

Recommendation: 

There should be an emphasis on training additional COR/COTRs for the technical administration of national and regional contracts which should reduce the amount of confusion over requirements and therefore assure that the Government is obtaining the required equipment and services from those contractors.  

Review of the mandatory requirements of use of the contracts and agreements should be made to determine a more flexible method of selecting contractors and costs for the support of the incidents.  

There should be established rate guidelines for the hiring and payment of rates for the rural, local, county and state equipment within the appropriate state, if none exist.  Those rates should be applicable to all cooperators.

Number of Overhead compared to total personnel

Observation:

In reviewing number of personnel and equipment on the fire, it appeared that overhead and support personnel were in excess of what was needed to manage the fire.

Discussion:

The Team did not have the time to doing an assessment of overhead and support in relation to crews and aviation resources.  Based on the 8/26 209 there were 199 personnel assigned to the fire of which 96 were overhead personnel.   In quick calculation it appears about 50% of the individual assigned were either associated with overhead or support.  In addition, in looking at rental vehicles, about 10 rental vehicles were staged at “Payette Large” transportation and have not been used for several days.  

Recommendation:

Complete an analysis of the percentage of overhead and support to total personnel and review equipment utilization on the incident and the support facility.  This should be completed immediately as a corrective action.

Initial Attack

Observation:

Forest Management expressed concern regarding capturing the costs of the use of initial attack resources.  The question has been raised if initial attack has ever been considered as part of the general objective of containing and controlling fire suppression costs.

Discussion: 

Within the first operational period large financial commitments are made.  A priority has been placed on catching fires when they are small to avoid larger fires.  In doing so, there could be some strategies and tactics that go beyond what may be appropriate based on current and predicted fire behavior, values to be protected, and incident and management objectives.

Recommendation:

The team suggests that the Regional Office do an assessment to see if this concern is warranted and if some attention needs to be paid to initial attack costs.
PROTOCOL RECOMMENDATIONS

In reviewing the draft protocol, the team suggests the following additions and adjustments:

· Delegation of Authority (scope) to LFCCRT:  The Team should receive formal designation from the Regional Forester, the Team’s role, and the scope of Review.  Clarify if the team should address FSM 5194.14 Regional Large Incident Cost Assessment review purposes or FSM 5194.15 National Large Incident Cost review purposes or any other specific review objectives.  

· WO Supplements:  Update WO Amendment 5100-99-5, 5194.14 and 15 to reflect May 30, 2003 direction letter “2003 Cost Containment Measures – Wildfire Suppression”.

· IBAs role:  The IBA should play a key role in providing information to the team so that they can adequately assess and validate any cost efficiencies and provide suggestions where improvements are needed. 

· Clear Designation of Member Roles:  Individuals assigned to the Team should have their specific roles designated prior to the assignment e.g. Leader, Line Officer, Finance representative, Fire Business Management Representative, Fire Management Representative.  Address the issue of whether all team members should be from off the unit being reviewed.  We suggest that the forest liaison function as a technical advisor to the team. 

· All members should have a fire background if possible.  It was also suggested that a member without much fire background could also be valuable to the team to provide different insights to the issue of cost containment.

· Always include at least one trainee.

· The Delegation of Authority for the review team should include a due date and distribution list for the final report.

· Post-Incident Activity Review:  As part of the Assessment Report, the team should make a recommendation if a post-incident activity review is needed and rationale for that recommendation.  
· Establish final Regional Large Fire Assessment and Review Team Protocols prior to the 2004 Fire Season.  

· Team review or Incident Review:  Clarify how the Regional Large Fire Cost Review team should address situations where one IMT is managing two or more fires under one P code, but the fires are not considered a Complex. 
· Discuss the number and timing of Large Fire Cost reviews and post activity reviews for one fire and potential impacts to the Forest of those reviews.

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED BY THE TEAM 

· Large Fire Cost Reduction Action Plan, April 3, 2003 (Troyer Mann report)

· Chief’s Incident Accountability Report and 2003 Action Plan (cover letter dated March 19, 2003)

· USDA Forest Service Fire and Aviation Operations Action Plan (April 1, 2003)

·  “2003 Cost Containment Measures – Wildland Fire Suppression”, May, 2003 letter from  Deputy Chief State and Private Forestry,Joel Holtrop,

· Forest Service Manual FSM 5194.02 (Objectives) and FSM 5194.15 (National Large Incident Strategic Decision and Assessment Oversight.)

· Wildland Fire Situations Analysis, including the least cost alternative and amendments

· North Fork Lick “Incident Management Action Trigger Points”

· Incident Complexity Analysis

· Land Management Plan

· Delegation of Authority letters for the North Fork Lick Creek 

· Cost Share Agreements 

· Incident cost reports

· Daily planning meetings

· Emergency Equipment Rental Agreements

· Incident reports and forms

· Incident Action Plans

· Incident Status Summaries

· Demobilization Plans

· Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation Plans

· Incident Management Team Closeout packages

The above documents are not included in appendices, but can be made available from Carol Feider, Forest Administrative Officer.
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