 NMAC/GMAC Fall Meeting
December 2-3, 2009
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 2008 Action Items – Lyle Carlile 
Handout:  2008 Action Items 

Lyle Carlile opened the meeting reiterating that the NMAC-GMAC Meeting has been scheduled and conducted each Fall since 2003 and continues to be a valuable exchange.  NMAC Chairs will rotate on January 1, to the Forest Service member (Karyn Wood) and the vice Chair will go to Fish & Wildlife Service (Brian McManus).  A follow up of Action Items from the 2008 meeting are summarized below:  
· The item to distribute Southern Area Lessons Learned on working with FEMA and managing under Emergency Declarations was not completed; Steve Weaver from Southern Area will check on the status and whether this information has been posted on the internet.  If it is posted, NMAC will follow through by distributing the url to the GMAC Chairs and/or Center Managers. 
· The item on forwarding telecommunication issues to CIO groups continues to be an ongoing effort to increase awareness in the IT arena.  The CIOs formed an Interagency Interoperability Oversight Group that is now engaged with various stakeholders in Fire and Aviation Management.  In 2009 they made field visits and were briefed at NIFC on current interagency communications and IT issues. 
· The item on designating dedicated staging areas for PL4/5, where crew rotations, equipment maintenance, etc., can be managed in satellite locations that facilitate but do not interfere with operations was completed prior to the 2009 Western fire season.  The operation has not been fully put to the test, given the understated fire season in 2009. 
· The item to add an update on EMS and Fire to the annual agenda has been completed.  
The items that are on-going will remain on the list.  


GACGAC Annual Meeting Update: – Christie Neill
Handout:  Geographic Area Coordinating Group Advisory Council--                           Talking Points for NMAC and NWCG

All Geographic Area (GAs) representatives were present in this year’s meeting save Eastern Area.  The purpose is to improve communication and cooperation between GMACs and NWCG entities as well.  Even though 2009 was a relatively slow fire season, several issues still came forward – see handout for more specific information, the high points are itemized below.  The GACGAC Chair rotates to California for 2010 and Kim Zagaris of CALEMA (formerly California OES) will fill the role, with Pacific Northwest providing the vice Chair.  

· All GAs support changing the Mobilization Guide format to match the Interagency Standards for Fire and Fire Aviation Operations (Red Book) format.  This change in format can be phased in as practical for each GA, there is no expectation that everyone change immediately.  Western Great Basin has already completed the change, and has distributed the template to the other GACCs for use if desired.  
· All GAs support the use of the Forest Service application for Virtual Incident Procurement (VIPR) to create contracts and agreements for firefighting resources and develop “Best Value” rankings.  Currently, the VIPR Best Value for engines pertains only to the equipment and does not include the performance of the crew(s).  The GACGAC recommends that a national standard evaluation be developed for engine crew performance and that the crew performance be included in Best Value rankings for engines.  
· All GAs state that the governance of NMAC/NICC/NWCG and Coordinating Groups/ Coordinators is still unclear; decisions are still not documented well and there should be more transparent communication.  Roles and responsibilities of each governing entity are not clear to the GAs, and NMAC business rules should be clear and succinct.  
· All GAs are concerned with the lack of direction on how to report multiple objective fires for 2010.  
· All GAs understand that the national strategy for IMT configuration, typing, qualifications, etc., lies largely in the NWCG arena, but they will continue to voice their concern that it is difficult for them to manage their IMTs without knowing what the long term strategy is.  
· All GAs support a national strategy for GACC to GACC Agreements for IA.  The strategy should cover all national resources, not just Airtankers.  Representatives from California, Pacific Northwest, Great Basin, Southwest, Northern Rockies, and Alaska have expressed interest in developing the strategy in coordination with the national level.

NMAC Follow ups:  VIPR issues; NMAC/NICC/NWCG governance clarification; GACC to GACC IA Agreements.  The IMT National Strategy is in the purview of NWCG but NMAC will remain involved.   


Geographic Area 2009 Fire Season Overview

Alaska:  – Dave Curry
Powerpoint

Though the 2009 season is frequently referred to as a light or quiet season, 2009 in Alaska was anything but that.  Alaska recorded its 9th largest fire season since 1939, and interestingly, three of the worst seasons since 1939 have occurred in the last five years.  The 2009 season was unique in that most of the active fires recorded their starts in May (the hottest and driest May in central Alaska in over 80 years); smoldered through a cool, damp June; became very active in the hottest July ever recorded in central Alaska and burned into a rare late season ending in August.  Seasonal outlooks had forecast a well below normal season but an unexpected mid-season transition from La Niña to El Niño created warmer, drier conditions instead.  It is accepted widely that forecasting more than a week out in Alaska is difficult at best. 

Alaska hit Preparedness Level 5 in the first week of August, normally the time when zoned management is phasing to limited/modified suppression tactics and winding down the season.  Significant rainfall occurred on August 10, dampening fuels enough for the beginning of the end.  Alaska resources were engaged locally for the entire season, none of the local Type 2 crews had an assignment in the lower 48 states for the first time in many years.  Additionally, Type 2 IA and Type 1 crews from other GACCs were much appreciated support, including crews from Eastern and Southern Area that normally wouldn’t have mobilized as far as Alaska.  Other key support resources were Smokejumpers and Aviation personnel.  By going into August, Alaska was put in the unusual-for-them position of competing with the other GACCs for certain resources.  

Alaska used a wide array of Aviation assets including Airtankers, CL-215s (Scoopers), medium and light helicopters.  Under the Northwest Compact, Canadian aviation support was also brought in, and there was even a volunteer drop by the Evergreen 747. 

