






Deck gun monitor and booster hose cool hotspots at peat fire at Hinesville, GA.
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well as effective mopup tactics on this
type of fire.

The Dixon State Forest was the site
of the first trial for the unit. It drafted
1,200 gallons (4,542 L) of water from
a canal in 5.7 minutes. The machine
was first operated in a typical pine
stand to familiarize its operators with
its maneuverability and water­
handling capability. The sandy forest
floor underneath the palmetto­
gallberry understory was left undis­
turbed except for the cleats of the
66 x 43.00-25 forestry tires penetrat­
ing the soil.

The machine was next driven to a
gum-cypress swamp that had burned
the previous year. It carried the load of
water through muck that a tractor
plow unit could not negotiate. Water
quickly filled the 2-foot (60-cm) deep
tracks left by the large flotation tires.

Another trial was arranged for late
February near Waycross-this time as

Those who attended the Okefenokee
demonstration were impressed by
the machine's ability to draft and
transport water at speeds up to 14
miles per hour on the perimeter
road and for some distance into the
swamp's edge.

a demonstration to GFC fire personnel
from the coastal districts. Again the
machine negotiated the previously off­
limits terrain as the two downswept
nozzles laid down lines of foam. Larry
Watson, Ware County forest ranger,
remarked, "This thing will go any
place that we have any business
fighting a fire!" Firefighters took turns
operating the machine with one
driving and another operating the
I 1/2-inch (4-cm) turret-type nozzle
from the operator's platform. The
machine demonstrated its fire­
quenching ability by delivering a

direct stream of foam with a reach in
excess of 60 feet (18 m). The bubble
cup nozzle could be adjusted to
produce a wide blanket of foam as
well as a straight stream. The 12/24
gpm downswept nozzles on each side
not only laid lines of foam. but they
also provided fire protection for the
tires, The Hanover''>"s ability to pump
and roll through forested terrain
impressed the GFC tractor plow
operators.

Late in February, the unit was field
tested in Georgia's Roundabout
Swamp near Pearson, GA. This 3,000­
acre (1 ,2 I4-ha) swamp with an
average peat depth of 8 feet (2.4 m)
has been the site of several project
fires in recent years. Although the
most recent Roundabout fire con­
sumed only 52 acres (21 hal,
firefighters spent more than 4 weeks
laying hose and pumping an estimated
2 million gallons (over 7 1/2 million L)
of water from existing canals to drench
the peat fire.

A main goal of this particular field
test was to maneuver the machine into
increasingly poor underfooting until
the machine was bogged down and
unable to move. The machine maneu­
vered well through any area with
enough vegetation and root mass to
give it traction. A prairie-type area
proved to be its nemesis, however,
because the lack of vegetation caused
the machine to sink into the mud.

The unit was next demonstrated to
the U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service and several
USDA Forest Service representatives
using the Okefenokee National Refuge
as a demonstration site. Several fires
in this 400.000-acre (161 ,880-ha)
wilderness swamp had recently
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Hanover' demonstration at Okefenokee Swamp Refuge.

t C£ and was in use when the unit arrived.
The presence of the hose on the
ground did not restrict the unit's
mobility because tires (which had a
low ground pressure) could drive over
the hose without causing any apparent
damage.

The Unit in North Carolina

After the evaluation in southeast
Georgia, the machine went on trial in
the mountain region of western North
Carolina. Although the evaluation was
not as extensive as the one in Georgia,
the machine did handle the water load
safely on the steep slopes, indicating
its potential to work in this environ­
ment.

Advantages of the Unit

\'
I,
I

threatened structures, campgrounds.
and private timber. The unit negoti­
ated the edge of the Okefenokee well.
Those who attended this demonstra­
tion were impressed by the machine's
ability to draft and transport water at
speeds up to 14 miles per hour
(23 kph) on the perimeter road and for
some distance into the swamp's edge.
Participants were also impressed with
how quickly and easily they became
comfortable operating this machine.

