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from.* George -iolletrh
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Cost

$354,424.39 
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1.1,145,65 

14,6-37.20 
24,036.15

6105,747.24

on cos ts  i s  r e a l ly  '-1
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• - -'.I '. Th is  then g iv e s  us an avsre.se c o s t o f C81,149.45, which you con see does not;-'1
corro c lo s e  to  any o f  the y ea rs . These fig u re s  are  n o t a true p ic tu re  o f  v/fcat 
th e  o u t -o f-p o c le t  c o s t  w i l l  be as a good b i t  o f  th ese  cos ts  w i l l  be covered '

• by S ta te  crews and ecnaipsvant- * •' •

1 .

I:..’ . The san^r th ing shews up when, v e  look  a t  the f i r e  suppression cos ts  f o r  a l l
S ta te  and p r iv a te  lands. . • j

Year

1970
1571
1972
1973
1974

. Costs

$1,451,445.63 
1,304,955. ‘‘C 

99,648.70 
235,907.31 
339,537.49
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I  an  n o t  s u r e  v h a t  i s  t h e  b e s t  way to  h a r .u le  th e  s i t u a t io n ,  b u t  J o  f e e l  t h a t  
t h e r e  s h o u ld  be seme way t o  have  money a v a i la b le  on a n o n -e : c p ir ir .g  b a s i s .  
T h is  way e v e ry o n e  who h a s  t o  b e  in v o lv e d  w it h  th e  r.cr.uy fe e n  p a y o r  t o  p a ye e  
3ceowo t h e r e  i s  money a v a i l a b l e .

I  w o u ld  l i k e  t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  th e  id e a  o f  h a v in g  a  ’T i r e  S u p p re s s io n  F u a d "  
b e  e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  t h e  L e g is la t u r e  b e  lo o k e d  i n t o .  1 c a n  se e  w h e re  i t  c o u ld  
b e  w o rke d  o u t  som ewhat s im i l a r  t o  t h e  D is a s t e r  D e l i  o f  Fund  (co p y  a t t a c h e d ) .  
S in c e  t h e  f i r e  la w  A .S .  -11.15 r e f e r s  t o  t h e  C o m is s io n e r ,  i t  w o u ld  t h e n  be  
n a tu r e  A t o  t i e  t h e  o p e r a t io n  o f  t h e  s u p p re s s io n  fu n d  t h a r o  a l s o .

S in c e  we a r e  r e a l l y  d e a l in g  w i t h  an  unknown f i g u r e  a t  t h i s  t i n e ,  I  w o u ld  
s u g g e s t  we a s k  f o r  an  i n i t i a l  fu n c lin g  o f  SSO/GGO.OO. T h is  v ;o u ld  g iv e  xis 
some p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  c u r  j o b  on  th e  X c n a i P e n in s u la .  I t  w o u ld  sw an  we w o u ld  
h a v e  t o  c o a e  i n  e a ch  y e a r  a s  we t a k a  o '/n r d i f f e r e n t  a r e a s  o f  t h e  S t a t e  f o r  ■ 
s u b s e q u e n t  f in a n c in g .  T h is  r a y  be  e a s ie r  th a n  a s k in g  f o r  a  la r g e  a ia o u a t  a t  
f i r s t . - I  w o u ld  b o  m ost h a p p y  t o  w o rk  w it h  someone on th e  wording:;: o f  s u ch  
a  fu n d  a n d  a l s o  t h e  am oun t, i f f  y e o  f e e l  i t  i s  w o r th w h i le .

I f  we do  n o t  go  t h e  fu n d  r o u t e ,  i t  w i l l  th e n  b e  n e c e s s a r y  t o  a s k  f o r  a  s u p p le — 
n a n t a l  t o  t h e  F I  76 b u d g e t  t o  b e  a s s u r e d  t h e r e  a r e  fu n d s  a v a i l a b le  t o  make 
p a ym e n ts . S in c e  th o  f i r e  s e a so n  s t a r t s  i n  F a y ,  i t  w o u ld  L a  b e s t  t o  h a v e  
a b o u t  $ 2 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0  i n  c a s e  wa do  h a ve  a n y  t r o v ib le .  I  a n  n o t  s u r e  w h a t c o le  
s o m e th in g  l i k e  t h i s  w o u ld  go  u n d e r  s in c e  th e y  a p p e a r  t o  h ave  rem oved  t h e  
SCO c o le .  I f  t h e r e  i s  s o m e th in g  l i k e  th e  o ld  300 c o d e , I  w o u ld  s a y  t h a t  
i s  w h e re  i t  b e lo n g s  a s  wa p a y  b o th  s a l a r i e s  and  e q u ip m e n t r e n t a l  f ro m  th o  
fu n d s .  • . ‘ .

