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Reviewing Options

For the FPA Analysis Submission in FY2010

for FY2012 Budget Planning

Review 3 of a 3-part Fire Planning Unit (FPU) Review

1. Model Validation

2. Pre-Development of Options and Alternatives

3. Reviewing Options

As directed on page 6 of the Interagency Guidance For the FY 2010 Analysis, under Fire Planning Unit Review:  after options have been formulated with associated alternatives, but before they are submitted for the national analysis, they should be reviewed using the elements below.
FPU: GB  -UT-  004    Date of Review: 04/07/2010
Agency Lead Reviewers (Include: Name, Title and Home Unit)  Steve Larrabee, Fire Planning, BIA-NIFC

FPU Lead:  Fred Kaminski 

Additional FPU Member Reviewer(s):  None.  (note: Fred was not aware that other FPU Planning Team members could participate in the review, and suggested that - for future reviews - it would be ideal to include other members of the Planning Team).


1. Are all plus and minus options within a 2% spending variance?
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

If they are not, you will be unable to push the “Submit to National” button.  Additionally, the “Is for Federal Budget” box must be checked in order to “Submit to National” (Select your FPU at “Select Team and Analysis” > then under “Analyses for Selected Team” select your final analysis and click on the Edit button to see if the box is checked).
2. Were the options developed appropriately for agency and partner resources, fuel types, and cooperator resources?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Explain:  
1.  RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING MANAGEMENT PLANS:  

The partners' fire management plans do not dictate how to build programs and/or fund resources, so they have no direct applicability FPA with regard to an analysis strategy.  The FPU did observe certain constraints - for example, airtanker usage was not allowed in certain sensitive FWAs in accordance with management restrictions.  Similarly, planned staffing indices were reflected in the Fire Dispatch Logic tables.  The Performance Metrics used by FPA are too general to align with the partners' specific land and fire management objectives.

2.  SHARING OF RESOURCES, FUNDING, WORKLOAD:
In setting-up the analysis per the Interagency Guidance document, each of the partners defined what changes should be made in the model for their agency at each of the investment levels.  The partners in this FPU were most comfortable modeling resources as they are currently used, and, while there is good interagency cooperation at the fire scene, there is no larger-scale integration of program management efforts, nor is there any direction from agency leadership to move toward merging programs or resources.
Note: the helicopter and helitack module were an interagency resource, but this resource was lost in 2010.
3.  STRUCTURE OF THE ANALYSIS:
The FPU ran several analyses as it constructed the program options and alternatives.  Most were done iteratively, making changes and running the model as the partners returned data to the FPU Lead Planner.  Because the Lead Planner did not participate in last year's FPA effort, he performed several test analyses to increase his understanding of how the model works.  Given the limited amount of time left after the partners provided their respective inputs, there was not much opportunity to evaluate different resources, treatments, and options to seek efficiencies.  For this effort, most of the inputs reflect "real world" conditions.  With a better understanding on the model's assumptions, limitations, and sensitivities, those inputs could probably be better refined; however, there is a point where the model itself becomes an influence on the inputs (e.g. targeting a specific outcome), so it is good to have these "real world" inputs as a baseline. The Lead Planner hopes to continue performing "what if" analyses even after the 2010 submission in order to further his familiarity with the model and identify worthwhile changes to incorporate in next year's analysis.
4. EVALUATION OF RESULTS:
 The FPU prepared graphs showing the outputs of the various Performance Metrics.  For the most part, those graphs display inconsistent and/or counter-intuitive results:

PM 1 (suppression cost): The Minus 20% preparedness option yields the lowest suppression cost.  In developing the M20-P option, adjustments were made to individual resources (e.g. reducing staffing to mirror "real world" changes that will be made to those resources as actual budgets decline), rather than taking away whole resources.  Accordingly, resource costs were reduced significantly, but the corresponding effect on resource production was not as dramatic.  For fuels options, the suppression costs increase from M20-F to CUR-F and P20-F to P60-F, defying expectations.
PM 5 (Initial Response success): Fuels apparently has little influence on IR success (less than 1 fire per year difference between the M20-F and P60-F options).  Preparedness investments look a little better, as there are about 3 more fires contained (or prevented) at the P20-P level vs the M20-P level.

