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Executive Summary

This report seeks to aid future Community Fire Planning in the Methow Valley by
providing an initial assessment of the current wildand fire situation in the valley with
regards to risk, protection capacity, and current fuels reduction projects. It identifies
areas where further planning and funding efforts should continue and serve as an initial
step in creating a comprehensive basin-wide Community Fire Plan.

In December 2003, representatives from the US Forest Service, Okanogan County
Planning, local foresters, local conservation groups met to discuss requirements for
2005 National Fire Plan grand proposals. The outcome of this meeting was the
beginning of The Methow Community Fire Plan Coordinating Group. The Methow
Conservancy, in agreement with group members, hired a temporary coordinator to
assist the group in gathering information for the development of a comprehensive
Community Fire Plan. This report summarizes the information collected by the
coordinator and provides suggestions with outlined tasks for future planning.

The planning group decided in early January to focus planning efforts to the Methow
Basin to include all of Rural Fire District 6 and a portion of Rural Fire District 5.
Information from participants was gathered between January and February, GIS maps
showing treated areas and potential areas for treatment were developed, and the group
agreed to form four strategic committees. The group also decided to apply for 2005
National Fire Plan funding to hire a part-time planning coordinator and public outreach
coordinator to continue this effort.

The strategic committees and brief summary of their responsibilities are listed below:

Steering Committee: Primarily responsible for plan development including policies,
guiding principles, and decision-making procedures, facilitating and organizing
meetings, and ensuring long-term implementation.

Technical Committee: Responsible for adopting clear definitions, adopting or adapting
risk assessments, developing criteria for monitoring effectiveness of fuel treatments and
ecological indicators, and reviewing mitigation plans.

Protection Committee: Responsible for identifying needs for increased capacity in the
area of fire protection including infrastructure updates, access issues, and evacuation
and protection plans for communities.

Public Outreach: Responsible for developing a public outreach/education strategy to
raise awareness of wildfire risk and empower communities to reduce that risk at their
homes and in their communities.

In addition to these committees, this report suggests options for strategic planning units,
and highlights issues like smoke management and bio-mass utilization opportunities as
components that should be addressed at some level in a comprehensive Community
Fire Plan.
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Introduction: What is a Community Fire Plan?

A Community Fire Plan is a coordinated, collaborative effort between government
agencies, non-profits, and community members to address concerns related to wildfire
risk management in the wildland/urban interface. The process is developed with public
input by planning members from a variety of public agencies, local government, fire
districts, environmental groups, and local non-profits. A Community Fire Plan should
create a long-term strategy for raising awareness and preparedness for wildland fires
that pose threats to communities and economies within a designated area through
different means. Fuels reduction projects, FireWise programs, protection planning, and
public awareness are common approaches to mitigate risk. All activities provide an
opportunity for restoration of fire dependent ecosystems and continued public
involvement in land management.

History and Background of Coordinating Group

The Methow Community Fire Plan Coordinating Group was formed in December 2003
in an effort to coordinate proposals for 2005 National Fire Plan funding and provide a
collaborative forum to address future Community Fire Planning in the Methow River
Basin (Basin) of Okanogan County, Washington.

Within the Basin, non-profits and individuals representing land associations have
previously received National Fire Plan funding to reduce wildland fire risk in some areas
of the urban interface. However, little communication between these groups and
implementation efforts existed, and no centralized body existed to coordinate fire related
projects in the region, especially on private land. Therefore, coordination of local project
proposals to reduce wildland fire risk was needed to reduce the potential for redundancy
and competition for funding, and provide an overall framework for long-term community
fire protection. The expertise and oversight from government agency professionals and
input from local community-based groups would strengthen and legitimize project
proposals. Furthermore, this coordinating group satisfies the guiding principles of a
“Framework for Collaboration and Information Sharing” outlined in the 10-year
Comprehensive Strategy (2001) developed by the Forest Service/DOI/Western
Governors Association.

Members of the Methow Community Fire Plan Coordinating Group include local non-
profit organizations, US Forest Service, Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, The Okanogan Community Development Council, Okanogan County
Planning, Rural Fire Districts, and community members at large.

A list of Organizations and individuals represented on coordination group follows:

The Methow Conservancy

Methow Forest Owners’ Cooperative

The Partnership for a Sustainable Methow-The Forest Stewardship Project
Kettle Range Conservation Group

Pacific Biodiversity Institute



US Forest Service

Washington State Department of Natural Resources
Okanogan Conservation District

Okanogan County Planning

Okanogan County Commission

Cascade Woodlands-Arnie Arneson, local consulting forester
Dave Demyan, local consulting forester

Fire Districts 5, 6

Mazama Fire Chief, Dick Roberts

Okanogan Community Development Council
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance

Statement of Need for Community Fire Planning

Fires on the Okanogan National Forest along with private and state lands surrounding
communities in the Methow Basin ignite every fire season. The 2003 Needles Creek
Fire on the Okanogan National Forest directly threatened the residences in a
community known as Lost River just north of Mazama, Wa., prompting evacuation of the
community on two separate occasions and creating severe air quality impairments to
the entire river valley for multiple weeks. Similarly, a 2001 fire ignited by powerlines
spread through wildland fuels in grasslands destroying one home in the town of
Winthrop. According to the DNR, on average there are 10.9 wildland fires on private or
state land within the Methow Basin each year. The town of Okanogan which lies just
east of the Okanogan Divide from the Methow Basin within Okanogan County lost 9 of
homes to a wildland brush fire in 2003. In addition, air quality issues associated with
smoke from summer wildfires and prescribed burns continues to be an increasing pubic
health concern.

Past management activities on surrounding private and public lands, most notably
timber harvesting of fire resistant ponderosa pine and nearly a century of effective fire
suppression, have led to altered forest composition and increased fuel loads throughout
the public and private lands. This has led to increases in fire intensity and severity.
Similarly, in the shrub/steppe areas of the basin, introduction of exotic species and fire
suppression have altered historic fire behavior. These impacts have led to an increased
concern surrounding the risk of wildfire to the growing number of individual homes and
communities nestled throughout the landscape and to the stability and health of local
ecosystems.

Community fire protection programs including FireWise along with more aggressive fuel
treatments are underway in some areas throughout the Basin. However, little effort has
been made to coordinate these projects with adjacent landowners to address the
landscape-scale effects related to forest and ecosystem health. Futhermore, ponderosa
pine and shrub/steppe ecosystems, which include the vast majority of residential
dwellings in the valley, are fire dependent systems and have been identified as priority
areas for conservation by the Methow Valley Conservation Coalition. Because of the
Methow Valley’s rich environmental resources and concern for protection of the natural
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environment and community character, a Basin wide fire plan is needed mitigate risk to
loss of life and property while ensuring proper management of valued natural resources
including wildlife habitat, water and air quality, forest health, and shrub/steppe habitat.