The Unit's Trial by Fire

The unit was next deployed to a 15­
acre (6-ha) peat fire in Hinesville, GA.
Initial attack was complete, and this
fire was in the mopup stage when the
machine arrived. Tractor plow units
had been used to contain the fire, but
many hotspots remained inside the
perimeter. The normal mode of
operation on this type of fire has been

30

either to let it bum until sufficient
rainfall occurs or to lay hose into the
hotspots to put them out. Because this
fire was located in a wildland-urban
interface, the decision was made to
drench the hotspots with water.

Using the mobility and rapid
response of the unit, the crew was able
to move instantly to areas of most
urgent need. A crew of three operated
the unit: a driver. deck gun operator,
and spotter on the ground, who also
used the booster hose. Utilizing the
large tank capacity. the crew would
typically work hotspots for about 40
minutes and then spend 10minutes
going to and from the city hydrant for
refilling.

This fire provided an opportunity
for the machine to work side by side
with a hose lay operation. Approxi­
mately 2,000 feet (609 m) of 2 1/2
inch- (o-cm), I 1/2 inch- (4-cm), and I
inch- (2.S-crn) hose had been laid out

Comparing use of this unit to a
conventional hose-laying, mopup
operation, the following points are
worth noting:
• Less equipment is required. The

one Hanover" can perform in
place of a stationary pumper, hose
lays, and miscellaneous support
equipment.

• Far fewer firefighters are required.
A crew of three operated two
nozzles (a ratio of 1.5: I). By
contrast, the hose crews required
four firefighters to operate one
nozzle (a ratio of 4: I).

• Response time to flare ups is
reduced. The Hanover" can
quickly respond to hotspots. There
is no time spent picking-up and re­
laying hose. The machine simply
drives to the hotspot, knocks it
down, and then moves on to the
next problem.

Fire Management Notes
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From right to left are L.A. (Mic) Amicarella, Staff Director. Fire Aviation
and Management. Forest Servia; awardee Dr. Putnam, equipment
specialist. Missoula Technology and Development Center, Forest Service;
Mrs. Putnam; and Boh Joens, branch chief, Fire Equipment and Chemicals.
Fire Aviation and Management, Forest Service.
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• Demobilization time is reduced.
Once the machine is loaded on a
lowboy trailer, it is ready to go on
to the next fire or return to base.
There is no hose to be cleaned,
dried, and stored.

• The Hanover" provides an extra
level of security in the wildland­
urban interface because it can
maneuver, uninhibited, from yard

Ted Putnam Honored
for Fire Safety
Accomplishments

USDA Forest Service equipment
specialist at the Missoula Technology
and Development Center (MTDC), Dr.
Stuart E. "Ted" Putnam was recently
honored with two national awards for
his work in designing and testing
personal protective equipment for
wildland firefighters. This past spring
Putnam was awarded the Government

to yard to help protect houses.

Evaluation and Future Options

The GFC had envisioned this unit
as an ideal machine for mopup
operations in low ground-pressure
conditions. Its use on the Hinesville
fire confirmed that it can efficiently
deliver large volumes of water, foam,

Employees Insurance Company
(GEICO) Public Service Award in Fire
Prevention and Safety, and this
summer, the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Distinguished
Service Award for Safety and Health.
Putnam, who has been with MTDC
since 1976. pioneered the development
of the fire shelter, an aluminum pup
tent that has saved the lives of many
wildland firefighters.

