
NMAC/GMAC Fall Meeting
December 1-2, 2010
Hosted by the National Interagency Fire Center, Boise, Idaho
Facilitated by Shari Shetler, NIFC BLM

Purpose of the meeting:  Information sharing, and continuation of developing ways to do business better.  


Review of 2009 Action Items – Brian McManus 

Brian McManus opened the meeting and provided a quick update.  Any items that are still on-going will remain on the list.  


GACGAC Annual Meeting Update – Billy Terry

The main issues from 2010 filtered out pretty consistently across the board.  
· There is widespread concern that the current processes for All Hazard response are not satisfactory, and definitely not expedient.  There needs to be better alignment with the National Response Framework and streamlined financial and billing processes.  The GMACs share the larger concerns about identifying all resources as THSP and creating additional workload for Coordination Centers.  There is also the issue of safety—who is identifying what tasks we should engage in vs those we should not—there are risks involved in certain tasks that we have provided training for.  Additionally, HAZMAT training requirements are unclear.  Lastly, the chains of command need to be better identified—there is concern about sending our folks on assignment without knowing who they will be working for.  
· IMT Succession—it is understood that this will be discussed in this week’s meeting, two issue of concern among the GACGAC is the training timeline and ensuring that supervisors will authorize employees to take fire assignments.   
· The issues with alternate Incident Commanders need to be better evaluated, clarified, and consistent with Mobilization Guide direction.  
· WFDSS is accepted now as a good system, and it has more capability than it is being used for, which is basically data storage.  
· The reimbursement clause in the new Master Agreement is problematic in that it will prohibit many partners’ ability to participate in incident response.  The issue with authorities is not being communicated well, so the new agreement is not being received well.  
· More work needs to be done on qualifications crosswalks to quantify “prior learning”.  It is believed that many overhead critical resource shortages can be mitigated if prior learning is considered.  
· The Wildland Fire Institute makes the non-federal partners uneasy.  Not enough is known about it and they are afraid they’ll be given lower priority for training slots.  
· Disparate ID cards from agency to agency continue to be a problem; mainly security and access issues.  


Round Robin GMAC Report Out:

Northern Rockies:    
· Extremely light activity season; and no all hazard issues.  
· Filled out of Geographic Area (GA) resource orders, did not request any from outside the GA.
  
Rocky Mountain:  
· Actually a fairly active season, of most notice was the FourMile interface where 150 homes were lost when activity escalated rapidly.  
· Also several confine/contain fires; incidents with mixed jurisdictions, some incidents are still going.  
· High crew mobilization. 

Southwest:  
· Less than average activity—180,000 acres burned which is less than half of the ten year average.  So, all in all, fairly quiet.  
· June was the busiest month, where all teams were on assignment.  
· Successful safety year.
· Made a lot of progress on Type 3 organizations:  formalizing rosters, boosting training, finding key participants from unlikely places.  Still need CAT teams to help with Type 3 communications issues—a Type 3 team doesn’t usually carry telecommunication expertise and the national radio cache does not have the capability to provide them for Type 3 incidents.
· Aggressive initial attack on the Schultz fire on the edge of Flagstaff saved homes.  
· Fire season was followed by floods and heavy rainfall, resulting in one civilian fatality.  Units with watershed concerns brought in IMT2s to address the situation. 
· Other Southwest efforts include:  creating a formal Prevention Team; a communications frequency team to address border issues and narrow banding, etc.; an electronic application process for IMTs.
· La Niña means a dry winter in the south.

Great Basin:
· A light fire season, Idaho BLM had the most activity.
· Not all the IMTs were able to get an assignment.  
· Still struggling with how to track and report on long duration fires; this is complicated because the last two years have seen relatively light activity and we have not been tested with a busy fire season.  Still working on developing tools to determine resource needs for long term fires to support prioritization and allocation.
· Despite the light activity, it was an injury-fraught season.  FLAs were initiated.  
· Plan on a MAC group exercise in spring 2011 to establish a level of proficiency. 

Northern California:
· No real fire season – 25% of the 10 year average for number of fires, 50% on acres.  Only 3 IMT mobilizations.  
· Experimented with a short team configuration for a short term fire that was less than successful, and will follow up by looking at other area definitions for short teams—such as Great Basin’s “expanded” short team.  
· Crew contractors were upset when they were bypassed for Southwest hotshot crews.  
· IFPM concerns continue as there were not enough fires to gain the necessary assignments and experience.  

Southern California:
· Also had a light season; 50% of the 10 year average for number of fires, 15% for acres.  The season weather pattern allowed storms to come on shore.  
· Only 3 IMTs were mobilized; but a lot of support provided to other Areas—43,000 ROSS orders and 171 crew requests outside Southern California.  
· Many Forests in southern California do not allow managing fires for multiple objectives in their Land Management Plans, but the Area still had 50 such fires.  
· The Sheep fire was the largest for the season:  9,000 acres, 4 months, and a unified command Forest Service/ National Park Service.  The final cost was 1.6 million dollars, but there were no injuries (remarkable given the high risk terrain) and the fire did not jump to the WUI, so all in all a success.  

Northwest:
· Also a quiet season; less than the average number of fires, and well below the average number of acres.  
· Successful management of long duration fires.
· All of their IMTs received an assignment.
· Mobilized the Blue Mountain IMT2 in short configuration to oversee the Baker City office fire incident.  