Any Community Fire Plan should aid in continued education aimed at
protecting homes from wildfire through reducing home ignitability, maintaining
and updating current fire protection capacity within the area, and promoting
fuels reduction activities that reduce fire risk and benefit ecosystem health.

Suggested Community Fire Plan Goals:
Purpose/Mission: Decrease the overall risk of wildland fire to the communities within
the Methow Basin by establishing a long-term strategy create fire safe communities and
restore the health of fire adapted ecosystems in which our communities reside.
Goals
Increase the prevention of human caused fires in areas where public values and
natural resources are at risk from wildfire

Develop an outreach and education plan that will provide the public access to
accurate local wildfire information and activities associated with reducing risk
including the use of prescribed burns and associated air quality/smoke issues in
their communities.

Create a basin-wide risk assessment.

Develop evacuation plans and telephone trees for all communities in the basin.

Promote fuel removal that is ecologically sensitive

Promote efforts to create local economies through the use of non-sawtimber
biomass from hazardous fuel removal treatments on public and private lands.

Create a long-term maintenance strategy and evaluation for risk reduction
activities through collaboration of land-owners and planning group members

Geographic Description of Planning Area

Physical Description and Ownership

The Methow Basin drains approximately 1,855,417acres of rugged, mountainous terrain
in North Central Washington along the eastern crest of the Cascades. 65% of the land
falls under the jurisdiction of the Okanogan National Forest, Methow Valley Ranger
District. Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife and DNR manage
approximately 5% of the land, while only 10% falls under private ownership (OWNF,
2002). The majority of private land is along valley floors, on adjacent terraces and
foothills to the Methow River, and nestled in narrow reaches of smaller tributaries
surrounded by National Forest lands.



This planning effort will focus attention to lands of all ownership within Okanogan
County Fire Districts 5 and 6 within the Methow watershed and adjacent Forest Service
lands where fuel treatments are identified (Figure 1.0). In accordance to the National
Forest Restoration Act (2004) the Okanogan National Forest will focus efforts to reduce
risk of catastrophic wildfire within 1 %2 miles of the urban interface. Collaboration
between National Forest activities with those on adjacent private and state lands to treat
fuels and restore ecosystem health, while ultimately reducing threat to communities and
residences in the wildland/urban interface, can be accomplished through this planning
group. A comprehensive, Community Fire Plan will serve to guide those efforts.
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Figure 1.0 Geographic Boundary and Ownership of Methow Basin Community Fire Plan



Vegetation Types and Associated Fire Regimes

Vegetation types in the Methow Valley are complex and varied. Vegetation types result
from physical characteristics of the landscape such as slope and aspect as well as
climate and geologic influences. Vegetation is further influenced by natural
disturbances such as fire, insects, and disease. In addition, human impacts from land
use and management have changed the natural composition, structure, and function of
vegetation. These changes have further influenced the behavior and effects of those
disturbances, especially fire.

Historically, fire played an essential role in shaping the vegetation pattern throughout the
Methow Valley. The summer weather patterns predispose the valley for lightning strikes
causing naturally occurring fires. Native American use of fire in the region is also well
documented (Ohlson, 1996). Frequent fires historically burned along the surface with
low intensity and low severity. Species such as ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir (to
lesser degree) survived these historic fires by adaptive strategies such as thick bark.
Some species like lodgepole pine depend on the presence of fire for reproduction.
Similarly, grasses, shrubs and forbes have various responses to fire that enable them to
survive, and in some cases, regenerate vigorously after fire.

For the purposes of this report, vegetation types and their associated fire regimes will
be described for those areas in the Basin where human establishment and the risk of
wildfire coexist. This includes shrub/steppe and forested communities ranging in
elevation between 900 ft at the confluence of the Methow and Columbia Rivers to
approximately 3,000 ft, above which human habitation is negligible. Although effects of
smoke and ecosystem health in more remote areas in the higher elevations are of
public concern, it is within the scope of this plan to focus attention on vegetation and
associated wildland fuels that abut or are intermixed with communities.

Average rainfall ranges from 13-24 inches of precipitation from the lower reaches of the
valley to upper portions near Mazama (UMCP, 2002). The majority of precipitation falls
in the form of snow between October and March. Fire season generally begins in July
and continues through October with its peak occurring between the first week of August
through the first week of September (OWNF 2002).

Fire regimes defined by the Okanogan National Forest are depicted in the following map
(Figure 2.0). Unfortunately, this map does not include private or state lands in the Basin.
Detailed definitions of fire regimes can be found in the Fire Management Plan (OWNF
2002)
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Figure 2.0 Methow Sub-Basin Fire Regimes (OWNF 2002)

Forests

The two major forested types where human habitation exists in the Basin include the
Ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) zone and dry Douglas-fir (Psuedotsuga menziesii)
zone (Franklin and Dryness, 1973). These zones are named according to their climax
species and canopy dominance in the presence of natural disturbance regimes.
Riparian forests of cottonwood, aspen, willow and alder among other trees and shrubs
are also present but are of lesser concern with regard to communities at risk from
wildfire and will not be discussed in this report. Fire does however play a significant
ecological role in these systems, especially aspen forests.



Ponderosa pine series: Ponderosa pine is historically the dominant species
present in the Ponderosa pine series. It can be found throughout the basin on
gentle slopes and flats of variable aspect. In general, frequent surface fires of
low intensity burned every 7-33 years (Agee, 1993). These burns kept the
understory clear of young pine thickets and large shrubs, while favoring the
establishment of grasses and herbs.

Fire suppression in these forests has allowed for the establishment of thick
stands of suppressed pines as well as the establishment of thickets of shade-
tolerant Douglas-fir often referred to as “dog hair’ stands. What were once
described as “park like” open forests of large pine are now often dense forests of
suppressed Dougals-fir that is prone to insects, disease, and severe crown fires
that can kill both the younger trees and older fire resistant pines. These large
deadly fires are termed “catastrophic” wildfires because of their abnormally high
intensity and severity, relative to historic fire behavior.

Douglas-fir series: Douglas-fir forests are found mostly on north facing slopes,
riparian areas, or drainages where topographic shade provides for cooler and
moister microclimates. These moist sites create good growing conditions for
Douglas-fir which establishes with vigor during fire free periods in the understory
and can then survive low intensity surface fires. Both ponderosa pine and
Douglas-fir would have been present in the overstory creating a mixed species
canopy cover.

Low intensity surface fires also burned through this zone on average of 7-33
years (Agee, 1993), thinning out mostly Douglas-fir but allowing for some to
reach maturity. Fire suppression and past logging of ponderosa pine has left
areas of thick Douglas-fir forests that, like the above scenario, are more prone to
disease and catastrophic fire.