The GEICO Public Service Awards
are presented annually to four civilian

career Federal
employees and
one retired
FederaJ
employee for
outstanding
achievements
in public
service. The
USDA Honor
Awards are
presented to

USDA
employees for
outstanding
accomplish­
ments.

or both in a timely manner. This
performance encourages the GFC to
evaluate its use in initial attack at the
first opportunity. For more infonna­
tion about the modification of the unit
or its use, please contact Alan Dozier
of the GFC at (912) 751-3492 or Bill
Fyfe at G.R. Manufacturing, Inc.,
(205) 655-8001. •

Under Putnam's leadership at the
MTDC, new technology has been used
to develop, refine, and improve flame­
resistant clothing, protective leather
gloves, and most significantly, the fire
shelter, for wildland firefighters. The
shelter has been credited with saving
the lives of more than 200 entrapped
wildland firefighters since 1977.
Putnam. who has been a firefighter and
a smokejumper, has combined both
scientific expertise and practical field
experience in the development of
protective equipment, which earned
him an international reputation as an
expert in this field.

Putnam not onJy designs protective
gear but also is active in field reviews
and evaluations of equipment
performance and in the development of
teaching materials for wildland
firefighters. He also serves on the
National Fire Protection Association's
Wildland Fire Fighting Protective
Clothing Subcommittee, a body that is
developing standards that will affect
more than 350,000 firefighters .•

Brendan Tu and Enid Hodes,
respectively. graduate student at
Colorado State University, USDA
Forest Service. Rocky Mountain Region.
Air, Aviation, and Fire Management,
Cooperative Education Program,
Lakewood, CO, and editor. USDA
Forest Service, Public Affairs Office.

"
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Rx for Flexibility During Budget Unrest:
Contract for an Initial Action Engine
Mark Beighley

Fire management officer, USDA Forest Service, Deschutes National Forest,
Bend Ranger District, Bend, OR

In the fan of 1990, the Pacific
Northwest Region of the USDA Forest
Service projected an overall decrease
in its budget for the next 2 years. In
response, management directed that
the fixed organization be reduced
whenever possible-without a
reduction in force. At that time, the
level of financing for the Bend Ranger
District fire suppression organization
allowed the funding of four initial
action engine modules: three from
Forest Fire Fighting Protection (FFFP)
funding and one from Brush Disposal
(BD) deposits from timber sales (to
provide interim protection in har­
vested areas until logging slash is
treated to acceptable levels). When the
crew leader position on one of the
engines on the Bend District became
vacant, the chance was given to
explore alternative methods of
providing that engine module without
any adverse effects on permanent
seasonal personnel.

Oregon Department of Forestry, and
Washington Department of Natural
Resources, decided to try a new idea.
Why not contract for call-when­
needed (CWN) engines and water
tenders? Contractors would bid
competitively on rental rates when
providing equipment and trained
personnel for firefighting, possibly
reducing the cost of some items and
generating rates common to all user
agencies.

It seemed reasonable to take the
same idea one step further and attempt
to contract for a complete initial action
(IA) engine module, truck, and trained
firefighters to be on duty for a
designated time during fire season.
The bids could then be made based on
a guaranteed amount of work, some­
thing not possible with the Northwest
Interagency contract. Initial reactions
of local Forest Service fire personnel
can be described as "apprehensive,"

but it was an alternative to the
traditional approach of hiring Forest
Service employees to staff a Forest
Service engine. The Deschutes Forest
Supervisor and the Bend District
Ranger encouraged the concept, and
the effort was given the green light.

Following are the concerns that
surfaced:
• The cost of the contract would be

higher compared to traditional
staffing of Forest Service engines
with hired employees.

• The quality of the equipment and
the skill and experience of the
firefighters would not be as high as
usual.

• There would not be as much
management flexibility for
controlling duty hours and work
schedules.

• There might be an increased
frequency of arson fires for
financial gain.

J

)\

Cherub's Fire Control (contractor) Tvpe 6 engine.

