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BACKGROUND

Incident Management Team (IMT) evaluations are currently performed by the Agency Administrator signatory to the Delegation of Authority. The experience and skill level of the agency administrators vary widely. The items important to a particular line officer may not be the items best suited for IMT evaluation. Additionally, the line officer may not have a solid base line or bench mark to measure IMT performance. 

This changes somewhat when Area Command is in place and provides IMT management for the agency administrators, however, the same issue arises in the evaluation of the Area Command team.

IMTs and ACTs both face similar challenges and issues. By using a doctrinal approach that incorporates the principles of Appropriate Management Response (AMR), cost containment, management efficiencies, safety and line officer involvement/concerns, incident management teams should realize increased performance and an ability to manage the incident in an efficient, cost effective and safe manner. At the same time the workforce should also realize an increase in the use of sound judgment and discretion in decision-making as an ongoing behavior.

The OIG and Forest Service leadership have recognized the importance of IMT’s in the management of large fire costs. Evaluation of teams as well as line officers in this area can provide incentives for improvement and possibly identify systemic issues in incident management
ISSUES
Office of Inspector General Audit

The recent Office of Inspector General Audit Report No. 080601-44-SF FS Large Fire Suppression Costs, issued November 20, 2006 contained 2 recommendations pertinent to evaluating incident decisions, strategies, tactics and costs in relation to the performance of the IC/IMT. Below are the two recommendations and official Forest Service response.  The FS, and in turn all wildland fire agencies, must now turn these recommendations and responses into actions and report back to OIG.

OIG Recommendation No. 13
Determine and track the additional information needed to adequately measure and evaluate the success of day-to-day tactics and strategic decision-making by line officers and incident commanders on a fire in terms of cost effectiveness.  At minimum, track for each fire the line officer's suppression strategy and protection objectives, the tactical decisions that are made, each tactic's projected cost and probability of success, and whether the tactics used enabled the FS to achieve its stated objectives.
FS Response to Recommendation No. 13: A summary form ICS 214 Unit Log can be used to document data currently displayed in the Incident Action Plan, Delegation of Authority and WFSA.  This form is compiled daily and will be updated to reflect the strategic and significant tactical decisions summarized in the recommendations above for all fires that exceed $5.0 million.  Analysis of the success or failure of specific actions will be accomplished by the Incident Management Team.

OIG Recommendation No. 14
Develop incident commander evaluations (based on the information obtained in Recommendation 13 and the stratified cost index) that include performance standards that assess whether the tactics employed represented a cost effective use of resources.

FS Response to Recommendation No. 14: FS, working through its senior leadership groups, will develop a standard incident commander performance evaluation form that will be used to evaluate incident commander performance during an incident.  The performance standards will include evaluating the incident commander's cost effective use of resources. 

The current system of IMT / ACT evaluation is frequently subjective and centers around issues important to the Line Officer signing the delegation of authority. This type measure is important but fails, at times, to evaluate team performance in a more global fashion.  Additionally the current methodology of evaluation at the end of an assignment affords no opportunity for mid-course adjustments.

It is also recognized the incident management team does not have the final say in the management of a particular incident. The local line officer and the local fire management staff have tremendous influence on how a fire is managed and should be a part of the overall incident evaluation process.

ACTION
Develop a process to facilitate incident management team and area command team performance evaluation in terms of outcomes and safety. The process will focus on decisions, and behaviors. The evaluation process will address in quantifiable terms the criteria necessary to evaluate performance throughout the assignment. It will be an objective way to measure the performance of all the principals involved in the management of the incident. This would be the local agency administrator, area/incident commander, area/incident management team and the local fire management personnel.
The evaluation process will be objective and quantifiable. It will be transparent to all parties and will  be applied at various stages of the fire, beginning midpoint and at the end.

One current tool is the Stratified Cost Index (SCI). The index has only been in use for a short period of time but shows promise as an analytical tool for comparing costs of similar fires burning under similar conditions. It has shortcomings which include the limited number of fires in the data base and the use of historical costs as a base line.

Other potential tools include RAVAR and FSPRO which may be able to be used in a comparison of what the fire outcome may look like with and without suppression.

Other measures could include utilization rates of assigned aviation assets, use of innovative tactics and risk management techniques.
Peer review is a review rapidly gaining acceptance within the Forest Service and would certainly fit with AC/IMT/AA evaluation. Adaptation of this method should be explored. 