Shrub/steppe grasslands

Shrub/steppe ecosystems in the Methow Valley are found on lower elevation foothills
and flats mostly along south and west facing slopes, and extend to the southern
portions of the watershed where they are a prominent vegetation type along the
confluence of the Columbia River. Vegetation types were described by Daubenmire in
1970 and 1973. In general, these shrub/grasslands are dominated by bluebunch
wheatgrass (Agryopyron spicatum) and ldaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis) among other
native grasses. Shrub components include big sagebrush (Artemisia tridendata) and
bitterbrush (Purshia tridendata). Herbaceous cover is also present providing
spectacular displays of spring wildflowers including arrowleaf balsamroot and lupine.

Although fire also played a critical role in these plant communities, less is know about

the fire regimes in these systems. In general these areas are estimated to have burned

at a 0-35 year fire return interval.  Again, historic fire would have burned as surface

fires, thinning out shrubs and allowing for regeneration of native grasses and herbs.

Major impacts on the fire behavior in shrub/grasslands include grazing, fire exclusion,

and the introduction of non-native grasses. For example, cheatgrass (Bromus
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tectorum) increases fire intensity by supplying fine textured fuels. The further
establishment of non-native species is a critical concern in these ecosystems with the
use of prescribed fire or in the event of a wildfire. In addition, fire spreads quickly in
grasslands which poses an added threat to homes within these ecosystems.

Fire History and Incidences

Northeast Region
Prevention Compartments

[ ] Towns.shp

/\/ Roads.shp

Figure 3.1 DNR Prevention Compartments

Washington State DNR fire statistics are
based on Prevention Compartments as
seen below (Figure 3.1). A summary of
compartment statistics can be found in
Appendix VI. In the Methow Compartment
there are 10.9 fires per year. A state wide
fire occurrence map is provided so relative
comparison of fires across the state can
be seen. The majority of fires occur along
major highways and roads near more
populated areas.
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Figure 3.2 State Wide Fire Occurrences (DNR)

Fire on the Okanogan National Forest between1990-1999 was ignited by human causes
approximately 32% of the time, while lightning attributed to 67% of the fires (OWNF

-10 -



2002). The following map adapted from Forest Service (Figure 3.3) fire ignition density
and history layers clearly shows that the majority of fires start near private

and state lands. This indicates that in addition to risk reduction, prevention and
education need continued attention.

Figure 3.3 Fire History and Occurrence (adapted from ONF GIS layers)
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Summary of Current Risk Assessments

Communities at Risk and Development Patterns in the Basin

Congressional requirements in the fiscal year (FY) 2001 Appropriations Act required
states to identify wildland/urban interface communities within the vicinity of federal lands
that are at risk from wildfire. Definitions of these communities at risk can be viewed in
appendix I. The Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior were directed to consult with
states and tribes to develop the list of communities within the vicinity of federal lands
that are high risk from wildfire.

Five communities in the Methow Basin were listed as communities at risk in Federal
Register Vol. 66, No. 3, Pages 751-754, January, 2001 as a result of the congressional
mandate. They include: Carlton, Winthrop, Mazama, Twisp, Methow

With the exception of Winthrop and Twisp, these communities are unincorporated
localities without definite boundaries. Because of the pristine setting of many of the
drainages in the Basin, many rural residents have been attracted to build homes or
cabins nestled within the unique contours of the Methow Valley. Therefore, defining
wildland/urban interface communities based solely on population density and adjacency
to public land as defined in the Federal Register fails to include a large number of
residents that are interspersed throughout the landscape and may be at risk from
wildfire. The majority of rural homesites in the Basin exist outside the designated
communities listed in the Federal Register, but should be considered at risk based on
their location within wildand fuels and fire-dependent ecosystems.

While overall population of the region is relatively low at 4,382 (US Census 2000), many
rural residences are nestled on the valley floors of steep, forested drainages where fire
spread and severity are often highest. Many remote homes are not occupied year-
round and owners of these homes may not be well prepared or informed of the risk of
fire to their property. In addition, even year round residents in remote communities often
lack good evacuation plans or communication strategies, and road conditions may
inhibit or endanger residents and firefighters in the event of an evacuation.

Structural fires are the primary concern for rural fire districts. The remoteness of many
residences in the valley lead to the potential for structural fires to ignite wildland fires as
well. Many communities on lower terraces and foothills and the southern reaches of the
watershed occur in the shrub/steppe where current mapping information place fire
return intervals within a 35 year interval. The rate of spread in these shrub/steppe
systems exceeds that of forested areas and therefore adds an additional risk.

Agency Risk Assessments

Current risk assessments have been developed by the US Forest Service and

Washington State DNR employing various fuel models. Despite lack of a standardized

risk assessment, fuels treatments and FireWise planning have been underway in areas

assumed to be of high risk based on high population density and dense forest stand
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conditions. Risk assessments in general throughout the Basin are incomplete or lack
on-site data that accurately reflects the true landscape characteristics and subsequent
risk to homes or communities. Furthermore, current research demonstrates home
ingnitability, which is a function of the home and it's immediate surroundings, is the
primary factor in assessing the risk to homes in the wildland/urban interface (Cohen,
2000).

The US Forest Service risk assessments were developed to aid in the management
directive in the event of fire. They primarily assess the potential for crown fire and the
rate of spread on federal lands and are based on vegetation cover layers developed
from 1983 and 1997 Landsat imagery. They are coarse scale assessments using
computer simulations and models that give an indication of crown fire potential and rate
of spread under different wind and temperature scenarios. The Methow Fire
Management Unit of Methow Sub-Basin is broken down into Fire Management Areas
which are then regrouped into strategic Risk Analysis Zones (RAZ) using a fire
management computer model called RERAP (Rare Event Risk Assessment Process).
Residential communities within the Methow Valley Watershed lie within Methow RAZ 4
and 5 based on the Methow Sub-Basin Fire Management Unit. Results of fire modeling
in RAZ 4 using an ignition predction and spread model called SPREAD, have predicted
fires to actively spread in all directions depending on prevalent wind directions.

Fuel condition classes that describe the relative deviation from an area’s historic fire
regime have been mapped on the Okanogan National Forest. These condition classes
give an estimate of the fuel types across the landscape. GIS layers depicting fuel
condition classes are available from the Forest Service and more detailed description
can be found in the Fire Management Plan (OWNF 2002).

These assessments offer a landscape perspective of fire potential in a given area and
are important for viewing landscape level impacts. However, they offer little information
in terms of structural ignitability or actual risk to homes.

Potential Uses:

Identifying residences throughout the Basin by overlaying the Okanogan Land Use layer
and crown fire potential matrix was done using ArcView GIS to demonstrate a potential
use of these data. The result of this analysis is shown below in Figure 4.1. A zoomed in
version of this assessment can be seen in Figure 4.2. Based on this method there are
approximately 541 homes that intersect with high crown fire potential. However, crown
fire alone does not accurately describe risk because it cannot predict defensible space
or structural ignitability. A similar analysis could be done using the condition class
layers.