The Contracting Experience and the
Decisionmaking Process

Contracting for firefighters for use
on Forest Service engines had been
successful on the Winema National
Forest several years earlier during a
similar period of workforce reduction.
The hiring of firefighting operators
and equipment had been a common
practice of the Forest Service on
Emergency Equipment Rental
Agreements. However, this hiring had
been based on rates fixed by the
Government as opposed to rates bid
by contractors. A Northwest Inter­
agency Committee, representing the
Forest Service, U.S. Department of the
Interior Bureau of Land Management,
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• There will be additional costs of
contract development and adminis­
tration.
Of course, others pointed out that if

this effort succeeded, there would be
some obvious benefits:
• There would be a reduction in the

Government employee workforce.
• The contractor would handle the

hiring, firing, timekeeping,
training, and other personnel­
related workload,

• Accidents and injury reporting and
claims would be the responsibility
of the contractor.

Contract Specifications

In order to maintain some level of
standardization, the Bend District fA
engine contract used the Northwest
Interagency contract specifications for
a Type 6 engine, equipment, and

Typical Forest Service Type 6 engine.
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personnel training. The Government
would provide equipment, such as
hose and fittings, that would normally
be left on fires for more than the initial
operational period. The contractor
could then immediately resupply, from
any Government cache, items they
were directed to leave on a fire. Also,
the engine was to be used on fires only
when a Forest Service officer was
assigned as the Incident Commander
or when assigned to a Forest Service
strike team. The contract inspection
duties could then be assumed by the
Incident Commander or strike team
leader, and the assignments given to
the engine contractually became a
work order. This facilitated equipment
accountability and contract adminis­
tration needs while the engine was
temporarily assigned away from its
normal operating area.

Contract Flexibility

The contract was developed to
provide a minimum of 77 days'
coverage within the mandatory
contract period-from June 24, 1991,
though September 28, 1991, This
coverage included the engine, an
operator, and a firefighter, When the
fire danger was at a "low" level, it
would be at the discretion of the fire
manager whether the engine would be
on- or off-duty on any given day,
When the fire danger rose to a
"moderate" level, two staff members
and the engine were required to be on
duty from 0930 to 1800, After Au­
gust I, on days when the fire danger
reached a "high" or "extreme" level, a
second firefighter was required
(producing a total staff of three), The
contract estimated that these situations
would occur a minimum of 25 days
during the mandatory contract period.
At the "extreme" fire-danger level, the
engine was usually kept on duty an
additional hour, until 1900, but this
was not originally written in as a
contract specification. This cost was
accounted for in the bid item for 300
overtime hours. A moderate amount of
flexibility was written into the contract
so that staffing could be responsive to
fluctuations in fire-danger levels,
providing efficient utilization of the
resource.

Estimating Contract Costs

The cost estimates worked up for
the contract were based on local
experience, using comparable Forest
Service equipment rates, Table I
displays the contract cost estimated by
the Forest Service, The 300 overtime
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hours (hours worked outside the 0930
to 1800 period) were included in the
contract as an estimate. Therefore, the
Forest Service was not obligated to
pay the entire amount unless staff
actually worked as ordered.

A total of II contractors placed
bids. Three of the II were non­
responsive to the bid and could not be
considered. The remaining eight bids
were as follows: $41,610.00,
$42,694.19, $53,240.60, $58,548.92,
$59,456.69, $62,766.75, $64,759.95
and $81,656.00.

Awarding the Bid

The eight bids were far greater than
the Government-estimated cost of the
contract (table I). Since overtime pay
(item I.D) is only an estimate and is
generally accrued while on fire
assignments. this amount would be
paid mostly out of nondistrict bud­
geted emergency funds (FFFF).

In 1991, the Bend Ranger District,
Deschutes National Forest,
contracted for a complete initial
action engine module, truck, and
trained firefighters to be on duty for
a designated time during fire
season. The success of that project
has encouraged them to continue
with another improved contract for
the 1992 fire season.