PM 6: Preparedness has little influence on bad acres (lines are essentially flat).  Fuels investments, generally, show a positive trend, with P60 fuels producing the least about of bad acres.
One factor that may have influenced the outputs involves the FPU's handling of WFU candidate ignitions.  Because the current Fire Management Plans do not use Burning Index (or any other measure) as a strict go/no-go criterion for determining which fires can be managed as WFU, the FPU set the BI threshold at 999.  With this set-up, every ignition (in those FWAs where WFU is allowed) is a candidate for WFU, and the only limitation is the FWA attribute that specifies the percent of candidate fires that do, in fact, get managed as WFU.  Accordingly, fuels treatments, which potentially change BI when modeled, essentially had no influence on whether more fires get passed (or restricted from) to WFU, and the model's outputs relating to burned acres are probably mostly influenced by factors affecting the effectiveness of suppression actions.


Consider the following elements to determine if the options were developed appropriately:

1.  Do the options support partner land and fire management plans?

2. Were the options developed without constraints by the current distribution of funding for the FPU partners (i.e., did you “pool” the FPUs available funding for the plus and minus options)?

3. Do the alternatives demonstrate changes in effectiveness and efficiencies from the .current preparedness/.current fuels alternative?

4. In the option development process and in the final selection of options proposed to submit to national, was consideration given to the potential cost and effectiveness of individual resources and fuels treatments?
3. Do the costs of leadership, support and facilities O&M and fuels program cost remain constant throughout all plus and minus preparedness options?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


If not, explain why the Interagency Guidance was not followed:       
4. Are FTEs and position counts entered for all plus and minus preparedness (including prevention) options?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


If not, explain why.       
5. Do you have a prevention program associated to the plus and minus preparedness options that includes at least 1 Specific Action hour?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


Most programs should have general hours and each FPU must have at least 1 Specific Action hour since the prevention formula is as follows:  (Specific hrs + General hrs)* Specific hrs = Effective hrs.
6. Does your prevention program change from the “.current” prevention option for the plus and minus preparedness options?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


If not, explain why.  The partners did not have an interest in evaluating potential changes to their current prevention activities and workload, given the prevalence of natural ignitions in this FPU.
7. Do the Cooperator resources remain at “.current” levels in the +20% preparedness option?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


If not, explain why the Interagency Guidance was not followed:       
8. Do the Cooperator resources (availability and/or numbers) remain at “.current” levels or lower in the -20% preparedness option?

Remain at “.current” levels  FORMCHECKBOX 
  Lower than “.current” levels  FORMCHECKBOX 
  Not at “.current” or lower levels  FORMCHECKBOX 


Briefly explain the consideration giving to remaining at “.current” levels or not:  Although the Interagency Guidance suggests that cooperator contributions should be scaled down at the M20-P option, it's unlikely that a change in the federal partners' budget probably would affect the way the cooperators operate.  Most of the cooperator resources are VFD engines, and their availability in the model is already quite low (less than 10%) because they're not used much.  Just two cooperator resources - the county fire warden engines - are State resources that may suffer budget losses similar to the Federal partners.  These county fire warden engines have availability of 50%, but a daily staffing of only 2 people, so their production contribution is not excessive and keeping them static was not a concern.  And, the way the partner resources were adjusted from one funding level to another (e.g. adding a crewmember) probably minimizes the effect of shifting the federal workload to the cooperators, again minimizing the concern.
9. Are nationally/regionally funded resources modeled appropriately, which in general would be at existing levels in all preparedness options?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


If not, explain why.       
10. Does the Fuels Program Cost (a combination of planning, leadership, support, facilities O&M, monitoring, positions, etc – i.e. everything but fuels treatments) remain constant throughout all plus and minus fuels options (except the long term fuels option)?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


If not, explain why the Interagency Guidance was not followed:       
11. Are FTEs entered for all plus and minus fuels options (except the long term fuels option)?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 


If not, explain why.       
12. Does the FPU’s FWA fuel model report, or the “binocular” report, show at least the number of acres available by fuel model and by WUI/Non-WUI as each plus and minus option’s fuel treatment’s pre-treatment fuel model and WUI treatments acres, as well as the long-term option’s?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

If there are more pre-treatment acres of a fuel model/WUI in an option than what is shown as available in the binocular report, then that treatment (or a portion of it) will not have an effect in the model.
13. Has a Line Officer briefing occurred or been scheduled for all partner agencies?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
  No  FORMCHECKBOX 

What dates were they completed/scheduled?
Agency:  FS
Date:  04/14/2010

Agency:  BIA
Date:       

Agency:  BLM
Date:       

Agency:  NPS
Date:       

Agency:  FWS
Date:       

Agency:       
Date:       

Agency:       
Date:       
Additional Comments for Documentation:        
1

[image: image2.jpg]