National Association of State Foresters has prepared an interagency
collaborative risk assessment method detailed in Field Guidance: Identifying and
Prioritizing Communities at Risk. The method relies on both qualitative and
quantitative methods and provides a methodology for overlaying important GIS
layers. This process has not been implemented in the Methow Valley, but
should be considered. It can be found at the following link or through the
steering committee:




Figure 4.1 Methow homesites derived from county parcel layer and ONF Crown Fire Potential layer
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Figure 4.2 Methow Homesites and Improved Parcels overlaid with Crown Fire Potential
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The Washington State DNR has employed a series of risk assessments to identify
communities at risk. The zip code map (left) established moderate and high risk zones

based on fuel types and population data.
They have also implemented a RAMS
assessment throughout certain areas in
NE Washington. Data to complete the
Methow Valley RAMS

assessment is incomplete.

Currently the DNR is implementing the
National Fire Protection Association 299
method of on-site assessments. The
results of these on-site evaluations are
then averaged based on census
polygons to view relative risk ratings. A
map (Figure 4.3) of communities that
have received this assessment in the

upper Methow Valley is presented below. To date approximately 151 homes have
received this assessment and individual field data sheets are available as well as GIS

layers.

Figure 4.3 DNR Census Polygons using NFPA 299 Risk Assessments

Potential Uses: Regroup data based on drainages or sub-watershed rather than census
blocks in order to assess risk within relevant management units.

Okanogan Conservation District
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The OCD along with input from Pete Soderquiest, Fire Management Officer at the
Methow Valley Ranger District, and Fire District #6 Chief Don Waller used a qualitative
approach to designate “Hot Spots”. They viewed economic values, fuel types, and
access issues to identify the following communities that need better fire prevention
and/or protection plans:

Figure 4.4 Okanogan Conservation District and Fire Districts identification of “Hot Spots”

Options for Continuing Identification of Communities at Risk

A clear definition of risk should be agreed upon by this planning group, adoption
or adaptation of one of the current agency methods for risk assessments should

be considered, or a new risk assessment should be developed by a team of
technical staff.
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To address fire protection and fire risk
throughout the Basin, a development of strategic
planning units would facilitate coordination of
fuels implementation projects and education
programs. The following maps (Figure 5.1, 5.2)
identify 2 options for strategic planning units. A
3'Y option would be to develop another strategy
through the technical committee.

Option 1 delineates management units based
on hydrologic units developed for the Methow
Valley Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA
48). Advantages include GIS information
already exists for these units. Disadvantages
might be they are too large or do not provide
meaning in terms of fuels and fire behavior
predictions.

Option 2 delineates management units based
on the Forest Service’s Fire Management Areas.
Advantages might include that data already
exists for these sub-units on public land.
Disadvantages might include lack of information
on private lands.

5.1 Option 1 Strategic planning units

Current Fuel Treatments in Basin

5.2.0ption 2 USFS Risk Management
Zones

Information was gathered from local organizations
including the Methow Conservancy, Cascade
Woodlands, Forest Stewardship Project, and Dave
Demyan. A GIS layer depicting areas of past and
on-going treatments was created and shown below
(Figure 6.0). Approximately 3,648 acres of
forested private land has received fuels treatment
in the Basin. Similarly, by viewing the parcel
layers and aerial photographs a layer was created
showing potential sites for fuels reduction work on
or directly adjacent to private land. These areas
were selected based on canopy closure and
adjacency to developed parcels. This layer
shows there is approximately 6,007 acres
directly adjacent to developed sites in need of
fuel treatment in the Basin. A more in depth
classification of these areas should be considered

including the extent of fuel treatments, but this method provides a raw estimate of the
amount of work that lies ahead only on and adjacent to private land.
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6.0 Fuel Treatment areas, current and potential

This map layer can continually be updated to track fuels treatments over time in order to
identify areas in need of treatment and provide a baseline for monitoring fuels
treatments Basin wide. Similarly, it can be combined with Forest Service layers to
create a truly landscape scale monitoring of forest management and fuels reduction
work in the Basin.
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Rural Fire District Capacity Assessment

rates.

Both two rural fire districts with the Methow Basin
are assigned a numerical fire protection rating by
the Washington Surveying and Ratings Bureau.
The Bureau which is funded by insurance
companies to perform on site evaluations,
analyzes five main areas: average response time,
water supply, communication network, schedule of
fire inspections and fire station evaluations, which
focus on age of vehicles, amount of personnel
training and staffing of facilities. Insurance
companies use the fire protection rating to help
determine insurance rates on all fire insurance
policies. The rating is on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1
representing the best score. Many residents live
outside the 5 mile radius of protection defined by
the Washington Surveying and Rating Bureau that
rates the capacity of rural fire districts to set
insurance standards. Therefore, they pay higher

Fire District 6, which encompasses 350 square miles and serves a population of roughly
3,000 residents, is rated an 8 with a tanker within 5 miles of each station. Outside that 5
mile radius, the rating is 10.

Fire District 5, which serves 130 square miles and 4,000 residents is rated a 9.

Washington Population Area (square miles)
Surveying & Rating
Bureau Rating

Fire District 5 9 4,000 130

Fire District 6 8 with tanker, 10 | 3,000 350

outside 5 mile
radius of each
station

Potential Areas for Increased Capacity for Fire Districts

Update physical addressing and acquire an integrated dispatch on-board or
laptop computer with GPS mapping system for response efficiency

Locator map of year round water supplies
Work with landowners and County Planning to address access issues including
road conditions for ingress and egress requirements, possible local fire zoning
ordinances and/or variances with communities
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Community Evacuation Plans

Only three evacuation plans currently exist for in the Basin and are listed below.
Currently evacuation plans are developed during an active fire threat. It has been noted
that evacuation plans should be in place prior to an immediate threat. The “Hot Spots”
described by the OCD can be used as an initial guide of communities to develop
evacuation plans.

“Structure Protection and Evacuation Plan Lost River/Two Rivers Community”
Needles Fire 2003

“Freestone Inn and Wilson Ranch”
Needles Fire 2003

“Structure Protection Plan, Lower Methow Valley
(Pateros to McFarland Creek)”
Deer Point Fire

Alta Lake

Black Canyon

Squaw Creek Canyon

McFarland Creek

Antione Creek

Washington Creek

Smoke Management

Air quality issues associated with smoke from summer wildfires and prescribed burns
continue to be increasing pubic concerns. Reported symptoms from smoke generated
by local fires include upper and lower respiratory ailments, eye irritation, sinus irritation,
headaches and many other effects. Evidence shows the level of toxic inhalants released
during cold burns/springtime burns are higher than during dry burns later in the season.
Public tolerance for smoke resulting from prescribed controlled burning during spring
may be lessening because of the compound effect of recurrent smoke associated with
adjacent summer wildfires in the region.