Eastern Area:
· El Niño stayed true to form last spring, bringing above normal temperatures, below normal precipitation, and lots of activity. 
· Prepositioned aviation resources in March.
· Supported Quebec in the heat of the summer via the Northeast compacts; and Manitoba via the Great Lakes compact.  
· Supported the Oil Spill.  
· The Coordination Center is moving in January 2011 to the Forest Service Regional Office in Milwaukee, WI.  There are currently 4 vacancies for that center. 
· Currently working on IMT selections.
· La Niña is expected to set up a late fire season start on the northern tier. 

Southern Area:  
· There were 17 named tropical storms this fall, 10 of them hurricanes.  All stayed in the Atlantic, however, and did not move in to the Gulf, which was a huge relief in the face of the Oil Spill effort.  
· The rapid onset of La Niña in the spring brought an end to the drought conditions in the Area, save the border region with Eastern Area.  This year’s forecast for La Niña is expected to result in a busy spring fire season. 
· Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) had an incredibly busy year with the Oil Spill response, with multiple Incident Command Posts in the Southern Area.  Filling orders was problematic, as the Stafford Act did not apply and a new hiring authority had to be created.  States participated via individual agreements with FWS.  The approval process initially was lengthy, but more streamlined as time went by.  The total response to the Oil Spill topped 11,000 overhead.  As has been discussed already, ordering a significant amount of overhead as THSP was problematic.  Ninety-three miles of Gulf Coast were heavily impacted, 200 miles reported light impact.  An astronomic number of pounds of debris were removed from the area.  
· All agencies were able to achieve respectable Prescribed (Rx) Fire acres.  The Rx program sustained accomplishments late into the season with extensive use of Smokejumpers.  
· A significant event in the media was the flash flood in the Arkansas Campground that resulted in multiple fatalities, with investigations under way.  
· Arkansas has stepped up their SEAT program.  
· The advanced fire academy was successful this year.
· A staff ride targeted for succession planning candidates was developed.
· Supported New York after the tornado in September.

Alaska:
· Got everyone else’s share of fire season—though many were carryovers from 2009.  An early start in March and the last recorded fire of October 7 resulted in one of Alaska’s longest fires seasons ever.  
· May was extremely active; the MAC group was activated in June.  
· There was heavy reliance on Smokejumpers from the lower 48, 25-30 IHCs, and multiple aviation assets were assigned over the season.   
· Only two of the incidents escalated to Type 2 complexity.  Initial attack was very successful, as was the management by Type 3 organizations.  
· Used 73 Type 2 crews from native villages.  
· Able to take advantage of Canadian resources.  
 

Cohesive Strategy Update –Dan Smith, Dan Buckley
Powerpoint

As response to a Flame Act mandate, in April the Wildland Fire Leadership Council (WFLC) tasked a committee of approximately 30 members of diverse wildland fire backgrounds to address required elements and produce framework-plus by November 1, 2010.  The committee members agreed that “top-down” approaches are generally not successful, and strove to develop the strategies from the ground up.  There were 13 field forums, and stakeholders were widely canvassed.  The main committee met 7 times in the short time frame.  After initial organizational challenges, the committee worked together very effectively.  

The work was designated three phases.  Phase 1 consisted of reports—one to Congress and one on how to move into Phase 2.  The Congressional report addressed the 7 required elements in the Flame Act and also General Accounting Office (GAO) concerns.  This phase included doctrinal background, guiding principles, national goals, common performance metrics, and instructions on developing local solutions.  This subject matter is over-arched by broader goals of restoring and maintaining landscapes, fire-adapted communities, and response to wildfire.  Performance measures will be the foundation of Phase 2, which will divide the nation into three “Regions” and let each region address the measures by characterizing risk according to their unique situations.  

The Regions have the latitude to divide into sub-regions, SME groups, and “science teams” to make extensive use of available science, studies, and reports.  The work should occur from the local level upward, identifying values, relative risks, and roles and responsibilities.  This phase is expected to take approximately two years.  

The long term goal is to:  establish landscapes that are resilient and reduce the overall risk to landscapes; and to support local communities in accepting an amount of responsibility to reduce the overall risk of structures burning and individual safety.   The Flame Act charges the Agency Secretaries as the top oversight—our view of governance is from WFLC, to the Fire Executive Committee (FEC), to the Regional structures who oversee the local input and risk analysis.  The Vision is stated thus:  Safely and effectively extinguish fire when needed; use fire where allowable; manage our natural resources; and as a nation live with wildland fire.  

The committee reports that field feedback significantly affected the version of the report eventually submitted to Office of Management and Budget (OMB), who is currently in review of the report.  

Phase 2 will be the development of the regional strategies and assessments, and Phase 3 will be the regional roll up into a national strategy.  The expectation is that from the ground up, common values and objectives will filter and stand out.  Analysis will draw from existing work including Fire Planning Analysis (FPA), ecosystem management decision systems, state forest assessments, regional wildfire risk assessments.  There is broad-based emphasis on partnerships and collaboration; balancing long term goals and near term outcomes.  

The end product(s), via a standard assessment tool (Comparative Risk Assessment Framework Tool or CRAFT) hope to specify objectives, design alternatives to achieve the objectives, model the effects and synthesize the results with input from management and science teams to determine value-added alternatives.  Current work on the CRAFT can be found at www.craft.forestthreats.org.  

Rather than view this effort as “FPA with another name”, it must be considered that this effort includes all the non-federal partners but uses the work already done by FPA.  There is concern in GMAC group discussion that roping multiple unproven models and calling it foundational work is risky.  There is concern that the “science” teams may have more credibility with the top governance echelons than local managers; science teams don’t always question “if we should, just because we can”.  