Long Term Analysts (LTANs) at the Coordination Center were invaluable, WFDSS was used extensively.  AKCC is looking into funding a permanent long range planning position into the GACC as well as Forest Service representation.  

Other points of interest:
· Alaska assigned its first NIMO Team at Shanta Creek
· Lessons learned are being put toward developing better financial processes for Complexes
· Alaska recorded a notable safety record for the number of resources, especially aviation, assigned there for the bulk of the season
· Dense smoke for prolonged periods of time delayed/cancelled flights and significantly hampered mobilization efforts.  Smoke issues and politics are still at the forefront due to the impact on tourism which provides vital income to Alaska.  
· Alaska is dependent on support from the other GACCs in a busy season (and VERY appreciative for that support).  

Southern Area: – Samuel Larry

A person could check Southern Area Situation Reports any day of the year and find some kind of activity with a managed response taking place, often in the absence of media coverage.  Southern Area has a wide diversity of agency and local government, fuel types, fire behaviors, Wildland Urban Interface, tropical storm patterns, large states and very small states of which emergency management is challenging compontnt.  Summer is usually the slowest time during which Southern Area is focused on supporting the Western fire season.  In 2009 Southern Area supported Alaska.  

As a Geographic Area, 2009 saw steady fire activity continue for a fifth year in Texas and Oklahoma, and 8 named Tropical Storms affected the southeast.  Though the storms didn’t wreak much damage they dropped a lot of rain; TS Ida dropped up to 13” of rain in places.  Ida tracked all the way to Maine, ending an 18 month drought across much of her path.  

Other points of interest:
· Smoke management is an issue in Southern Area as it is everywhere else.
· Pay issues are a challenge for Southern Area resources, coming from so many non-federal cooperators.  Work is ongoing to develop better processes.  The Debit Card pilot was not implemented in 2009 as was hoped.  
· Southern Area also puts lots of energy into the highly regarded Fire Training Academy.  Courses are open to anyone; the 2010 announcement is currently posted on the internet.  
· Southern Area supports a multitude of IMTs, 36 State organizations and 11 IMT2s that meet national standards.  There is an ongoing effort to raise the standards of all teams to ICS national standards.  NIMO has helped facilitate shadow assignments with federal teams, though availability outside the home jurisdiction varies with each team.   Southern Area also provides I-420 courses to help non federal IMTs meet federal standards.  Marketing must be continual to encourage State and local governments to align with federal training and standards. 
· There is increasing interest among the States to develop a strong Type 3 organization skillset.   


Round Robin GMAC Report Out:

Alaska:    (in addition to information presented earlier)
· Field delivery of S-420 and L-480 went very well.  
· Planning further academies for Emergency Firefighters to gain more advanced training.  
· Would like to develop an agreement allowing and outlining the use of Canadian Airtankers.
· Will be re-doing the Alaska orientation to modernize and improve information for out of area resources.

Northwest:  
· Record temperatures in July were followed by record rainfall in the eastern half of the GA.  The slower season didn’t lend itself to testing out reallocation strategies, but a good year nonetheless.  
· Working on a strategic look at hoist lift capable helicopters and when to use them.  Northwest has developed a Briefing Paper that can be distributed to interested GACCs (contact Ken Snell). 
· Interested in improving VIPR and dispatch priorities. 
· 217 contract crews are qualified for national assignment on the 2009 Crew Contract.
· Assigned a NIMO team in late season to manage alternate approaches to full suppression.
· Dan O’Brien developed a Predictive Services Support Center of Excellence at the GACC to provide analysis on emerging fires; Dan will be working with Tom Zimmerman on template to enable Geographic Area centers to fill the gaps where there are no fully qualified LTAN/FBAN types.  
· Continued to use 3-4 person Strategic Assessment teams that support Agency Administrator development of a 5-15 page implementation plan.  Northwest has been doing this for several years, similar to the Northern Rockies process, and it works quite well.  

Northern California:  
· Redding Smokejumpers had their earliest jumps on record, in April. 
· 2009 season was drier than last year and actually saw more lightning, but fewer large fires than 2008 (only one went longer than 14 days).
· NIMO involved on three assignments, with shadow teams.  NICC re-rostered the ATL NIMO team to North Ops, which saved a lot of mobilization work.  Working on roles and responsibilities for NIMO engagement. 
· The time NIMO spent with the “.25” National Forests in North Ops, pre-identifying staging packages based on event criteria was value-added.  Preparedness plans were developed by event criteria and staging packages were assembled in anticipation of events.  The staged resources were available for quick mobilization and team commitments were kept to less than a week as a result.
·  The 2009 safety record was concerning.  Work is ongoing on Lessons Learned, particularly the Human Factors aspect.  

Southern California:
· Had anticipated an early fire season after the fourth year in a row of well below normal precipitation, low fuel moistures and record low ERCs.  It did turn out to be a busy season; most of the acreage was in the southern end of southern California.  The Station fire was the largest recorded fire in LA County history.  
· 20 IMT activations:  5 Interagency IMT1s, 10 Interagency IMT2s, 5 State IMT2s and 2 NIMOs.  NIMOs also did WFDSS training on the “.25” Forests.  
· Did limited testing on the Martin Mars Airtanker. 
· Developed a Geographic Area Aviation Strategy. 
· Did extensive work on the Cooperative Fire Management Agreement.  
· Extended the Interagency Prescribed Fire Agreement and it includes Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Defense to increase opportunities to work with neighbors.  
· CWCG is increasing participation and engagement, working to be more formalized and establish governance. 
· The Operations Group is very interested in the long range IMT strategy, particularly configuration and typing.