In addition to health related impacts, smoke created from wildfire also directly affects the
local economy in the Methow Valley, which is dependent on tourism for local jobs and
revenue during summer months. Visual impairments from smoke have also been listed
as concerns by local residents.

The health concerns, visual effects, and economic impacts associated with fuels
mitigation projects should be acknowledged and could be addressed by a Community
Fire Plan. Collaboration between state and county health agencies, Department of
Ecology, the US Forest Service and the public to address outreach and education for
prescribed burns that are proposed on Forest Service is underway.

Currently the US Forest Service, Department of Ecology, and DNR coordinate burn
plans under guidelines set forth by the Smoke Management Plan (DNR, 1998). Any
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prescribed burns associated with the Community Fire Plan need to address smoke
management at some level, and this planning group should cooperate with the Forest
Service on how to address these concerns.

For more information regarding smoke management in the Methow Valley, the following
documents and links may be useful to guide further planning on this issue.

Smoke Management Plan. DNR

Contact: Mark Gray

Fire Regulation & Outdoor Burning Program Coordinator
WA Dept. of Natural Resources

P.O. Box 47037, Olympia, WA 98504-7037.

Phone: (360) 902-1754 FAX: (360) 902-1757.
mark.gray@wadnr.gov.

Western Regional Air Partnership - The Fire Emission Joint Forum
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/fejf/

Nonburning Alternatives for Vegetation and Fuel Management. November 2002
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/fejf/documents/altwild/nonburning manual.pdf

MEMO: Prescribe Burn Program

KLB Consulting

Kristi Luguzza-Boosman, Citizen, Outreach Consultant
PO BOX 488

Twisp, WA 98856

Bio-Mass Utilization

Currently the Okanogan Community Development Council works on market
development and utilization opportunities for small diameter wood products in the
region. As an active participant in this planning unit, opportunities to coordinate fuels
reduction work and their efforts are envisioned through this plan.

Small diameter wood products like furniture, crafts, dimensional timber frames and other
products have been developed through OCDC. Other options being considered include
a small diameter utilization sort yard where small scale processing and marketing can
be achieved locally and the development of co-generation plant that would supplement
current electricity generation in the valley.

Partnerships with OCDC for fuels reduction work should be part of any holistic
implementation project.

For more information regarding small diameter wood product development contact:
Mike Ferris or Becky Harwood
Okanogan Community Development Council (509) 997-2245
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Summary and Prioritization of future planning needs

Based on the information gathered and review of multiple plans developed by other
communities, the suggested approach for achieving success is to develop strategic
committees to address specific planning needs. Each committee will be facilitated by
an overall planning coordinator, if funds become available, to ensure efficiency and
cohesiveness. In addition, a public outreach coordinator will help develop the strategy
for community outreach and work in concert with the committees and planning
coordinator. The two positions will be submitted for grant funding to NPF for 2005 by
Feb. 13, 2004 and will be administered by the North Central Washington Rural
Conservation & Development council that serves Okanogan, Chelan, and Douglas
County from Chelan. The strategic committees and their tasks are outlined below.
Public participation and input is expected as this process continues.

Steering Committee: The primary responsibility of the steering committee is plan
development to include policies and procedures for the planning group.
Tasks: Develop clear goals, objectives, and guiding principles with public input
Organize and facilitate group meetings
Develop work plan for coordinator
Develop Timeline for plan
Act as repository of information
Identify alternate funding sources where needed
Develop monitoring and evaluation method for plan effectiveness
Develop template for MOU and other cooperative agreements for fuels
work
Develop ranking criteria for project proposals
Edit Draft Community Fire Plan

Technical Committee: The primary responsibility of the technical committee is to guide
the management and implementation planning through their technical expertise and
experience.
Tasks: Define loose terminology such as “risk”, “hazard”, etc
Adopt, adapt, or develop risk assessment method to be used Basin wide
(suggestion: Integrate DNR data with NASF Field Guidance: Identifying
and Prioritizing Communities at Risk)
Decide on geographic planning areas
Provide GIS support
Provide management options for planning units
Develop criteria for evaluation effectiveness of fuel treatments including
ecological indicators for pre/post project implementation

Public Outreach Committee: The primary responsibility of the public outreach
committee is to develop a public outreach strategy to inform and engage the public in
this planning process and implementation work. The tasks for this group should be
further defined by the committee but might include

Tasks: Define communities and develop community profiles

-23-



Establish a website for information and feedback

Conduct public opinion surveys on values, smoke tolerance, and other
issues of concern

Conduct field demonstration days for FireWise projects

Conduct tours of “fire safe” houses

Protection Committee: The protection committee would work with fire districts and fire
protection agencies to increase protection capacity.
Tasks: Complete and update evacuation plans for all communities in Basin

Develop telephone trees for communities
Update physical addressing and acquire an integrated dispatch on-board
or laptop computer with GPS mapping system for response efficiency
Locator map of year round water supplies
Work with landowners and County Planning to address access issues
including road conditions and local fire zoning ordinances and develop
ordinances with communities if need be

Proposed Timeline

Tasks Time Frame Responsible Party
-Formalize goals and objectives | March’05-June’ 05 Public Outreach Committee and
with public input (preliminary Steering Committee

work already underway)
Steering Committee
-Develop concise methodology
for plan including timeline for
planning and committee

-Formalize definitions of | March’05-June’ 05 Technical Committee
relevant terms such as “risk”,
“hazard”, etc through

establishing or adopting terms
from other plans. (references
already collected and available)

-ldentify and describe current | March 05'-Sept.’ 05 Protection Committee with cooperation
suppression  operations  to of County Planning

identify  capacity/infrastructure
needs

-including GIS mapping of water
supplies

-seek funding for GIS/GPS
Adopt or develop risk | March 05'-Sept 05’ Technical Committee

assessment methodology for
this region including geographic
descriptions strategic planning
units for implementation
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Develop Evacuation plans and
telephone trees for communities
not currently covered, and
update and review existing
plans

March ’05-December
‘05

Protection Committee and Public

Outreach Committee

Develop long-term Evaluation
and Monitoring criteria for
effectiveness of fuel treatments
and long-term ecological health
indicators

By December ‘05

Technical Committee with advisory
from local biologists and

Identify and suggest fuels | By Feb ‘06 Technical Committee, Forest Service,
mitigation plans for areas DNR and local consulting foresters and
identified as strategic planning contractors

units

Edit Plan and Disseminate to | March ‘06 Steering Committee/Public Outreach
interested Public

Develop cooperative agreement

template MOU for mitigation | March ‘06 Planning Group and Community

plans suggested in this plan
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Appendix |

Definition of Communities at Risk

Federal Register Vol. 66, No. 3, Pages 751-754, January , 2001

The urban/wildland interface community
exists where humans and ther
development

meet or intermix with wildland fuel.”’
There are three categories of
communities that meet this description.
Generally, the Federal agencies will
focus on communities that are described
under categories 1 and 2. For purposes
of applying these categories and the
subsequent criteria for evaluating risk to
individual communities, a structureis
understood to be either aresidence or a
business facility, including Federal,
State, and local government facilities.
Structures do not include small
improvements such as fences and
wildlife watering devices.