Excluding the overtime estimate, the
potential financial burden on the
district fire protection budget could be
roughly estimated at $25,860, much
closer to the contract estimate of
$21,458. Additionally, some of the
cost of a Type 6 engine with engine
boss and crew member, one additional
crew member. and mileage (items I.A,
I.B, and l.C) would, in all probability,
be paid out of FFFF funds. The entire
contract bid price did exist in the
district budget. Based on this ration-

ale, the contract was awarded to
Cherub's Fire Control of Bend, OR,
the low bidder. Table 2 displays the
actual bid awarded.

Evaluating the Engines

As stated earlier, the comparative
effectiveness of the contract initial
action engines versus traditional
staffing by Forest Service employees
was a concern. Would contract
engines perform as well as Forest
Service staffed engines? Could they
perform at a satisfactory level? The
fire staff on the Deschutes National
Forest measures the comparable
performance of engine crews each
summer by conducting an engine
proficiency review. Since a mecha­
nism existed to review proficiency,
management decided to put the
contract engine through the same drills
as the Forest Service engines and let
the fire staff objectively evaluate its

Table l-USDA Forest Service estimates for supplies, services. and costs when contracting for an initial action engine module

Name of offeror or contractor: USDA Forest Service estimate

Item
No. Supplies and services Quantity Unit Unit price Amount

1.A One Type 6 engine with one
engine boss and one crewmember
June 24 to Sept. 28, 1991 77 Days $160.00 $ 12,320

1.B One additional crewmember to
perform with engine listed
in 1,A above from Aug, 1 to
Sept. 28, 1991 25 Days 64.00 1,600

1.C Mileage 6,750 Miles 0.45 3,038

1.D Overtime 300 Hours 15.00 4,500

$ 21 ,458
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Table 2--Low bidder estimates for supplying an initial action engine module

t
Name of offeror or contractor: Bid award

Item
No. Supplies and services Quantity Unit Unit price Amount

" 1.A One Type 6 engine with one
engine boss and one crewmember
June 24 to Sept. 28, 1991 77 Days $ 280.00 $ 21,560

l.B One additional crewmember to
perform with engine listed
in 1.A above from Aug. 1 to
Sept 28, 199t 25 Days 64.00 1,600

l.C Mileage 6,750 Miles 0.40 2,700

1.D Overtime 300 Hours 52.50 15,750

$41,610

Table 3-Evaluation of USDA Forest Service engines and the contract engine

Forest Forest Forest
Engine proficiency Service Service Service Contract
review elements engine engine engine engine

1-5 t-6 1-7 1-9
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

Certification of crew 80 93 60 50

Satety 100 100 93 91

Strategy and tactics 83 92 92 58

Forest Service policy 100 100 100 N/A'

Vehicle equipment and maintenance 97 100 83 83

Map reading and compass use 67 56 56 22

.\ Chainsaw safety 100 94 100 65

Tree felling and bucking 100 95 85 100'

Handtool use and maintenance 88 86 88 49

Hoselays and water use 80 100 100

Total score, percent of maximum allowed 91.3 91.8 85.9 67.3

'Some review elements were not addressed in the contract specifications, so they were not included in the review for the contract engine. Two examples were "Forest Service Policy" and
"Tree Felling and Bucking." A Forest Service officer was required to be the Incident Commander on all fires when the contract engine responded. Also the contract does not mention the
tQlUng of trees-and the contract engine was instructed specifically not to fell trees-therefore only the bucking of logs was included.

en-ere was not sufficient time to perform the hoselay drill on the contract engine.
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Table 4---Costs ofa Forest Service engine module' for the same period as the contract engine was
used

'All figures are based on actual 1991 costs incurred by the Bend Ranger District for similar equipment and staffing. When
making cost comparisons, it is often difficult to include all the "hidden" costs associated with the Government workforce.
Types of associate costs unaccounted for include: Unemployment costs for off-season firefighters, overhead costs
associated with employment (payroll, per diem, office space, etc.). potential Office of Workers' Compensation Programs
costs (a large, long-term expense if an injury occurred).