Northern Rockies:
· Very quiet season – 3 days at PL3 and 3 IMT assignments totaling 19 days.  Number of lightning strikes and fire starts were near normal, but lightning was followed by enough rain to keep acres burned well below normal. 
· Used Type 3 organizations extensively and they were very successful.
·  States are struggling to understand the new interpretation of federal fire policy.  This affects cost share agreements as the States are concerned they will be picking up at least part of the tab for Resource Benefit fires.  
· NIMO was in the GA this season doing work similar to that done in California, working with Type 3 organizations, and supporting workshops.  Planning on 120 days in 2010 season. 
· Training Center is very busy:  testing an L-580 course, developing Northern Rockies leadership, focus on ATGS and Section Chiefs, working to fill gaps where there are critical shortages.  There is also a focus on developing multi-function teams that mobilize shorter and are more nimble than the traditional IMT.  
· Planning on Zone workshops for Agency Administrators and Fire Management Officers on the incident priority process.  
· Trying to be more forward looking on Type 3 management.  Type 3 qualified personnel are a “pool” of capability, not dedicated teams and they can end up with a different roster every time they are mobilized.  Type 3 organizations have been managing increasingly higher complexities; many have worked with NIMO to learn to write long term plans.  
· Concerned with multiple typing of contract equipment; this creates confusion for dispatch.  

Rocky Mountain:
· Concerns over a dry spring gave way to record moisture until the end of June, so fire season was short and all stats were below average. 
· No IMT1 or IMT2 assignments this season, but had great success with Type 3 organizations.   They are statusing a total of 4 IMTs altogether with the elimination of the dedicated Fire Use Team. 
· Federal fire policy implementation complicated reporting, especially with a lack of national direction on reporting.  Multiple objective fire management also affects resource prioritization and drawdown thresholds.  
· Working on a new draft of the MAC Group Charter, the MAC Group will be more advisory than having significant authorities.  A decision support group cadre has been developed; Forest Service will chair that group.  
· NIMO has been assigned to work on the Bark Beetle mitigation.  

Southwest:
· The 2009 season never really got going but it never really ended either.  They had fewer than average number of fires but they burned above average acres, due mostly to Multiple Objective fire management.  
· Deployed a wide array of organization types, virtually all local resources got an assignment if they wanted one.  
· Building Critical Incident Stress Management training capability.  
· Addressing dispatch overlap.   Mitigating overlaps currently with increased communication between jurisdictions.  
· SWCC manager engaged with Predictive Services as a liaison and business representative.  
· Concerned about the changing environment of reporting on multiple fire types.  Drawdown measures will need to be reframed with respect to how prioritization and allocation will be affected when multiple objective fires are widespread on the landscape.  

Eastern Area:
· Drought was predominant early in the spring fire season and persisted throughout the season on the northern tier and in the Great Lakes area.  
· State jurisdictions sustained the highest fire occurrence in 2009; the Black Pine fire in Michigan caused the most damage including 34 structures lost.  
· El Niño is a large player in the 2010 outlook, creating probability of a warm winter with below normal precipitation across the Ohio Valley and potentially a very early start to fire season.
· The GMAC is developing an IMT2 with Barbara Bonefeld as the IC.  
· The Eastern Area Intelligence Coordinator (funded by NIFC BIA) has just taken a new job, hope to be backfilling soon.
· Expecting a physical office move by June 2011.
· Discussions in progress on Eastern Area positioning an Airtanker at the start of their season.  

Southern Area:  (in addition to information presented earlier)
· Major initiatives are Safety, Succession Planning, and Hazardous Fuels.
· The Forest Service hired a Regional Aviation Officer and a Regional Aviation Safety Manager.
· Had good success using the Lessons Learned Center server to accept applications for IMTs. 
· Building Type 2 IA capacity in coordination with the Job Corps to supply entry level firefighters for both Southern Area and Eastern Area. 
· Customizing 420 sessions to focus on filling critical gaps like Operations Section Chiefs. 
· The Regional Academy of 300 and 400 level ICS courses has been very successful and continues to expand its offerings.
· Concerned over difficulty in getting S-520 candidates into the sessions.  

Eastern Great Basin:
· Evaluating how long duration fires affect Preparedness Level thresholds.
· Reported all fires not suppressed within the first 72 hours with at least an initial 209 to aid in tracking, regardless of size.  
· Mobilized one long IMT2 and one short IMT2.  Great Basin teams are nimble to go either way. 
· Used Type 3 teams widely this season; mobilized Type 3 teams out of the Geographic Area for the first time. 
· Concerned about the legacy reporting systems, WFDSS, terminology changes, and other process changes that need to be fixed/reconciled before the 2010 season kicks in.   

Western Great Basin:
· Below average fire season; there was an average or better number of starts but not enough fuels to develop into heavy management needs.  
· No good opportunity to mobilize the dedicated Type 3 teams, though interest in that program remains high. 
· Carson City BLM sustained a fatality (SEAT crash) and there were two CISM deployments. 
· Implemented more of a move up and cover preparedness strategy this season, particularly in anticipation of supporting California.  
· Concerns with the ROSS move to COGNOS including training, access, server support and reliability, user friendliness (or lack thereof) of the report functions. 
· Maintaining 2 IMT1s and 6 IMT2s, concerned about the dwindling federal capacity.  
· Great Basin Training Center is operating at full capacity.  A needs assessment has been done to focus on courses that are most needed.
· The Rocky Basin Incident Business group is very functional and proactive.  Very willing to mentor folks to build capacity. 
· Hosted a Mobile IMT project (Thin Client and pre-supplied office trailers) with good feedback.  Have not completed cost analyses yet, will report that out to the IIOG.  More funding would be needed to continue the project; the dilemma is whether to invest in owning technology now that could quickly become obsolete or lease up to date technology season by season?   
· Will host CISM training in 2010.  