Discussion expresses that “cohesive strategy” isn’t really new, only the high level scope is new.  Congress and OMB are more focused on management issues with economic tones than on developing a risk assessment model; they have a mission to reduce redundancy—multiple parallel efforts—and this can often result in a drive to “homogenize” national management in the belief that it will reduce spending.  These initiatives will not go away, so it is imperative that the wildland fire community provide effective leadership to complete this process in a way that blends all efforts while preserving the local manager’s ability to manage.  


Radio Frequency Pilot – John Glenn, Steve Banks
Handout:  Initial Attack Zone Air-to-Ground Frequency Identifiers 

In 2009, the Northwest piloted a standard for identification of Air to Ground (ATG) frequencies that were interagency and national in nature.  It was reported that allowed efficient, effective integration of out of area resources, and based on a positive review, the BLM National Fire Operations Group supports further piloting of this standard.  The desire is to have Great Basin and Rocky Mountain GAs pilot this concept in 2011, and report back to NMAC-GMAC regarding a recommendation for national adoption.  

The focus here is more strategic with a safety emphasis, than it is a standardization effort, so tying in to FEMA or other All Hazard efforts is not part of this pilot.  

It is not anticipated that this model will affect dispatch workload at all.  See handout for more information.  

Action Item:  Request agenda spot for 2011 NMAC-GMAC AAR to report on results of the pilot in Great Basin and Rocky Mountain.  
Lead:  John Glenn
Deadline:  December 1, 2010


NWCG Update –Bonnie Wood
Handout:  NMAC-GMAC NWCG Update December 1, 2010

NWCG is getting into the rhythm of the new structures and organization; there is a new brochure available to reflect the changes and the website is being “facelifted”.   

The NWCG Strategic Plan has been updated to include “Tactical Actions”; the Annual Program of Work has the Committees tying their efforts to strategic plans with “intent documents”.   Of the 14 committees, 13 are now chartered.  The Branch Coordinators are continuing work to align committee membership with Business Areas.  An upcoming organizational move is that the NWCG Training Unit will move from BLM Operations to the NWCG Program Management Unit (PMU).  

NWCG is now producing an Annual Accomplishment Report, as well as comparing completed work against the cost to complete it and evaluating any value added.  

The new focus on “official records” and transparency has added to the committee workload to manage all documentation and notes.  Several committees are outreaching for participants with “executive secretary” type skills for this purpose.  

A four person task group is currently working on the boundaries between NWCG and NMAC in the areas of Military Use and International Support.  Non-emergency preparedness and technical assistance exchanges are a combined effort between the two entities.  

Other current focal points for NWCG are the IMT Succession Planning effort, and re-energized work on the Glossary (which the field uses heavily).  Relationship with FEMA is a high priority; current efforts there are regarding mobilizing, and tracking resources and qualifications.  FEMA and BLM have recently developed an MOA under which BLM is developing a Pilot IQCS system for FEMA’s Planning Group.  

Action Item:  Communicate widely the NWCG Committee need for executive secretary skills.  
Lead:  All
Deadline:  On-going


NIMO Update –Bill Waterbury

Determined by Forest Service senior leadership, NIMO priority assignments are currently with Forest Service Fire and Aviation Management, and the Forest Service Continuous Improvement (CI) Project and this is anticipated to remain the same for 2011.  The emphasis continues to be on the high risk Forests and increasing the Agency Administrator capacity to manage risk as opposed to overspending from a risk-averse management style.  Targeted Forests are likely to change as the focus shifts from historic occurrence to potential and risk.  The new list has been generated by science only at this point, and has not yet been vetted by Forest Service Fire leadership.  

The focus shift from cost to risk management and exposure has lifted some of the oppression of OMB.  Agency Administrators/Line Officers are now more open to new management options.  

NIMO teams have put in a lot of effort mentoring fire management personnel across the GAs to increase knowledge and skills to conduct the CI workshops, i.e. to keep the NIMO folks from getting spread too thin, bring in fresh perspectives, and to increase capacity in the field.  


IMT Succession Planning – Lyle Carlile, Dave Koch
Powerpoint
 
Wildland fire situations are increasing in complexity, becoming more and more challenging to manage; agencies/cooperators cannot fill Advanced Incident Management Training Courses to qualify enough people required to maintain the current Incident Management Team rank and structure.  The field is well aware of the trend and after years of informal discussions, NWCG initiated a project team last spring to facilitate creation of a sustainable Incident Management organization that will evolve as needed and can be implemented over the next decade.  

The project team is supported by several sub-groups covering Incident Business and Staffing, Training, Communication, and Team Typing/Configuration.  The sub-groups are composed of a diverse cross-section to bring a balanced perspective.  The work done so far has been built on existing work including the Jacobs Report, the NIMO Feasibility and Implementation Plan, the Quadrennial Fire and Fuel Review, and AC/IC reports.   The goal is to produce alternative organization configurations, change management strategies, and strategic recommendations for interagency implementation to be distributed to the field for feedback; with an organizational model recommendation by May of 2011. 