The military has developed a number of techniques for the evaluation of leaders, teams and team members. Any evaluation process that did not use some of the techniques developed by other organizations would not be as robust as possible.
INCENTIVES 
There is currently little incentive built in the current system to encourage performance at a high level. Personal pride and professionalism are certainly strong motivators. Team members, especially those with collateral duties, are rarely singled out and rewarded for the efforts and sacrifices made to be on a team. Additionally, the highest performing, regardless of the standard, has no particular advantage over the lowest performing team. Assignments are somewhat random and pay is tied to the individual’s regular job.
Hand in glove with a more stringent evaluation system would a program with incentives for high performance and penalties for low performance.

PURPOSE
The purpose of the evaluation process is to reduce misconceptions in perceived strategies, tactics and efficiencies by focusing leaders’ intent and IMT objectives in relation to the evaluation criteria and process.
The team evaluation process provides a means to learn from a variety of situations, including AMR, close calls, significant events, and periodic performance reviews.  The objective, similar to a Peer Review, is to create a team culture that expects and values review as a means to discover subtle indicators of potential future errors and as a catalyst for positive change and successful outcomes.
PROCESS
Evaluations will be completed for every large incident. They should not only be conducted after the end of the assignment or an incident but throughout the incident. The value of the periodic review or evaluation is that it is a “living or dynamic process” that provides valuable data, that can be understood, evaluated, fused along with the overall strategy and the Delegation Of Authority (DOA) to create a “corrected course” for the incident. 
This evaluation of the incident as whole will require the use of an outside entity to perform the evaluation. Ideally, this would be a small, 2-3 person group that could perform the evaluation with minimum impact on the incident management. Agency, MAC and independent external personnel would perform the evaluation providing the feedback to the next level of agency administration. Mid-course adjustments would be completed and follow-up evaluations completed. These objective, independent evaluations would be then become one basis for team and agency administrator certification, typing and annual performance reviews.

Other forms of evaluation should continue. The team evaluation process may consist of one or more of several methods. These all could have merit and a place in the evaluation process.
· Internal Evaluations or Reviews
All IMTs and ACTs currently conduct some form of self-evaluation throughout the incident. Sometimes these are pulse checks during Command and General meetings or strategy meetings, other times they can be more formal and documented such as After Action Reviews. This assessment is up to the individual team/IC and may or may not include an assessment of the evaluation criteria currently used. To ensure success, IC’s may want to incorporate a more formal, ongoing/periodic review process that could include the decided upon evaluation criteria. 
Agency Administrator Evaluations or Reviews
All IMTs and ACTs are currently evaluated after the incident by the appropriate line officer or agency administrator. With the development of new/additional evaluation criteria it is suggested that the evaluating official conduct on-going, periodic evaluations or reviews to insure that IMT performance is in line with the agency administrator’s expectations, especially AMR, cost efficiency and safety.
· Independent Evaluations or Reviews
All IMTs and ACTs may have an independent evaluation or review conducted (again very similar to the process outlined above) whenever the incident is likely to exceed $50M or 50,000 acres. Independent evaluations/reviews may also be requested by a Regional Forester or the WO-FAM whenever the $10M threshold is exceeded as well. The purpose once again is to insure that IMT tactics, strategies, cost efficiency and effectiveness is meeting the needs of the policies and concerns of the agency.
Examples of Evaluation Criteria
The following are examples of some evaluation criteria that may be considered.
· Was concern for safety incorporated into the IMTs objectives, daily activities, documents as well as the strategies and tactics?
· Did the IC and AA discuss AMR and all options for suppression strategies?

· Were these periodically reviewed as the event changed?

· What major obstacles, if any, did you encounter when considering alternative strategies and tactics?

· Was cost containment practiced by all functions?

· Identify cost containment successes or areas where the IMT/ACT could improve.
· Identify cost containment prohibitive issues such as cooperative agreements, political concerns and other issues that may have driven costs higher.
· Did the IC handle social and political concerns as delegated?
· Did these concerns lead to higher costs?

· Was the IC sensitive to local concerns?

· Did incident costs fall within the “stratified cost index”?

· If not what are the extenuating circumstances?

· Was the agency administrator kept aware of costs and the probability of success related to their agreed upon management response?
· Where costs tracked by success of tactics employed?
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