Incident EMS Update – Jan Peterson
Powerpoint
Handouts:  Incident Emergency Medical Task Group National Interagency Tactical Plan; National Association of State EMS Officials (NASEMSO) Resolution 2007-02

Incident EMS initiatives came about in 2007 after a member of the Idaho Physicians’ Commission visited a Medical Unit on an Idaho fire and realized there is no standardized medical control for that portion of incident management.  Official correspondence was received by Larry Sutton/NWCG Safety and Health Working Team, and the Incident Emergency Medical Task Group was re-chartered in response.  A tactical plan was drafted and a website developed (http://www.nwcg.gov/teams/shwt/iemtg/index.html) to encourage communication and keep stakeholders informed.  The IEMTG has generated wide interest, including FEMA and ESF8 (lead agency Health and Human Service) as more and more people realize there is no national minimum standard for medical treatment and licensing/credentialing requirements on incidents.  

A major accomplishment of the IEMTG is the development of a crosswalk that compares and contrasts all the policy and guidelines being used.  Licensing, credentialing, and national registry terminology and requirements have been clarified.  Minimum standards have now been set for federal Incident Medical Units, and work is ongoing toward having a minimum national standard of care developed by spring of 2010.  States and other cooperators are slowly beginning to align as well.  Medical Unit training courses and Position Task Books will be updated to reflect the changes.  There is work being done to establish a roster of the medical advisors for each State; and ground work being done to create a national Medical Unit Leader association, similar to the national IHC association.  

The IEMTG is a small but dedicated task group making a significant headway to reduce risk and improve management of medical services associated with incidents.   

Action Item:  Provide the IEMTG names of persons in your Geographic Area who are involved in EMS.
Lead: All
Deadline:  Prior to 2010 Fire Season




Accident Investigation and Authorities – Bill Kaage
Powerpoint 


Completion of the Serious Accident Investigation (SAI) on the Dutch Creek Incident (Andrew Palmer fatality) in northern California took nearly a year.  See the powerpoint for more information and the Findings and Recommendations are available at: http://www.nps.gov/fire/fire/fir_wil_fatality_investigation_dc.cfm

Many questions remain unanswered at this time; many involved persons have chosen not to divulge information.    However, issues with leadership, communication, and risk management are evidenced; the absence of clarity on who’s in charge was likely a component in the series of failures to respond to and expediently evacuate the injured employee.  

It is expected that NWCG will be assigned taskings from the Fire Executive Council (FEC) that tier from the SAI recommendations.    Incident Action Plans should include “incident within an incident” plans that mandate risk assessment and emergency medical transport procedures as part of the planning process.    

It’s always difficult to balance recommendations in response to serious accidents against the reality that fire is inherently dangerous and can be fatal.  The FEC will ask NWCG to formulate a tasking plan to implement the recommendations with certain tasks assigned to the National Park Service and United States Forest Service.  


Incident Business Update – Sarah Fisher
Handout:  NMAC-GMAC Incident Business Briefing

See the handout for more information, but the high points are:

· AD Pay Plan – there will be no significant changes made to the plan in 2010.  The Forest Service had considerable success in paying travel costs on the OF-288 (Firefighter timesheets) forms in 2009; in fact additional capability was added to the process as the season went along.  DOI is pursuing a similar waiver from a GovTrip requirement for 2010. 
· Though the 2010 Defense Authorization Bill includes language waiving dual compensation and lays out a much wider array of options for rehired annuitants than currently exists with DOI authority, business processes for federal fire management agencies will not likely be able to take advantage of this waiver until 2011.  
· The new agreement language regarding Supplemental Fire Department Resources combined with higher AD pay rates contributed to more of the reserve employees being hired as ADs in 2009.  A review will be done on Fire Departments that used creative definitions to circumvent the system. 
· The Incident Business Practices Working Team is overseeing work on a new information management tool to aid IMTs and Agency Administrators in making decisions (financial) on merging/splitting fires, or creating complexes.  An experimental scenario tool is being tested, i.e. costs of 1 fire with 1 IMT; 2 fires with 1 IMT; 1 fire with 2 IMTs, etc.
· Incident Based Automation is scheduled to pilot e-ISuite in the spring of 2011, in two versions for enterprise systems (office environment) and remote incident site (fire camp).  The advantages of this version include:  centralized entry, storage and backup of data; improved analysis capability; interface with electronic payment processes.  
· Incident Based Automation also piloted a Supply Module in 2009 on three California fires with great success.  More Geographic Areas are slated for tests in 2010.  Bottom line:  supply items are barcoded for electronic tracking and checkout via credit-type card.  An AAR of the 2009 pilot is available on the NWCG website. 


Geographic Area Level Aviation Strategy Pilot – Neal Hitchock
Powerpoint

The pool of available aviation assets has diminished in recent years as Department of Defense aircraft are engaged in active defense and CWN helicopters have found more lucrative work outside of fire response.  These situations are not likely to change any time soon.  This forces a more expedient management strategy for the remaining contracted assets (i.e. we can’t put a chicken in every pot any more).  A workshop was held last winter with some western GA representatives to brainstorm solutions for a pilot in 2009.  Note from this workshop are available on request.  