Essential Overarching Principles
The project team concurred that ANY work should be based in some essential overarching principles:
1. Succession Planning
a. Long term for Incident Management Teams
b. Large scale
c. Linked to interagency workforce planning
2. Single Qualification System
a. Common to all agencies and emergency services
3. Agency Accountability
a. Support from agency leadership
b. Support from supervisors
c. Follow up on identified needs for training
4. Incident Complexity and Scalability
a. Common complexity analysis model
b. Flexible response based on incident complexity and needs over time
5. Modules and Service Centers
a. Development of support modules by function
b. Development of service centers
c. Development of web-based systems (“plug and play” type capability)
6. Responsiveness to Federal Fire Policy
a. Consistency
b. Accountability
7. Compensation Strategies
a. Develop an incentive plan for IMT participation
b. Develop an incentive plan for home units to support employees’ IMT participation
i. Backfill process
ii. Target relief
c. Develop accountability whereby a training investment is returned with IMT participation
8. Incident Management Team Standard Operating Procedures
a. Ensure consistency/seamlessness
b. Development is a coordinated effort across stakeholders
9. Support for Incident Management Team decisions
a. Independent of outcomes
b. Address personal liability 
10. Interagency Cooperation
a. Team staffing
b. Oversight of contract resources
11. Consistent Financial Practices
a. Base salaries charged to emergency accounts
b. Backfill processes

Organizational Models
Analysis components that led to development of the following alternatives included:  team size, configuration, governance, typing, numbers/kinds/management of modules, number of national teams needed, dispatching/rotation, performance standards, supervision, grade levels for team positions, suppression savings, overall funding, support costs, strategies for trainee/mentee identification and assignment, the workforce development strategy required to maintain a model, and measuring the value-added against maintaining a model.  It has been estimated that 45 national teams are needed to optimize Incident Management during peak activity (Type 3 organizations are considered baseline management).   The alternatives include:

· Current situation with Overarching Principles infused—emphasis on leveraging incentives to increase participation.   A level playing field across agencies/cooperators/partners would be the ideal—this would require an assessment of financial authorities, legal authorities, and cultural differences between federal/state/local governments or at the least a common template for justifying incentives.  
· Single Standard alternative—eliminates typing and sets a standard configuration for long and short teams.  This model has a heavy dependency on use of modular support.  Teams would be dispatched geographically using a single national dispatch rotation.  
· External Capacity with focus on contract teams—this alternative responds to a declining government workforce.  The recommendation is to add 10 contract teams during surge episodes; this alternative could create a viable way to use the retiree skill sets and reduce the number of Casual Hires on internal team rosters.  
· External Capacity All Hazard and contract teams—this alternative is similar to above, but would increase the number of external teams from 10 to 25 and include drawing from DHS resources.  
· Core Team concept—this alternative recommends dedicating single standard, interagency (including State personnel) team rosters for an identified time period (Western fire season?) that would be emergency funded.  The team members would still be supervised by their Agency Administrators.  The goal is to be flexible and scalable.  Temporary promotions could be established for season commitment period.  
· Core Team – Militia—this alternative would be flexible and scalable but dependent on militia to staff rosters.  

NMAC-GMAC discussion reiterated that these alternatives are intended to manage incidents during peak activity; local (Type 3) organizations are expected to be a succession “seedbed” for national Incident Management.  It was felt that there is still a need for an Area Command tier, though optimal size and configuration is also currently under discussion.   

There was general support for the elimination of team typing, since requesting units over the last few seasons have effectively used Type 1 or 2 Teams in managing the majority of incidents.  The definition of “succession”, however, becomes unclear in the context of a single standard.  NWCG was hesitant to develop alternatives that prescribed any business practices for State teams.  

It was discussed that some direction would be needed to clarify how/when to discern between mobilizing from a national rotation or the closest forces concept.  “Closest Forces” should get a team on scene sooner and for less cost but teams at a distance, State teams, or contract teams risk losing currency if not assigned regularly.  A larger MAC role may be required to level assignments against a rotation or prioritize amongst NWCG teams, State teams, and contract teams.   The MAC role may also evolve to engage with Agency Administrators to increase the prepositioning of teams.  

Lastly, though there was wide support for the incentive concept, it was questioned whether this is a realistic strategy given current government budgets.  It is still difficult to quantify “prevention”; demonstrating how costs will be saved by spending incentives is challenging.  Unfortunately it may take another oppressive fire season to bring out more funding for preparedness.  

NWCG leadership expressed support toward facilitating training to boost succession where safety is not compromised by doing so, and encouraged the GACG Chairs to continue discussion on how to facilitate/prioritize this kind of effort.  It was suggested that the GACCs could follow the EACC model of providing a list of their priority overhead to their GACCs, in order to facilitate assignment opportunities needed to obtain critical shortage qualifications.  It was also suggested that priority candidates could be a regular item on the daily GACC calls.  

NWCG leadership also encouraged a stronger look at Virtual fire assignments, and that an assessment of the types of resources that lend themselves to this model should be done.  Modules work this way very well, WFDSS has been successful, IR interpreters, etc.  These types of resources can work multiple incidents concurrently and from a central location that does not incur huge travel or per diem costs.  AKCC reported that they did have several virtual resources last summer, but that many of the managers didn’t realize it business was being conducted that way.  Practices/policy would need to be examined and/or standardized if this becomes a common response.  

Conclusion
NWCG accepted the project team report on November 19, and the next phase is to solicit feedback from stakeholders (Agency Administrators, Incident Commanders, States, Team memberships, Agency leadership).  A contractor has been engaged (Organization Development Enterprise) to market stakeholder engagement, but it is largely Agency/Fire folks who must place a heavy emphasis through their ranks on the importance of immediate field response, as well as upward outreach to agency/partner leadership for support.  A wide array of stakeholders is desired to mitigate biases and provide the best quality feedback.

Based on feedback, the project team expects to develop a recommended organization model for NWCG by May 2011.  NWCG at that time may create a new team to work on the implementation methodology.  

More information, including an organizational model rating tool, an organizational model comparative matrix, detailed descriptions of the current alternatives, a questionnaire, webinars, deliberative workshops, etc., will soon be posted to the project website.  Immediate feedback can be submitted at:
IMsuccessionplanning@gmail.com.  