Supplies and services Unit and cost per unit Amount

Engine operator and crew leader (GS-S) 86 days x $95/day $7.912

Skilled firefighter No.1 (GS-4) 86 days x $62/day 5.332

Skilled firefighter No.2 (GS-4) 58 days x $62/day 3,596

Overtime for above crew of 3 77 hours x $40/hour 3.080

Type 6 engine fixed operating rate 12 months x $250/month 3.000

Mileage cost 9,552 miles x $O.39/mile 3.725

Total comparative cost $26.645

performance, knowledge, and skill
level. This evaluation occurred on
July 19, just 7 days after the contract
engine started work. The results of the
testing are displayed in table 3.

Some general comments reflecting
a tailgate analysis of the results were:
• The contract engine and crew

performed at a significantly lower
level than the engines staffed by
Forest Service employees.

• The performance of the contract
engine and crew was not consid­
ered to be unsafe, merely less
efficient and less skilled.
It was not difficult to understand

why the Forest Service engines scored
much higher than the contract engine.
The Forest Service engine crews had
been working together for 4 to 6
weeks before the engine proficiency
test, and many of them had worked
together the previous fire season and
were familiar with the drills. An
interesting sidelight to the proficiency
reviews-as the "permanency" of the
engine leader's appointment deterio­
rated, so did the scores of the crews
they supervised. Forest Service
Engines 1-5 and 1-6 had leaders with
permanent seasonal appointments,
Forest Service Engine 1-7 had a leader
with a temporary appointment and, of
course, the contract engine had a
leader with no appointment.

The 1991 fire season on the Bend
Ranger District was moderately busy
with 77 fires, 48 to which ground
crews responded (29 fires were staffed
with smokejumpers). The contract
engine responded to and took suppres­
sion action on 14 fires for a total of
178 hours. While not actually fighting
fire, the contract engine crew was
involved in other resource-related

operations such as road clearing,
dispersed recreation patrol, and station
maintenance.

The final payment document
indicated that the contract engine
worked a total of 86 days, 58 of which
required a staff of three. They accu­
mulated 9,552 miles (15,372 km)
driven and 77 hours of overtime. The
final cumulative payment total was
$35,655. Of this, $8,748 was paid out
of emergency firefighting funds
(FFFF), and $26,907 was paid out of
district project funds for interim fire
protection.

As displayed in table 4, using the
same days worked, miles driven, and
overtime incurred, a similar Forest
Service engine module would cost
$26,645. In some situations dealing
with a short work season, the contract
engine option may offer more flexibil­
ity, but this may be at a reduced level
of performance and usually at addi­
tional, up-front cost.

From the 1991 contract period,
there have been no claims for damages
or payment disputes filed against the

Government by Cherub's Fire Control.
All things considered, the cost of the
services and equipment provided
appears to have been reasonable.

The Evaluation: How Did It Work
Out?

Contracting for an IA engine to be
on duty at a designated station or work
area, in lieu of the traditional method
of hiring employees to staff Govern­
ment equipment, appears to have been
a reasonable alternative when stimu­
lated by a need for workforce reduc­
tion. There are significant tradeoffs
that must be seriously considered.
Staffing a fire protection organization
entirely with contracted engines is not
recommended.

Reduced performance at higher
cost can be expected, compared with
traditional employee staffing of
Government engines. It is not ex­
pected that the performance of the
contract engine would increase
significantly over time, unless the
contractor has a stable program that
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Pump and plumbing configuration on Type 6 Cherub's Fire Control engine.
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attracts the same firefighters to return
each year. This, of course, is outside
the control of Government manage­
ment since the bid price generally
controls which contractor would be
hired,

Management flexibility was
adequate with the engine contract, and
in short season situations, may exceed
that of Government crews. During
short periods of low fire danger, the
contract engine could be placed out­
of-service for several days saving
dollars for when it is needed during
periods of higher fire danger. The
contract engine could also be an
attractive alternative when a protec­
tion organization needs to be "beefed
up" when fire danger is expected to be
at its worst.