It was agreed that having an aviation asset assigned exclusively to an incident is no longer viable; rather aviation assets should be managed strategically on a larger scale, such as the Geographic Area tier as opposed to the local unit tier.  It was envisioned that a GA Aircraft Coordinator would prioritize aviation requests by strategies (as opposed to tactics), superimposed on a GA level risk assessment for alignment and acceptable risk.  The pilot was implemented at Great Basin, California, Northwest, and Northern Rockies for the 2009 season. 

Northwest:
· The GA level management was very sensitive to being too tactical, and routinely pushed operational issues back close to the ground level.  
· There was good success getting ground level decision makers to step back more often and ask the question “is this mission really necessary”?.
· Used a daily 0700 hours call to promote Aviation Situation Awareness
· Assembled Aviation task forces (typically an Air Attack, Air Support, Air Ops, a staffed Type 3 helicopter (helibase management capable) to aid in transition from Extended Attack to IMT management.  A Briefing Paper is available on this concept. 
· Traditionalists had some trouble embracing the theatre concept at first.
· Still to be determined how it would have turned out if the season had been busy.  

Western Great Basin:
· Slow season didn’t really present any unusual challenges. 
· In retrospect, West Basin could have used this process to fill gaps for California in 2009 while they were waiting for aviation assets from Southwest and Rocky Mountain. 

California: 
· This is not a new process for California, so the goal was to clean up the existing processes and align with national intent.  Ensure a consistent process between North and South Ops, and clear communication with CALFIRE.  
· CALFIRE was not interested in participating, but is interested in our results.   To maintain good partner relationships, it’s important to communicate well to CALFIRE because as the State goes, so go the local governments.   
· As far as partners go, all non-federal partners were willing in figuring out how to make the GA Level management concept work in California.  
· Tailored task force packages per unit request; required backup strategies from requestors (in the event aviation assets must be reallocated).  The field is reaching an acceptance point where they are willing to give up resources to a higher priority if required.  
· Developed an ICS-215A and revamped medevac plan.
· Revamped the incident prioritization process to integrate with aviation risk assessments.  
· Working on a Ready Reserve process; identifying CWN relief capability (i.e. who can package what in a pinch?)
· Sustained a congressional inquiry regarding communication to aviation assets from multiple origins (agencies, dispatch centers, air bases, etc.)

NMAC would like to see this pilot continued in 2010 to determine best practices and create a standard suite of options from which a Geographic Area staff can tailor the concept to their individual situation. 


Predictive Services Update – Robyn Heffernan, Tom Wordell
Powerpoint

The goal of Predictive Services (PS) is to provide usable, easily understood decision support for decision makers in fire and all-hazard management, so the PS staff always welcomes any feedback on any of their products.  

Currently there is an initiative to adjust the Seasonal Outlook product (an output that trends from the monthly outlook product) to account for below normal fire potential forecasts and to add text boxes for value added clarifications that won’t make the product too busy to use.  A verification scheme to validate the trend forecasts is being developed as well.

There has been positive feedback on the Lightning Probability plus Dryness product –where lightning probability (the percent chance of 10 or more strikes) is overlaid on Dryness levels from the 7-Day product.  This product is hosted at the Storm Prediction Center but is linked from the PS website.  This product will be updated daily, and is available for days 1-3 of the 7-Day product.  PS is also doing work on correlating number of lightning strikes with historical fire occurrence.   There is not always a logical correlation and this product would need to be tailored by Geographic Area.  

The PS Geospatial Portal offers printable maps, interactive maps with very simple user-customization options, and a full GIS data download option for power GIS users.  The portal has been developed in cooperation with multiple partners to provide geospatial capability to decision makers.  

2010 projects include:
· A Web-Based 7-Day Product
· Development of a User Login for the PS web portal that can be customized with user preferences
· Gridded seasonal wildfire outlook prototype development
· Enhancement of the National Fuel Moisture Database
· ROMAN migration to WIMS
· WFMI lightning display refresh

It should be noted that Predictive Services is not only about the weather; the Intell/Resources side can do more than report yesterday’s data.  If there is interest in the field, the Resources side can develop products such as a proactive capability index or a drawdown meter.  

The newest experimental product is a Gridded Monthly Seasonal Forecast model for the western US incorporating vegetation, topography, fuel type, hydroclimate, population density, fire history, suppression costs, and many other variables used to estimate fire probability/potential.  The prototype has been developed in California.  The advantage to a gridded product is that it is run on static data and can be definitively verified.  The disadvantage is that a model will not be able to account for anomaly events, or quantify human caused fires.  This experimental model will be compared to the existing subjective process we’re using now to see if verification shows an improvement.  


Cooperative Agreements – Leon Ben

When the Texas MOU expired, and the Texas Coordinating Group decided to develop a Master Agreement, they discovered that it wasn’t simply a matter of copying the agreement between Forest Service Region 8 and the state of Texas.  Texas is one state, covered by 2 GACCs, with multiple land management jurisdictions and dispatch jurisdiction issues as well.  Texas is not the only state covered by more than one GACC.  

The NWCG standard template for Master Agreements is being released in January, and has been designed to address these unclear situations.  There is not an expectation that every State will consider cancelling any agreements they currently have in place and move to the new template immediately, rather it is envisioned that each State will use the new standard Master Agreement when their current agreements expire.  