WFDSS and the National Fire Decision Support Center Update– Marlena Hovorka
Powerpoint

The basic description of the Wildland Fire Decision Support System (WFDSS) is a system that is linear, scalable, publishes decision documents as often as needed and is nimble with situation changes.  It is important to emphasize that WFDSS is decision support, not a decision making process.  

WFDSS has enjoyed wide popularity in that local units get Line Officers, IMTs, GMACs, etc., to articulate their rationale in the decision documents.  IMTs can easily develop action plans from Line Officer documents which then easily roll up to Geographic Area wide plans.  

In 2010, over 12,000 incidents were entered into WFDSS, the Southwest used it heavily and Decision Support Centers were stood up in Southwest and Alaska; additional specialists supported Southern Area.  

A look down the road for WFDSS includes:  unit level strategic objectives capability, unit level shape files that can be uploaded pre-season, the ability to order strategic objectives/management requirements, and KML/KMZ for use in Google Earth.  More future capability includes establishing data standards that can link WFDSS to the ICS 209 and Firecode applications to reduce redundant data entry and help populate reports.  RAVAR will be added to the Decision Support Centers in spring of 2011.  

As usual, there will be a multitude of trainings, workshops, webinars, and short videos available to get people up and running on WFDSS.  The Help Desk will be formally transitioning to an IBM contract.  

Questions can be directed to Lisa Elenz at 208-387-5658.


Federal Fire Plan – Dick Bahr

Lessons learned during the 2010 fire season:  
1. Unified direction.  What happened with the Federal Fire Plan is that each management unit took the information and added its own cover memo.  What the Policy Group believed to be one clear message was interpreted a million ways.  
2. Terminology.  The Policy Group was slow in getting terminology to the field, and discovered the hard way that terminology needs to be timely to be effective.  Also, “jargon” or NWCG labels have not turned to be broadly effective.  What has turned out to be effective is clear text:  who, what, when, where, why, and how.  Say what you’re doing.  “Full Suppression” in clear text is “full perimeter control at the smallest size”.  
3. Work Collaboratively.  Units are not talking each other BEFORE a fire starts, and it’s a definite issue for the downwind neighbor.  
4. Accountability in Tracking.  We roll up information very subjectively, very disparately--which results in really disparate reporting.  
5. Resources must be available for Scale-up/Scale-down situations.  They weren’t, and that makes Management Action Points hard to implement no matter how good your plan is.  
6. Standardize human-caused suppression situations.  There is agency to agency guidance disparity.  And prosecution associated with trespass fires is a whole other huge issue.
7. Cost Share Discussions.  If these discussions do not happen pre-season, we will always disagree on how cost share should happen.
8. Communities and Communication.  We don’t use the same terms, the same language, and our message to the public is not clear.  
9. Define the intent of WFDSS.  The field does not know if data entered into WFDSS are official records and if so, Agency Administrators are hesitant to enter any kind of “Decision Record”.  
10. Cost Containment for Today or Tomorrow?  Units are struggling with how “cost containment” is measured.  Any fire is cheaper today to immediately put out, but may result in a higher cost down the road.  To the contrary, a long duration fire may cost more now but prevent the mega fire in the future.  Managers don’t have a good grasp of which way they are should be managing or what tools to use.     
11. Capacity.  Due to dwindling nationally shared resources and/or critical tactical resources, development of Type 3 organizations are increasing.  But funding and logistical capability are limited.  It’s becoming a struggle to get local units what they need or help them build their own.  
12. Clear Protection Objectives.  The code comparing values, hazards, risks, etc., is not easily deciphered.  When is a structure a value or a risk?  RAVAR and/or FSPro graphics are not easily interpreted by the lay person.  

The general position of attendees is that there is a lot of great guidance available, but no one is sure of the best method to distribute it to the field.  There are issues when the wrong jurisdiction gets all the questions/complaints, and we are not good at getting everyone to talk pre-season.  Or conversely we have the pre-season group hug that turns out badly or when partners back out?  It is considered a best practice to avoid having solicitors solve things after the fact.

The Policy Group did actually receive a lot of success stories from firefighters and Agency Administrators where things went well in 2010.  Firefighters are doing well with their understanding of the “new world” of fire, as is a good portion of the public.   Agency Administrators are working better from their Land Management Plans.  Their concerns are for when approvals are at levels too high above reality—too high above the people who live with the results of decisions daily.  
  
The discussion inevitably turned to “how many Long Duration fires can we support on the ground at once?” since Federal Fire Policy has not yet been put to the test by an active season.  The consensus in the room is that there needs to be lot more communication—and more forward looking management i.e. 14-30 days out as opposed to 3-5 days.  Communication needs to evolve to contrast MAPs to the needs of emerging incidents; there are few people in the agencies with skill in this kind of messaging and they need to be teaching it.  NMAC and GMACs are still detailing what kind of information roll up they need for decision support in prioritization, and how it should be rolled up when there isn’t much reporting past an initial 209.  This all affects how “drawdown” must be approached and how Preparedness Levels are defined.  

The NMAC-GMAC AAR attendees confirm that they would like to see these kinds of messages in the pre-season leaders’ intent documents.  


Incident Business Management Update – Sarah Fisher, Cheryl Molis

The 2012 re-write of the Interagency Incident Business Management Handbook (IIBMH) is now being reviewed by Subject Matter Expert groups and expected to be issued for field review from May to August 2011.  

The AD Pay plan will be incorporating All Hazard positions.  The pay rates will not change in conjunction with the freezing of federal salaries. 