Category 1. Interface Community

The Interface Community exists where
structures directly abut wildland fuels.
Thereisaclear line of demarcation
between residential, business, and
public structures and wildland fuels.
Wildland fuels do not generally
continue into the developed area. The
development density for an interface
community is usually 3 or more
structures per acre, with shared
municipal services. Fire protection is
generally provided by alocal
government fire department with the
responsibility to protect the structure
from both an interior fire and an
advancing wildland fire. An alternative
definition of the interface community
emphasizes a population density of 250
or more people per square mile.
Category 2. Intermix Community

The Intermix Community exists where
structures are scattered throughout a
wildland area. Thereisno clear line of
demarcation; wildland fuels are
continuous outside of and within the
developed area. The development
density in the intermix ranges from
structures very close together to one
structure per 40 acres. Fire protection
digtricts funded by various taxing
authorities normally provide life and
property fire protection and may also
have wildland fire protection
responsibilities. An alternative
definition of intermix community
emphasizes a population density of
between 28250 people per square mile.
Category 3. Occluded Community

The Occluded Community generally
existsin a situation, often within a city,
where structures abut an island of
wildland fuels (e.g., park or open space).

Thereisaclear line of demarcation
between structures and wildland fuels.
The development density for an

occluded community is usually similar
to those found in the interface
community, but the occluded areais
usually less than 1,000 acresin size.
Fire protection is normally provided by
local government fire departments.
Preliminary Criteriafor Evaluating
Risk to Communities

The Secretaries are required to

publish in the Federal Register, by May
1, 2001, a second list of urban wildland
interface communities within the
vicinity of Federal landsthat are a high
risk from wildfire in which treatments
will not have begun during 2001. The
Federal agencies will work with Tribes,
States, local governments, and other
interested parties to refine and narrow
the initial list of communities provided
in this notice, focusing on those that are
at highest risk, as determined through
the application of appropriate criteria.
In discussions with States, Tribes, local
governments, and other interested
parties, the Secretaries will suggest
using the specific factors listed below,
as modified through further discussion
with and input from interested parties,
in evaluating risk to communities.
Similar risk factors will beincluded in
interim guidance to the agencies’ field
unitsthat will be required to implement
urban wildland treatment projects
during FY 2001.

Risk Factor 1: Fire Behavior Potential
Stuation 1. In these communities,
continuous fuels are in close proximity
to structures. The composition of
surrounding fuels is conducive to crown
fires or high intensity surface fires.
There are steep slopes, predominantly
south aspects, dense fuels, heavy duff,
prevailing wind exposure and/or ladder
fuels that reduce fire fighting
effectiveness. Thereisahistory of large
fires and/or high fire occurrence.
Stuation 2: In these communities,
there are moderate slopes, broken
moderate fuels, and some ladder fuels.
The composition of surrounding fuelsis
conducive to torching and spotting.
These conditions may lead to moderate
fire fighting effectiveness. Thereisa
history of some large fires and/or
moderate fire occurrence.

Stuation 3: In these communities,
grass and/or sparse fuels surround
structures. Thereis infrequent wind
exposure, flat terrain with little slope
and/or predominantly a north aspect.
Thereis no largefire history and/or low
fire occurrence. Fire fighting generally is
highly effective.

Risk Factor 2: Values At Risk

Stuation 1: This situation most

closely represents acommunity in an
urban interface setting. The setting
contains a high density of homes,
businesses, and other facilities that
continue across theinterface. Thereisa
lack of defensible space where
personnel can safely work to provide
protection. The community watershed
for municipal water isat high risk of
being burned compared to other
watersheds within that geographic
region. Thereis ahigh potential for
economic loss to the community and
likely loss of housing units and/or
businesses. There are unique cultural,
historical or natural heritage values at
risk.

Situation 2: This situation represents
an intermix or occluded setting, with
scattered areas of high-density homes,
summer homes, youth camps, or
campgrounds that are less than amile
apart. This situation would cover the
presence of lands at risk that are
described under State designations such
as impaired watersheds, or scenic
byways. Thereisarisk of erosion or
flooding in the community if vegetation
burns.

Risk Factor 3: Infrastructure

Stuation 1: In these communities,
there are narrow dead end roads, steep
grades, one way in and/or out routes, no
or minimal fire fighting capacity, no fire
hydrants, no surface water, no pressure
water systems, no emergency operations
group, and no evacuation plan in an
area surrounded by a fire-conducive
landscape.

Stuation 2: In these communities,
there are limited access routes,
moderate grades, limited water supply,
and limited fire fighting capability in an
area  surrounded by scattered
fireconducive

landscape.

Stuation 3: In these communities,
there are multiple entrances and exits
that are well equipped for fire trucks,
wide loop roads, fire hydrants, open
water sources (pools, creeks, lakes), an
active emergency operations group, and
an evacuation plan in place in an area
surrounded by a fireproof landscape.
The Secretaries will work
collaboratively with States, Tribes, local
communities, and other interested
parties to develop aranking process to
focus fuel reduction activities by
identifying communities most at risk.
Public input is welcome on the form a
ranking system should take, asisinput
on measures that may be useful to assess
the impacts of fuels treatment projects.
Preliminary Criteriafor Project
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Selection

After the Federal agencies consult

with States, Tribes, local leaders, and
other interested parties on therisk to
communities, the Secretaries will work
collaboratively with those entities to
identify and prioritize specific treatment
projects. Projects will be focused on
Federal land in the urban wildland
interface, and may be extended to non-
Federal land that fallsin close
proximity. All projects will be subject to
review for conformance with applicable
laws, as addressed in the report to
Congress that responds to section 5(B) of
title IV of the report accompanying the
FY 2001 Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act. The agencies
expect the preliminary criteriafor risk
evaluation identified above, modified as
appropriate in consultation with
interested parties, to be helpful in
project selection. Among other factors
that may be considered in project
selection is the contribution the project
will make toward establishing an
adequate buffer around, or defensible
space for, acommunity at risk. By this
criterion, priority would be given to
projects that are adjacent to combustible
structures within the interface
communities. Another factor will be the
degree to which the community actively
supports and invests in hazardous fuel
reduction activities and programs.
Support would be demonstrated by a
combination of: developing partnerships
with adjacent Federal agencies, States,
and Tribes; sharing costs for hazardous
fuels reduction and fire prevention
activities; enhancing afire-safe
environment through enforcement of
fire-related laws, regulations and
ordinances; applying appropriate
community planning practices; and
participating in the organization of and
support for fire safety and related
environmental education.

Dated: December 27, 2000.

For the Department of Agriculture.

Dan Glickman,

Secretary of Agriculture.