Fire Policy – Dick Bahr

The key point to remember is that Federal Fire Policy has not changed; we are still operating under the 2001 review of the 1995 Federal Fire Policy.  Guidance implemented in 2009 was on living out the existing policy, the big picture of which was apparently not communicated very well.  The tiers of fire policy are:
Goals:  The top level of the organization we need to deal with – laws and policy (these affect terminology).  
Objectives:  Unit driven.  These come from Land Management Plans, Resource Management Plans, and Fire Management Plans.  (This is where implementation diverges – every unit is different.) 
Strategies:  FMU specific, where tactical options are set up.
Tactics:  Incident specific.
Outcomes:  This level is where we tend to enter the system in the absence of the top tiers of the program.  We are more interested in the data at the field level and less interested in how it integrates with other field levels to create a larger landscape, and the long range plans for the bigger picture.  This includes terminology and how the same terms are being used in multiple ways on multiple units.  Thus, upward reporting becomes complicated, making management at the top tiers difficult.   
As far as reporting goes, it matters who wants to know what.  When a fire is reported work begins, even though we don’t have a system to record that work.  We generally don’t start tracking until we commit resources; information remains only at the local level unless complexity elevates.  Our current reporting system (based on the model where a fire gets large and is suppressed in approximately 7-10 days) only captures certain data at certain thresholds--compared to all the scenarios in management where work is done.  The traditional model is obviously no longer effective, nor is the old terminology.   The challenge now is to establish the thresholds at which each group of stakeholders needs to know what kind of information, particularly for decision support.  
Formal work on terminology via NWCG taskings is being done now at the Goals and Objectives levels; the rest will likely be developed as we progress through the 2010 fire season.  A related issue involves the terminology used when communicating to the public; and work is also being done to standardize about 20 terms along with a push for more clear text to help define what’s really going on.  NIFC External Affairs is taking a different approach this upcoming season using clear text to promote consistent understanding.  The Policy group will have a communication document out for the 2010 season. 
NMAC-GMAC discussion points:
· We need intelligence on fires that may be below current reporting thresholds to better evaluate potential.  National management can be blindsided if a weather event creates a significant increase in fire activity and resource demand, involving a number of fires that were essentially below the radar.  How is preparedness managed when everyone anticipates an event, begins to ramp up at the same time, and we don’t have an accurate assessment of resource commitment levels?
· Can we develop a way to track cumulative risk of multiple objective fires as the season goes along?  It's hard for the National Office to know how many resources are actually committed to small incidents and unavailable.  Tactical information collected now is only from the 209s on large fires.  There is no way to know outright if a GACC is compromised to support the National effort, and no way to gather expected future actions.  
· How should we collect the actual intelligence – the information that affects strategies?  In that light, how do we frame what we collect?  
· Communication also needs to go both ways, as far as what each group needs intelligence; fear of reprisal can inhibit passing of intelligence.  Everyone needs to know what everyone else’s intent is. 
· It is difficult at the National level assessing the long term workload now that large fires and other fires have a wide range of management options.   It is not a standard straight forward suppression operation anymore and it makes prioritization more challenging.  It’s still difficult to know how to prioritize for areas known to be resource sinks.  
· Do we need to create more reporting filter levels, perhaps in the ICS 209?  Great Basin still asks for 209s on every start to capture total number of fires though there is currently no good way to delineate whether a fire (under the current process) managed for Resource Benefit fire is really for resource benefit or if it’s just a fire that’s difficult to access or has low values at risk.  There's no good way to maintain situational awareness on lower profile fires when the information is not maintained in SIT209 or WFDSS.  
· What defines "significant" resource commitment?  What pieces of information at time of ignition are important to maintain?  Is there one template that works for all areas?  What do we need to know in what kind of framework? 
· Information thresholds are not "acres" any more.  Acres are an outcome but they don’t define the Goals, Objectives, Strategy and Tactics.  So what are the new thresholds?--number of fires, ability to manage them, potential to exceed large fire criteria, fires not contained in the first two or three operational periods?  
· Long duration commitment of resources is also an issue.  Managing work/rest, morale, situational awareness, mindfulness, and fatigue are significant challenges and they stress not only tactical management but the support factions and Line Officers.  Even when these fires are not large, they still exist and still affect the local unit in terms of workload.  Long duration events also affect the next season in several aspects; reporting, response, fatigue, recovery from last season.  Units need to establish resiliency plans—would it be possible to identify reporting thresholds that would help managers proactively manage for employee burnout?    
· Specific terminology is important in operating plans—they are tied to cost appropriations and partner agreements with the understanding that every protection is aimed at a benefit.  This is why the new Master Agreement template removed all “terms” and referenced the NWCG glossary instead.
Changes will likely not be effected in current reporting applications; there may not be a significant change in 2010 reporting (SIT209, IMSR, WFDSS, etc.).  Most applications will still be using the Remarks fields extensively—existing drop-down menu items are not adequately captured without the supporting text.  Application fixes are waiting on the completion of the standard terminology work.  


WFDSS and the National Decision Support Center – Tom Zimmerman
Powerpoint

To reiterate:  WFDSS has replaced all other processes for decision support; it is intended for documenting strategic decisions and developing operating plans.  It is not intended to be a “decision making” system.  Where the old WFSA system was narrowing Line Officer decision space, WFDSS is intended to optimize it.  

WFDSS is web-based, works across all agencies, is flexible and scalable.  WFDSS provides risk characterization capability to support risk informed decision making, programmed to be intuitive and user friendly.  WFDSS assembles data quickly that can be immediately shared, and even viewed simultaneously by users in different locations.  WFDSS was used quite extensively in 2009; mainly by the Forest Service but also by 17 States.  Being a quiet season, it was a good year to test the system—655 fires published decisions in WFDSS.  Feedback from several AARs has been compiled into a 14 page annual report that is currently being prepared for release.  