Lessons Learned with the Oil Spill
· Co-locating pay centers and streamlining pay processes can spare many heart aches.  Incident Business has no agreements in place to cover an Oil Spill situation, and only the Coast Guard had authority to spend PRFA dollars.  The system bottlenecked at the approval level so centralized processing was the only way to get things done.   
· States or other entities hiring Casual Hire employees (ADs) need to be aware at the time of hire that ADs need to pay taxes in the State from which they are hired.  This needs to be addressed with the AD at the time of hire.  Central hiring for Casual Hire may be a viable additional option, but the system needs flexibility.  It works well for units that don’t have established hiring locations.  
· There is potential to use our AD Pay Plan for additional Bureaus within the DOI when needed, but there would need to also be supporting business practices.  
· The DOI Office of Emergency Management has been tasked to develop an All Hazard version of the Interagency Incident Business Management Handbook.  Many of the processes are the same, but the authorities are different and the governances are different for a non-fire emergency.  

Master Agreement update: 
Agreements are in place between cooperators basically to avoid redundant billing of each other.  There is a Federal agreement for wildland fire agencies and a Cooperative/Stafford Act agreement between wildland fire agencies and States.  The Cooperative Agreement template was updated in 2008 by NWCG, at the same time the Federal agreement was expiring so it was also updated to create consistency across the two.  

In our existing and proposed Cooperative Wildland Fire and Stafford Act agreement template,  the jurisdictional agency is responsible for reimbursement to state resources (inter or intrastate) responding to a federal incident.  This practice is currently clean for the Forest Service with only one payment office, but somewhat more complicated on the DOI side.  The BLM will develop their business process and distribute as appropriate before the field season.  On a multi-jurisdictional federal incident, the primary agency is determined at the onset and States would bill that agency per an executed Cooperative agreement with that agency.  Compact agreements could be the mechanism for state resources responding to a state incident if the compacts have been activated.  A follow-up meeting between FS representatives and NASF is planned to discuss authorities for billing, reimbursement and potential impacts of proposed changes on the national mobilization of state resources.  For Stafford Act responses, billings by the sub-tasked agencies will need to be submitted through the ESF primary tasked agency to FEMA. 


All Hazard Mobilizations – Kim Christensen
Handout:  All Hazard Position Mnemonics

When it comes to mobilizing resources for All Hazard (non-fire and/or non-Stafford Act) incidents, some common observations in post Oil Spill discussions include:
· There is a need to determine commonly used positions and qualifications for All Hazard response
· There is a need to develop a qualifications guide and governance structure
· A system needs to be developed for management of qualifications such as IQS or IQCS
· There is a need for an All Hazard Business Management Handbook and Mobilization Guide
· There is a need to develop, or use an existing, dispatch resource ordering and statusing system

These types of mobilizations are becoming increasingly frequent, so we need to be proactive in developing management strategies and practices.  With the Oil Spill, there was a definite lack of understanding of hiring authorities (PRFA, etc.) that resulted in a lack of knowing “who was authorized to perform what work and for whom”.  There was a lack of understanding of the potential risk associated with oil spill assignments and therefore lack of established or consistent safety training or parameters on the kinds of assignments that are appropriate for wildland fire resources.  The AD process was awkward; multiple agency approval processes; too many THSPs; all slowed things down and mobilizing resources to the Oil Spill became extremely labor intensive for dispatch offices.   

DOI leadership was unimpressed with how the Oil Spill effort played out and directed their Office of Emergency Management to initiate a system for mobilizing non-traditional resources.  NMAC does not want a parallel system to what’s already in place for mobilizing fire response, and supports enhancing the existing system.  Center Managers and representatives of the incident Coordination System have engaged in discussion with DOI; there would be a heavy front-end load to amend the current system to handle non-fire emergencies, but that up-front investment should expedite things in the long run.  The follow up to an expanded system would be to put business practices in place to prioritize resources between concurrent events, such as a hurricane response and an escalating fire situation.  

DOI has drafted an All Hazard Qualifications Guide that is currently in review; these positions will be cross-checked for conflicting mnemonics with existing NWCG/ICS standards and then established in ROSS.  It is necessary for fire management to stay engaged with efforts to improve on the All Hazard mobilization process, or other entities will duplicate our Business Management Handbook and Mobilization Guide and move on with a duplicative system.  The DOI expectation is for resolution on a short timeline, which may impair the ability to be deliberative or strategic.  Fire managers should be creating opportunities to communicate widely about how we respond to emergencies, particularly to the bureaus and agencies that are not commonly tapped for resources.  USDA has some of the same issues though the Forest Service is the lead agency for ESF4 functions and is therefore influential on the process.  There is a definite place at the DOI All Hazard table for the Forest Service to engage.  One system of governance can help make sure that position codes have discrete meanings and defined paths to qualifications, supporting safety as ultimately the highest concern.  

It is hoped that DHS funding can be leveraged for the front-end loading of a larger mobilization process.  The wildland fire agencies have no funding stream for non-fire preparedness.  FEMA, while in the middle of their own reorganization efforts, does not want to re-invent the wheel and would support using fire’s existing system.  DOI has not allowed time to wait for a FEMA assessment.   

Group discussion raised the issue of response versus recovery (Stafford Act) and whether or not the National Response Framework hasn’t already defined the level of involvement for wildland fire agencies in non-fire events.  Other concerns are that we may be launching a huge effort and price tally for a need that may be too infrequent to realize a return on investment.   