Dated: December 22, 2000.

For the Department of the Interior.
Bruce Babbitt,

Secretary of the Interior.
Urban-Wildland I nterface Communities
in the Vicinity of Federal Lands That
Areat High Risk From Wildfire
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Il. List of Resources
Websites

Northwest Wildfire Coordinating Group
http://www.nwcg.gov/default.htm

FireWise
http://www.firewise.org

Washington Department of Natural Resources
http://www.dnr.wa.gov/base/fire.html

National Interagency Fire Center
http://www.nifc.gov

Northwest Interagency Coordination Center
http://www.or.blm.gov/nwcc/index.htm

Okanogan National Forest
http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/oka/

Northwest Fire Plan
http://www.nwfireplan.gov/

National Fire Plan
http://www.fireplan.gov/content/home/

Josephine County Integrated Fire Plan
http://www.co.josephine.or.us/

Applegate Fire Plan
http://www.grayback.com/Applegate-Valley/fireplan/

Ecosystem Management Initiative. Learning from Experience: A National Resource for Collaboration and Partners
http://www.snre.umich.edu/emi/lessons/

Trinity County Fire Safe Council. Trinity County Resource Conservation District.
http://users.snowcrest.net/tcrcd/index.htm?article01-toc.htm
http://users.snowcrest.net/tcrcd/pdf/FireSafeCouncilHistory.pdf

Memorandum of Understanding, Trinity County Fire Safe Council
http://users.snowcrest.net/tcrcd/pdf/FireSafeCouncil _MoU.pdf

Utah Community Fire Planning (including plan and workbook)
http://www.ffsl.utah.gov/communityfirepln.htm
http://www.ffsl.utah.gov/communityfireplan.pdf
http://www.ffsl.utah.gov/cfp-workbook.pdf

COPWRR Strategy Framework
http://www.coic.org/copwrr/

Pacific Biodiversity Institute
http://www.pacificbio.org/

GIS and Maps

CD’s containing GIS layers and paper maps for this project will be kept with the Methow Conservancy.
All GIS layers for this project are displayed in Washington State Plane North: meters.

Washington State DNR GIS maps and layers are housed on CD for this project and additional GIS info can be found at
http://www3.wadnr.gov/dnrapp6/dataweb/dmmatrix.html

USFS GIS layers can be found at http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/oka/gis/ or requested directly. In addition the Forest Service has paper
maps available.
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Okanogan Conservation District
Bob Anderson, Laura Clark
1251 S 2™ Ave

Okanogan, Wa. 98840

(509) 422-0855
bob-anderson@wa.nacdnet.org
laurac@okanogancd.org

Okanogan County Planning and GIS
Don Motes, Bill Murray, Gene
Wyllson

123 5" North

Okanogan, Wa. 98840

US Forest Service

Methow Valley Ranger Station

Leahe Swayze, Kathy Busse, Pete
Soderquist, John Newcom

(509) 996-4003

Iswayze@fs.fed.us
kbusse@fs.fed.us
psoderquist@fs.fed.us
newcom@fs.fed.us

The Methow Conservancy
Katharine Bill

PO BOX 71

Winthrop, WA 98862

(509) 996-2870
katharine@methowconservancy.org

The Partnership for a Sustainable
Methow-The Forest Stewardship
Project

Chris Charters

PO BOX 246

Twsip, Wa 98856

(509) 997-1050
forestry@sustainablemethow.org

George Wooten

Kettle Range Conservation Group
192 Eastside

Twisp, Wa. 98856

(509) 997-6010
gwooten@mymethow.com

lll. List of Participants and Contact Information

Pacific Biodiversity Institute
Hans Smith IV

PO BOX

Winthrop, Wa. 98862

(509) 996-2490
hans@pacificbio.org

Methow Forest Owner’s Cooperative
Lorah Waters

PO BOX 542

Methow, Wa. 98834

(509) 923-19944

lorah@nwi.net

Washington State Department of
Natural Resources

Chuck Johnson

PO BOX 1146

Oroville, Wa. 98844

(509) 684-7474
chuck.johnson@wadnr.gov

Dave Shulz

Okanogan County Commissioner
123 5th Avenue North, Rm 150
Okanogan, Wa. 98840

(509) 422-7100
dpschulz@methow.com

Cascade Woodlands
Arnie Arneson

PO BOX 2236
Wenatchee, Wa. 98807
(509) 662-3035

arnesona@aol.com

Dave Demyan

Planetary Science Institute
(509) 996-9826
demyan@mymethow.com

Fire Districts 5

Bill Vallance

Administrator

(509)
ocfd5fireadmin@televar.com

Fire District 6

Don Waller
Administrator

PO BOX 895
Winthrop, Wa 98862
(509) 997-2981

fire6 @mymethow.com

Mazama Fire Chief, Dick Roberts
255 Lost River Road

Mazama, Wa. 98833

(509) 996-2334
info@ncbasecamp.com

Okanogan Community Development
Council

Mike Ferris, Becky Harwood

PO BOX 404

Twisp, Wa. 98856
ocdc@mymethow.com

Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife

Lynda Hoffman
hofmalah@dfw.wa.gov

Kristi Laguzza-Boosman
KLB Consulting

PO BOX 488

Twisp, Wa. 98856
kristi@methow.com

Soo Ing Moody

Socio Eco Research

Sociologist / Consultant

P.O. Box 534

Twisp, WA 98856 USA
(509)997-0576 {home} or (509) 679-
6974 {cell}

socioeco@yahoo.com

Barb Swanson

Fire Ecologist

Northwest Ecosytem Alliance
1208 Bay St. Suite 201
Bellingham, WA 98225

(360) 671-9950 x 29
bswanson@ecosystem.org

Sarah Schrock

Natural Resource Planner
PO BOX 82

Winthrop, Wa. 98862
(509) 996-4223
sischrock@yahoo.com
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Fire District Preliminary Capacity Assessment Worksheet

Prepared by Sarah Schrock
Methow Basin Community Fire Plan

Assess the following by
compiling lists:

Chief: Bill Vallance

Fire District # 5 Gold Creek to Pateros
Po Box 395, Pateros, Wa.

130 sqg. mile serving a population of approximately 4,000

Existing Infrastructure (ie
engines, hoses etc)

Stations in Brewster, Pateros, Methow (inventory updating
currently underway)

Location of hydrants, water
sources used during
suppression

In the rural area of District 5 there are no hydrants.

Number of Fire fighters

volunteer | paid 1

Historical Statistics

2000 2001 2003

Average response time

Loss of property

Loss of life

Fire ignition causes

Identify areas where
access is prohibitive to
protection

known

unknown

Assess Operational Needs

Is the current infrastructure
adequate for most fire calls?
If not, what is needed?

We are currently in the process of building a new fire station in
Pateros. A fire station and equipment is needed in the Alta Lake
area and fire station in Methow needs to be expanded.