Future enhancements on the horizon include:  a relative risk assessment; response level progression chart; data acquisition and management; smoke dispersal forecast; FARSITE; cost estimation methods; and a standard complexity analysis in cooperation with NWCG.  It is also hoped that multiple systems can one day be linked to WFDSS (such as an I-Suite interface) to keep as much management as possible web-based and avoid individual downloads that are stored on individual computers.  Perhaps even eliminate having multiple, disparate legacy systems (this effort would require standard naming conventions and data elements to be established, so there is no end to the work that can be done).  Hardware and server issues have not been a problem; rather IT Security policy (particularly Forest Service) can inhibit performance.  Since the system is huge, the users’ guide is web-based, but help screens can be printed individually as needed.  

Enhancement requests from the field are frequent, and include: a Key Decision Log; fire effects information; the Predictive Services 7-Day product; smoke dispersal modeling; post fire modeling (soil, aquatic, etc.); BAER support; fire reporting; fire occurrence database; fire perimeter database; support for prioritization and allocation; etc.  While the sky may seem to be the limit, it must be recognized that the original intent for WFDSS is to support incident level decision making and not to house/develop national databases.  Some awareness of mission creep with national systems work must be maintained when visioning the future of WFDSS.  

The newest development to come from WFDSS is the creation of the National Decision Support Center (see powerpoint for more detail).  Since there is not enough long term planning capability to dedicate an LTAN to every fire that requires one, the Center was developed to centralize capability, save funding, establish a consistent approach and interpretation; and create training opportunities to further increase capacity.  The staffing is a collaborative effort between the Forest Service and the DOI; some positions are in Boise and others are virtual.  Further, there are some IT employees from DOI temporarily detailed into the Forest Service Research, Development, and Applications organization to manage data coordination.  

Feedback is always welcome; feel free to contact Tom Zimmerman with questions as well.  


International Support Update – Bodie Shaw

The current administration at the White House is very supportive of international resource and management exchange.  The wildland fire agencies have a history of interaction with Australia/New Zealand, Canada, Mexico, Greece, Portugal, South Africa and Russia.  International support began with organized study tours in the 1950s and comes to present day with actual exchange of resources in response to active incidents.  To date, more than 700 firefighters have been exchanged just for suppression purposes.  The NIFC BIA partnership with Victoria, Australia led to a long term management exchange last winter; and this exchange enhanced the potential for further cooperation in the areas of preparedness, BAER, prescribed fire, and aviation assets not only in Victoria but throughout Australia.   

The desire of broadening the scope of foreign exchange is beyond bringing or sending intact units and aims to embed Command and General staff and other miscellaneous overhead resources into the management organizations of the hosting country(s) to network for breadth of experience regarding the challenges in common.  Liability and immunity have been a problem in past deployments, but the most recent appropriations bill now allows proper coverage under our current arrangement to assist other countries**.  This coverage, however, does not cover State, Tribal, or Casual Hire employees; Dan Smith and Bodie Shaw of NIFC are pursuing an Office of the General Council (OGC) opinion on this but don’t expect one before next Spring at the earliest.  

The logistics of responding to foreign Requests for Assistance (RFAs) have been reactive in the past; lessons learned have brought the process around now to a more formal solicitation of interest announcement prior to the anticipation of need.  Candidates must have not only current ICS qualifications and a current passport in hand, but also leadership/ambassador skills and be early enough in their careers to be a good investment for the agencies.  Candidates must be evaluated and approved by Geographic Area management and must sign an acceptance of a specific code of conduct.  A quality pool can then be developed for a more organized and agile response should an RFA be received.  A deployment of approximately 25 overhead to Victoria is expected this January (2010).   

**It is noted that Southern Area is more than willing to host internationals for work in the Hazardous Fuels arena. 


IMT Succession Planning – Karyn Wood

Concern over succession planning and Incident Management Team staffing cannot be overstated.  National level management is currently working to discern the agency origins and baseline configurations of the IMTs across the Geographic Areas; rosters can range from 27 to 92 Overhead and Casual Hires/retirees can make up a significant percentage of those.  

Additionally, the Forest Service has undergone a Succession Planning Audit from the Office of Inspector General (OIG), and will be cooperating with NWCG in response the OIG recommendations.  Connected to this effort, NMAC-GMAC conducted a workshop format by breaking into three groups and addressing the following questions:
· Where are we at?
· What are today’s issues?
· What is the view for the future?
· What strategic actions will get us there?

Group 1 Report Out:

Staffing IMTs is highly dependent on Casual Hires/Retirees.  The desired future condition is to at the very least maintain the status quo.  The strategy to improve things is to step up outreach, and to outreach specific and targeted employees.  These employees must be given Trainee opportunities:   the success rate for passing 520 increases dramatically for employees who have been on at least 5 Type 1 assignments.  Also bear in mind that the upcoming generations have different values, and are more inclined to work as a single resource rather than being committed to a team, being more in control of when they take assignments.  This demographic likely will require significant incentives to make an IMT commitment worth the time away from home.  

Group 2 Report Out:

The current situation suffers from the lack of a national goal or plan.  Each Geographic Area is doing its own thing and regardless, there is still very little depth in any position.  One issue today is lack of understanding about NIMO.  Is there a vision to expand the NIMO program (which could highly impact a Geographic Area’s ability to staff teams) or expand NIMO until all IMTs have permanent, dedicated Command and General Staffs?  