Interagency Dispatch Improvement Project (IDIP) – Tom Wordell
Handout:  IDIP Update to NMAC-GMAC December 2010

This project grew out of the Dispatch efficiency study associated with the now defunct OMB Circular A-76 requirements.  The Interagency Interoperability Oversight Group (IIOG) wanted to be sure, however, that the study recommendations did not fall through any bureaucratic cracks and initiated the IDIP to address all dispatch issues across all partners/cooperators (the A-76 study had a federal fire only focus).  

IDIP deliverables include:
· Development of a national dispatch strategic plan—work has begun following the Center Managers’ strategic plan, with actually a lot of carryover.  This plan would not supercede the Center Manager plan(s).   
· Develop recommendations for a permanent governance structure—Fire has a good governance model in place, but other functions in dispatch centers have disparate chains of command.  
· Charter a field-based Dispatch Optimization pilot study—meetings are planned to begin in December to set this up.  The pilot areas will be California, Southwest, and west Texas for a 12-18 month pilot.  The field study “bridge” team is slated to include Susie Stingley, Kelly Castillo, and Mike Dudley as the Bridge Team Coordinator.  
· Develop interagency standards to address business issues—which is a work in progress.  
The bottom line of the pilot is to identify the scope of Fire funded dispatch centers and whether the situations from state to state or Geographic Area to Geographic Area are so disparate that standardization is not feasible.  One of the main outcomes of the pilot is to develop methodologies to make dispatch optimization into an “apples to apples” process; to help build a toolbox for all Areas to do assessments toward optimization.   

Group discussion expresses field concerns that in the face of declining budgets, the results of the pilot will become mandates for dispatch centers.  There is also concern that by modeling for Administrative functions and/or Law Enforcement in addition to Fire, the original mission may be shortchanged; we may end up sacrificing the current level of service quality to adapt to other missions.  The optimization methodologies might be more acceptable if they were modular by dispatch components, so each center could customize an assessment.  

More information can be found at the link to IDIP from www.iiog.gov, and questions can be directed to Tom at 208-890-0274 until the end of March 2011.  


Wildland Fire Institute (WFI) update – Deb Fleming
Powerpoint

The first concept discussion happened in July of 2009 after Merrie Johnson had been to Corporate University training and felt it could apply to NWCG.  A contractor was hired to develop a business case for change from the current training model.  The case includes points such as:
· The current system makes it very difficult to track training costs
· A shared infrastructure and shared technology enable a widely accessible learning system
· Redundancy can be eliminated
· Training can be leveraged throughout the entire fire community
· A seamless learning model from hire to retire can be developed for fire personnel
· Training can be used to achieve strategic priorities  as outlined in the QFFR

By July of 2010 a business plan and concept model were completed; work is continuing on a launch plan and a staffing crosswalk.  The current training community desires to strengthen the talent pipeline, improve workforce capability, and increase the speed to competency for the next generation of fire personnel.  The contractors were driven by a desire to reduce fatalities and saw a definite tie to training.  We spend too much time in “in the seat” learning, and not enough pre-work or follow up.  

The purpose statement for the WFI is to prepare the current and future wildland fire and aviation workforce from hire to retire.  The vision is for an integrated learning and developmental network.  The mission statement revolves around leveraging ideas toward common goals.  It is believed this is done most effectively when all training resources are centralized and made accessible electronically (such as virtual classrooms).  IFPM and 401 issues can easily be incorporated into this kind of system.  

A focus on skill gaps should help eliminate the perennial critical shortages of tactical resources.  Career development paths should be easily identified and available.  A single system of record (or at least systems that communicate with each other) would comprehensively document learning history.  Learning and performance metrics would help track training viability.  

The proposed structure and governance would be a fourth branch of NWCG, a Learning and Development branch under the NWCG Executive Board.  It would require a Corporate University Board of Directors, a Branch Coordinator, and multiple Deans. Deans are a key oversight for specific content areas above and beyond the core competencies.  If implementation were begun immediately, the WFI could not go live until FY 2014 at the earliest.  In the near timeline, NWCG may only work toward short term goals to identify gaps and redundancies, address funds spent on training that is never used, and enhance career development.  

Though the current Southern Area Fire Academy is very similar to this concept model, there is no vehicle to make it available nationwide, and NWCG doesn’t want to control what Geographic Area academies are doing.


Risk Management Committee Update – Michelle Ryerson, Tony Beitia
Handout:  Emergency Management Planning and Service texts from the 2011 Red Book

The Dutch Creek investigation brought management inconsistencies to the surface with regard to emergency medical produces; per Dutch Creek direction several standards have been compiled and established by NWCG and will be in the Red Book for 2011.  A take-home statement related to Dutch Creek:  make sure you know how to assure an air ambulance will come if you order it.  In the 2010 season, dispatches that had sound protocols, briefing guides, and templates in place were actively involved in successful outcomes to responding to medical emergencies; others were not able to communicate with air ambulances and had poor experiences.  Incident personnel need to know what capabilities are available on their incident and establish risk assessments accordingly.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]Some recommendations that appeared most frequently in Accident Prevention Analyses (APA) and Facilitated Learning Analyses (FLA) focused on the need for pre-season simulations with the field, dispatch, neighbors, partners, etc., using existing dispatch plans and briefing guides for accidents; and the need to develop “incident within incident” protocol.  Dispatchers need to be involved, in charge, and providing Incident Commanders the information they need, from Initial Attack through Type 3 management levels.  Employees need to know what to do between an incident, or a non-fire related accident, and dispatch.  Simulations help local units find gaps and test their plans.  Write-ups on 2010 APAs and FLAs can be found on the Lessons Learned Center website.  