The Deschutes National Forest has
experienced a very high ratio of
suspected arson fires to total human­
caused fires over the past two fire
seasons. None of these fires has yet to
be attributed to an engine contractor.
Investigations on many of these fires
have been inconclusive in identifying
an exact cause. Any attempt to
determine a cause-effect relationship
regarding the use of contract engines
on the Deschutes National Forest with
the frequency of suspected arson fires
would be purely speculative.

Fire Season Update-1992

For 1992, the Bend District again
hired a short-term IA engine on
contract for the fire season. The
district revised the 1992 contract
specifications based on what was
learned in 199 L For example:
• Tank design. The new contract

requires that tanks be baffled and

the maximum capacity of the tank,
when full, not exceed the gross
vehicle weight (OVW) of the
vehicle it is mounted on. The 1991
contract engine was mounted with
a 300-gallon (1,136-L) unbaffled
tank. The contract required a tank
minimum capacity of 200 gallons
(757 L). When the tank was filled
with the higher amount of water,
the OVW was exceeded. When the
tank was filled with the lesser
amount, the water shifted position,
constantly changing the vehicle's
handling characteristics. It also
tended to make the vehicle "lurch"
forward when the driver tried to
make a quick stop. Both situations
could lead to accidents in tight
driving situations.

• Equipment storage. The 1992
contract requires a separate,
dedicated storage compartment for
hose. The wording in the 1991
contract did not require tools and
hose to be stored in different
compartments. Consequently, there

were some hose failures because
the hose rubbed against the metal
parts of tools and other equipment
and became worn.

• Proficiency examination. Before
being certified as meeting the
requirements for the positions of
firefighter and engine boss, all
potential contractor employees
must pass a proficiency exam.
Contractors were considered
nonresponsive if they submitted
bids without having sufficient
qualified personnel (who had
passed the exam) to staff the engine
to contract specifications.
The 1992 contract was again

awarded to Cherub's Fire Control with
the low bid of $35,753.04.

Further information on the con­
tracting of a full-time IA engine can
be obtained by contacting Mark
Beighley, (503) 388-5664 or Dan
Parazoo, contracting officer,
Deschutes National Forest,
(503) 388-2715.•
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Left to right, Forest Service ChiefF. Dale Robertson, Professional Rodeo Cowhoys Association
Commissioner Lewis Cryor, Smokey Bear, Nelson/Wearher-Rite President Steven Cohen, and
Nelson/Weather-Rite ChiefExecutive Officer Melvin Marx.

For Exceptional Forest Fire
Prevention Efforts: The
Golden, Silver, and Bronze
Smokey Bear Awards

Every year, the Cooperative Forest
Fire Prevention Program Executive
Committee selects winners for the
USDA Forest Service Cooperative
Forest Fire Prevention awards-the
Golden, Silver, and Bronze Smokey
Bear Awards. These awards are the
highest forest fire prevention awards
given through the Forest Service. Only
three Golden, five Silver, and ten
Bronze Smokey Awards can be
awarded each year. Each recipient
receives a golden, silver, or bronze
statuette of Smokey Bear.

The Golden Smokey Bear
Awards. The Golden Smokey Bear
Awards are presented by the Chief of
the Forest Service in the Washington
Office to individuals or organizations
that make significant national
contributions to the prevention of forest
fires over a S-year period. For 1991,
two Golden Smokey Bear Awards were
given-c-one to a business and the other
to a professional association:
• The Nelson/Weather-Rite Company:

Sponsored and promoted the Junior
Forest Ranger Program, Outdoor Fire
Safety, and the Smokey Bear symbol,
increasing the visibility of these
programs.