A viable desired future condition might be to remove team typing in favor of defining/establishing core team capabilities, teams that could be scalable per the need and by Agency Administrator discretion.  Develop Section modules (i.e. Finance, Plans, etc.) that can support core teams or go as stand-alone support for all-hazard incidents. 

One strategy would be to move the 420/520 process away from simulations and more toward field versions in real situations where candidates can work with people they already know and have working relationships with.  A training strategy would be to follow the CALFIRE model where a candidate who has been targeted for C & G will work toward an agency mandated qualification to fill a critical need as well as a qualification of personal choice.  Agency Administrators need to be committed in supporting and making their employees available for IMT commitments.  IMT participation could also be built into Position Descriptions and tied to performance.  As Group 1 mentioned, financial incentives may become a key strategy.  

Group 3 Report Out:

The current situation echoes problems with getting IC candidates.  Developing Type 3 organizations seems to minimize the dependence on Casual Hires/Retirees.  State compacts also complicate participation on IMTs.  Today’s issues include a lack of LTAN capability, NIMO reducing other capabilities, and limited avenues for getting people qualified.  There needs to be a contingency strategy for maintaining ICS currency in slow fire seasons.  

Strategies, in addition to all the others mentioned above, would be to continue development on agile Type 3 organizations, continue to focus on apprentice programs, and partner with Geographic Areas that do not have concurrent fire seasons.  The mentoring strength of NIMO should be leveraged; they should continue to take teams on shadow assignments.    

Conclusion:  Karyn Wood will take these issues to the table at national meetings this winter and spring.  It can be assumed that IMT typing will not be changed for the 2010 season.  


Type 3 Organizations in Nevada – Rex McKnight

The active 1999 fire season in Nevada led to a wide variety of management changes, including the development of 4 Type 3 teams based on Red Book specifications.  They followed the nomination process, same as with IMT1s and IMT2s, to fill 4 eight member teams with additional slots for 2-4 trainees.  These teams were put on a one week rotation from mid-May through September.  The teams are interagency and are used statewide; they manage stand alone incidents or transfer of command from higher complexity incidents on the glide path down.  

Nevada has a convenient situation in that the Geographic Area is simply the entire state, and the only state, so there are no internal boundary issues.  Nevada convenes a “Fire Board”, with a representative from all partners within the state; an interagency fire operations group sits underneath the Fire Board.  The Board stresses flexibility, adaptability, low impact and ability to mobilize quickly as desirable characteristics of the Type 3 organization.  The program up to this point has been tailored to Nevada, so the teams do not go on out of state assignments.  

For 10 seasons now, the program has been very successful.  The program has been a great avenue for non-fire employees to engage, and obtain fire awareness.  All nominees are placed, the qualifications process follows the Red Book standards and mentoring is a key component.  Supervisors support the one week rotation.  The team members are very invested in participation and ownership; learning is a focus.  This program also contributes to succession planning for IMT2s; though many of the participants are content to stay in the Type 3 arena.  

Nevada has developed a Type 3 team operations guide that is available to any interested parties.  Other lessons learned are:  target ICs proactively; organize the teams with a mix of experience, agencies, and units; support IT by identifying laptop computers with software pre-loaded (I-Suite, etc.) and doing pre-season simulations to be sure all applications work and team members are familiar with the software; and network with dispatch personnel to facilitate smooth mobilizations.  When the season is over, recognize team members and agency leadership.  


FEMA Type 3 All Hazard Teams – Aitor Bidaburu 

USFA kicked off an all-hazard team effort in 2003 with HSPD 5 and HSPD8.  There are now 69 teams nationally, and the shadow assignments with wildland IMT1 and IMT2 teams have been a critical step in their development.  

A typical FEMA Type 3 All Hazard Team has only 2 Command and General staff members with basic ICS and NIMS training.  Position Task Books have been developed in coordination with NWCG—most of the team members are trainees.  Typical assignments consist of floods, national conventions, distribution centers, Olympics (including border management), and training assignments on wildland fires (teams were assigned to the northern California mobilization/inspection center in 2008 and the Station Fire in 2009).  

A pilot program is slated for 2010 to attach FEMA teams to wildland fire teams to validate skillsets and help get taskbooks completed.  The goal is to eventually build stand alone capability within states and FEMA regions to manage all hazard incidents and support wildland fire.  There currently is no goal to have these teams be the primary managers on wildland fire incidents outside the PMS 310-1system.  

There is high interest among states to develop skills in the all hazard arena.  At the second annual all hazard conference last fall, 26 states were represented; the program and the training were embraced.  The work ethic is high, and this capacity should be leveraged to advantage.  

The oversight group for this effort includes:  Hugh Wood and Aitor Bidaburu (USFA), Dan Smith (NASF), Neal Hitchcock (USFS), Dean Ross (DOI), Paul Hanneman (TX Forest Service), Dwight Henninger (Vail, Colorado Police Chief) and Stephen Foley as the Project Manager.  Contact Aitor with any questions.   


Bin Items—

· Regarding reporting multiple objective fires, Geographic Areas should be working in cooperation with Dick Bahr’s Policy group and/or NWCG to promote a consistent approach and implementation.  The Center Managers will work on standard templates and make recommendations on reporting thresholds for 2010.  

Closeout--

Thanks to all for their attendance and participation.  NMAC values the face to face interaction and the hard work all the Geographic Areas do throughout the year.  NMAC is pleased to receive feedback that these meetings are productive and value added, thus it has been decided to make them an annual event in the first week of December and to pursue having the National Coordinators’ meet concurrently.  

-End-
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