What are the current
wildland suppression
procedures?  Are they in

order and effective?

We are dispatched through the Okan. Co. Sheriff's Dispatch
center. From there we respond, extinguish and confine wildland
fires using our equipment and man power as well as mutual aid
agreements if any other resources are needed.

Is there a need to update
training of crews for either
structural and/or wildland
fires?

Yes, there is always a need to continue and update our
knowledge and skills involving fire fighting.
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Fire District Preliminary Capacity Assessment Worksheet

Prepared by Sarah Schrock
Methow Basin Community Fire Plan

Assess the following by
compiling lists:

Chief: Don Waller

Fire District # 6 Methow to Mazama
Po Box 895, Twisp, Wa

350 sq. miles serving approximately 3,000 people

Existing Infrastructure (ie
engines, hoses etc)

See attached sheet

Location of hydrants, water
sources used during
suppression

Use of irrigation districts. Spickets in Edelweiss. Deer Run has
hydrant, Goat Creek

Number of Fire fighters

Volunteer= 0 | Paid=1

Historical Statistics

2000 2001 2003

Average response time

Loss of property

Loss of life

Fire ignition causes

Identify areas where | Known: Pine Forest, Edelweiss, Newby Creek, Hoot n'Holler
access is prohibitive to

protection

Assess Operational Needs

Update of addressing with dispatch, mapping of water sources,
integrated GPS system

Is the current infrastructure
adequate for most fire calls?
If not, what is needed?

Yes, for the most part.
recent years

New equipment has been acquired in

What are the current
wildland suppression
procedures?  Are they in

order and effective?

Structures are first priorty. Mutual aid agreement with state and
federal fire fighting is sufficient

Is there a need to update
training of crews for either
structural and/or wildland
fires?

Always a need, but for the most part adequate
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\Y
EUIPMENT LIST by STATION District 6

The fire dist. have 2 new pumpers to replace Carlton and Mazama’s pumpers. This list includes the new
pumpers

They all carry about the same amount of hose, which is:
A brush vehicle carries 1000’ of 1.5” hose and 600’ of 1" hose, plus equipped with Class A foam

All tenders carry 300’ of 2.5” hose.
All pumpers will carry 1000” of 5” hose, 600’ of 2.5 hose, 600’ of 1.75” hose

Carlton:

Pumper will carry 1000 gal. of water with
1500gpm pump and class A foam

4x4 brush vehicle with 450gal of water
Tender with 3000 gal of water

Twisp:

Pumper with 2000gal of water with 1500gpm pump and class A foam
4x4 brush vehicle with 450gal water

4x4 brush vehicle with 300 gal water

tender with 3000gal water

Winthrop:

Pumper with 2000gal of water with 1500gpm pump and Class A foam
4x4 brush vehicle with 450gal of water

tender with 3000gal of water
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VI.
Josephine County Community Plan Outline Checklist

The following table can serve to help identify areas for further consideration for the Methow Basin Community Fire Plan. The left column
identifies areas that a Community Fire Plan might address, as proposed by Josephine County. In addition to these components, issues of
concern that have already been identified by this group are included as well. The column on the right identifies areas that this report (Feb. 13)
will include in an effort to help guide the development of a comprehensive Community Fire Plan. Components not checked [] should be
considered for further Community Fire Planning and brief comment is provided.

Components a Plan Might Address X Will be included, but should be evaluated and updated as needed

(as proposed by Josephine County, OR)

Executive Summary
Goals
Methodology
Action Plan
Introduction
Background/history
Geographic Boundary
Definitions/Descriptions
Fire Policy/Programs
Planning Process
Partners/Committees
Group Description
Collaboration & Community Outreach
Review Community Studies/Reports
Community Profile
Environment/Natural Resources
Population/Demographics
Housing/Development trends
Transportation
Fire Hazard rating
Wildfire Risk Assessment
History
Occurrence
Structural Vulnerability
Values
Emergency Operations
Wildland Suppression
Training/Resources
Structural
Inventory of fire protection resources
Telephone trees
Evacuation plans
Mitigation Plan
Current Projects & Policies
Fuels Reduction Work
Biomass Utilization
Education Outreach
Monitoring \ Evaluation
Prioritization/Coordination
Plan Adoption
Implementation Timeline
Cooperative Agreements
Identify Funding sources

[ Not included, needs further consideration from group

Executive Summary
XI Goals to date: still need to formalize with public input

OO

Introduction

XX

[ Definitions/Descriptions need to be established
[ Fire Policy/Programs need clarification

Planning Process

X Partners Established [] no committees identified

[ not developed
X Review Community Studies
Community Profile

X

X

X

[1 Needs to be identified and agreed upon
Wildfire Risk Assessments

X

X

[] Need good site specific assessments
[J Need Community Input

Emergency Operations

[J Needs further assessment

[J Needs further assessment

[ Needs further assessment

[1 Need to be established per community

X Available for limited communities, need to establish for all
Mitigation Plan

X GIS map layer and descriptions

[1 no method to evaluate effectiveness

XI Summary of OCDC efforts

Monitorig\ Evaluation

ooooa

Special Issues of Public Concern
Smoke Management

Ecosystem Health
Wildlife
others

Special Issues of Public Concern

[X] Needs further assessment, but summary and resources provided
[ Not yet addressed, measures for success should be addressed

[ Not yet addressed
[ Public Input needed
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VI
DNR Compartment 1. Methow
Part |

Compartment 1 contains 161000 acres in Fire Management Zone 02. Representative Locations (RLS)
and the percents in this Compartment are: 20 (100%). The Compartment experiences 10.90 fires per
yeatr, totaling 417 acres. The characteristics of the compartment indicate that: Catastrophic Fire Likely.

Fuels Hazard characteristics are rated:
Fuels (flame length produced): 4 - 8 Feet (Moderate)
Crowning Potential: 3 -5 (Moderate)
Slope Percent: 36+ (High)
Aspect: East, West (Moderate)
Elevation: 1000 - 2500 (High)

Protection Capability ratings are:
InitialAttack: 31+ minutes (High)
Suppression Complexity: Complex (High)

Ignition Risk factors include:
Population Density - Wildland Urban Interface
101-300 Dwellings/structures
Power Lines In Unit
Transmission Lines
Sub-station
Distribution Lines
Industrial Operations
Construction project
Debris/slash burning
Active timber sale
Mining
Recreation
Dispersed camping areas, party areas, hunters, waterbased, hiking
Off highway vehicle use
Developed camping areas
Flammables Present
Powder magazine
Gas pumps or storage
Other
Incendiary
Cultural Activities
Government operations
Shooting/target
Woodcutting area, power equipment
Fireworks, children with matches
Transportation System
County road(s)
Public Access Road(s)
State/Federal highway(s)
Commercial Development
Camps, resorts, stables
Business, agricultural/ranching
Schools
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