The new 215A risk assessment appeared to be effective based on 2010 experiences.  This process enhanced the High Reliability Organization (HRO) mindset—the preoccupation with failure that drives the “what if” planning.  The Risk Management Committee is working a current effort to standardize the risk management process.  

The EMS subcommittee is doing good work to identify the scope of practice for medical units, develop standards of care, and the Fireline IMT issue is back in the forefront again.  Improvements have been made on the I-Suite injury module application, but policy still does not require use of it on incidents.  


International Support Update—Bodie Shaw 

The Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression (TEWS) legislation authorizes international response under the United States Code for emergency situations only.  Relationships with our international partners have developed to a place where technical exchanges are value-added, but not authorized by current law.  However, as the history of overseas deployments adds up and the 2011 expression of interest numbers have caught the attention of high level administration, it is anticipated that authorities for non-emergency support may be made available—the new appropriations language is not bound by the USC, and the Tort language issues have been resolved.  Regarding the relationship with Australia alone, the new premier in Victoria has expressed desire for help to meet the recommendations from their Royal Commission.  The relationship is actually partnership and collaboration with common goals.  What they learn from us and what we learn from them is continual capability and capacity building.  

Other updates:  
· The IMET mobilization has been shifted to NOAA.  
· Solicitors will take on the issue of deploying State, Tribal, and/or Casual Hire resources overseas when the new amendments are in place. 

If the way is cleared for technical exchanges funded by preparedness dollars (likely with a Prescribed Fire focus), there will be many other countries interested in these kinds of exchanges.  NICC/NMAC has handled the deployments well to date, but if the practice expands there needs to be further development of the business practices, i.e. a better understanding of the authorities, a more pointed outreach and roster system for the technical needs.  Each GMAC needs to communicate how the outreach response candidates are vetted for assignment.  

Deployments to Mexico would require some reawakening of old agreements and status assessments.  Deployments to Canada continue to be seamless; we have the same Length of Assignment guidance, same qualifications, predictable requests, and a multitude of compacts and agreements through which to handle the finance end. 

The new electronic application for interest expression is working well.  It has multiple sort and report capabilities, and will be able to store all the applicant records at the national level for skill rosters.


Bin Items—

· IMT Recruiting:  the field is concerned over the disparity in electronic IMT applications—they are smooth for the individual Geographic Area but scattered—there is no way to weight the strength of team members or balance composition.  Applicants with multiple qualifications are not always represented correctly.  There is no standard out of GA approval process—and crossing GA lines always brings up the issues of response time and safety.  Most GAs prefer that IMT qualified folks in their Area apply to teams in their Area, but it’s better to have them serving on a team outside the Area as opposed to no team because they were denied the opportunity to roster out of GA.  Kenan Jaycox volunteered to coordinate with the GA contacts and help consolidate IMT application issues.  

· Preparedness Levels and Managed Fire:  Is it possible to develop standard triggers for Preparedness indicators when multiple long duration or other than full perimeter control fires are on the landscape but not on the national horizon?  Would they be forecast related, as in the potential for events that would escalate resource need?  Are there any other particular reporting criteria that would help assess the full situation?  Is there any meaning in a metric of % work completed when the work goals for each fire are not standard?  Predictive Services should be heavily engaged in this dilemma and not just focus on weather forecasts.  

· Reporting Definitions:  Revisiting the relevance of reporting % work completed, i.e. what does it mean?  It does not communicate how much work is left to do or how long resources are likely to be needed.  The larger question is whether the 209 is designed to be an Operations document or a Situation report.  

Action Item:  Assign a Task Team to develop fire reporting options based on relevant manager need.  
Lead:  Kim Christensen
Deadline:  Tasking will be formalized by January 7, 2011

· ICS 209 Fire Strategy entry:  the current drop-down for fire strategies provides three choices.  It is unclear to the field what management is trying to gather from that block and are we getting what we need from it?  Feedback in the room confirms that basically, we are all struggling with what to label things and how to describe it in a short concise manner.  Kim Christensen will look into adding this issue to the task group mentioned above to see if it may end up being associated with the ICS 209 Revision under NWCG.

· IC Substitution:  Billy Terry will submit a Briefing Paper to NMAC requesting a revisit of the Mob Guide requirement for an IMT to stand down when the IC and Deputy IC are both unavailable.  Are there any circumstances that could merit exception?  

· Crosswalk for Prior Experience:  There is interest in the possibility of developing a crosswalk for prior experience similar to the 310-1 structure fire crosswalk.  It seems that areas like Logistics, Plans, or Finance from outside 310-1 experience could be suited to this model to boost career path and minimize unnecessary additional training.  It is unclear how many additional resources this may actually produce, however.  The crosswalk baseline would need to be defined (i.e. the USFA crosswalk is based on NFPA, etc.).  NMAC will forward any Briefing Papers on this to the appropriate NWCG Branch. 

· GACC to GACC Airtanker orders:  NMAC requests any feedback from the 2010 season to support better defined direction.  NMAC expects to have a new memo in place prior to the 2011 Western fire season.  The issue of Airtanker pilots flying to their home base for days off without notifying anyone will be discussed at this winter’s ATBM meeting.  Neal Hitchcock will brief Scott Fisher.  

Closeout--

Most GMACs expressed that they would like to see the NMAC-GMAC and the GACGAC agendas finalized earlier, with desired outcomes of the meetings identified.  

The next meeting dates will be November 29, 2011 for the GACGAC meeting and November 30-December 1 for the NMAC-GMAC.  Thanks to all who attended and participated.  

-End-
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