• The Professional Rodeo Cowboys
Association: Sponsored the Smokey
and the American Cowboy Program,
which is now active on both the East
and West Coasts.
Silver Smokey Bear Awards. The

Silver Smokey Bear Awards are
presented by the Regional Forester or
State Forester, or a representative of
either, at various special events. These
awards are presented to individuals or

organizations that have made
outstanding regional or multistate
contributions in forest fire prevention
programs over a z-ycar period. The
five 1991 recipients were the following:
• The Weyerhauser Company's

Oklahoma-Arkansas Timberland
Areas for their financial and person­
nel contributions in delivering the fire
prevention message to southeast
Oklahoma and southwest Arkansas.

• The San Diego Padres for their public
service advertising contributions
across all media as well as the annual
San Diego Padre-Smokey Bear Fire
Prevention Night.

• The Oakland Athletics for their
multimedia public service advertising
contributions and the sponsorship of
the annual Oakland Athletics-Smokey
Bear Fire Prevention Night and the
Firefighter Appreciation Night.

• The California Angels for their
contributions of multimedia public
service advertising and the sponsor~

ship of the annual California Angels­
Smokey Bear Fire Prevention Night.

• The Fire Prevention Committee of the
Sierra Front Wildfire Cooperators for
their long-term interagency efforts in
fire prevention along the Sierra front.
Bronze Smokey Bear Awards. The

Bronze Smokey Bear Awards are
presented at special ceremonies by the
Regional Forester or State Forester, or a
representative of either. These awards
are given to organizations or
individuals that have provided
outstanding statewide service in
wildfire prevention for a minimum of 2
years. There were eight award
recipients in 1991:
• Rebecca Cabe of the Georgia Forestry

Commission for her development and
presentation of fire prevention
programs used throughout the State
with civic and church groups, her
news articles. and her radio spots.

• The Florida Arson Alert Association
for their efforts to inform the public
about woods arson. and for creating a
funding system to pay rewards for
information leading to the arrest and
conviction of woods arsonists.
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Regional Forester Ron Stewart. Region 5. presenting the Silver Smokey Bear Award to
California Angels' director of marketing and promotions. Bob Wagner.

• James M. Dale, Tennessee Depart­
ment of Agriculture, Division of
Forestry, for creating and implement­
ing a statewide burning permit
system for trash and debris burning
and soliciting Nashville personalities
to produce fire prevention public
service advertising to explain the
message.

• Betty Sutton, Texas Forest Service,
for her work with school programs in
fire prevention and safety, creating a
puppet show including puppets and
audio that has been used widely in
the State.

• James Whitson, Florida Division of
Forestry, for implementing an
interagency fire reduction initiative in
each of the 17 districts of the Florida
Division of Forestry.

• Charles Schultz, Utah Division of
State Lands and Forestry, for his
outstanding efforts in fire prevention
education.
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• Joseph R. Hughes, New Jersey Bureau
of Forest Fire Management, for his
long-term creative contributions to fire
prevention, special prevention
activities, and public service advertis­
ing with the Middle-Atlantic Interstate
Forest Fire Protection Compact.

• Richard Just, for his personal initiative
in development of a traveling Smokey
Bear museum, used in California as a
fire prevention tool at special events.

Remember To Nominate. Many
people and organizations are doing
wonderful things in forest fire
prevention across the Nation. Don't
forget to nominate someone through
your Regional Forester when the call
letter comes out in August. •

Tammy J. West, program

specialist, USDA Forest Service, Fire
and Aviation Management, Cooperative
Forest Fire Prevention Program,

Washington, DC

Every year, every man,
woman and child in the United
States consumes the equivalent
of a 100foot tree - in lumber,
paper products, and things we
use every day That's 200
million trees a year. And the
demand is growing every day.

So, the next time you visit
the forest, think about the
500 million precious trees we
destroyed last year with careless
fire. Then take an extra minute
to be careful.

The tree you save may be

your own. ~';j'rm
A Public ServiceofThisNewspaper~ ,j,\..

8. The Advertising Council ViliI cono
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