L e t  ;>3 knew  i f  t h a r o  i s  a n y  m ore in f o r m a t io n  I  can  p u t  t o g e th e r  o r  a n y  way 
I  can  h a lo .

Attachment
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BRIEFING

Bureau of Land Management - State of Alaska Fire Control Contract

February 4, 1977



BACKGROUND

With realization of Alaska statehood in 1959, BLM entered a contract 
with the State to protect State lands from wildfire. This was an interim 
measure to protect State resources until the State established its own 
fire control capability.

In 1971, after considerable dialogue, serious contract disengagement 
proposals were discussed with Mr. Charles Herbert, Commissioner, Depart­
ment of Natural Resources. These proposals called for BLM disengagement 
in the Cook Inlet - Kenai Peninsula areas by 1975.

In 1972, BLM disengaged from the lands in Southeast Alaska. The ok 
Inlet disengagement plan was reiterated this same year by letter 
Governor William Egan.

In 1973, Governor William Egan informed BLM, by letter, that he had 
directed the Department of Natural Resources to review the problem and 
prepare a detailed program for building a State organization.

In a 1975 letter, Governor Jay Hammond was briefed on BLM's disengagement 
plans.

By contract amendment dated June 17, 1976, the State removed 21,206,381 
acres of land from BLM contract protection. The State established a 
fire control organization to fight fire on the Xenai Peninsula and the 
Chugach State Park. This amendment also eliminated all protection on 
approximately 10,500,000 acres of burnable resources on State lands in 
western Alaska. During the 1976 fire season, problems were identified 
with the "let burn" decision on this 10.5 million acres. Since time did 
not allow a formal contract adjurtment, BLM agreed by memorandum to 
protect these acres on a fire by fire basis despite contract deletion , 

and lack of associated presuppression monies.

Also in 1976, a formal plan of BLM disengagement from lands bounded by 
the Alaska Range, Talkeetna Mountains, Chugach Mountains, and Kenal 
Mountains was presented to the State. More specifically, this area 
includes the Kenai Peninsula, Anchorage Bowl, and the Mat-Su Valley.

This brief chronology brings us to the present. Three situations require 
attention:

1. 10.5 million acres of unprotected State land in western Alaska.

2. BLM's planned disengagement from the Mat-Su area.

3. Contract rewrite to optimize the contract dollar and optimize 

protection on BLM and State lands.



One last comment is made. BLM can contractually protect State lands 
only as long as mutual agency benefit is realized. In other words, BLM 
cannot sell its fire control services unless it realized reciprocal 
benefits such as the State protecting portions of BLM land. The oppor­

tunity exists for a contract incorporating _his concept.

BLM has responsibility lands in locations where the State is major land 
holder. The features of these locations include people/property density, 
road accessibility, and compact area. Fire attack can be accomplished 
with vehicular pumper trucks and some helicopter support.

The State has responsibility lands in locations where BLM is the major 
responsible land administrator. The features of these locations include 
limited people/property density, no road access, and vast area. Fire 
attack can only be accomplished utilizing major aircraft involvement. 
Annually, BLM must obligate 3.0 million dollars to acquire contract air­
craft. This cost is exclusive of flying time.

The point is made that no technical organizational duplication will 
exist if the State elects to focus fire protection in the population/ 
property density areas and BLM focus its protection in the vast roadless 
areas. Mutual benefit is realized and the resulting fire control organi­

zations are complementary.

The briefing will describe the current contractual situation and offer a 
new contract approach to better solve our mutual fire control problem.
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SIGNIFICANT FIRE CONTROL CONTRACT PROVISIONS

(STATE o f  a l a s k a -b u r e a u  o f  l a n d  m a n a g e m e n t )

1. On lands contracted to either party by the other, there is a $0.0474 
per acre presuppression charge.

2. On contracted lands all suppression costs incurred are directly 

reimbursable.

3. An administrative charge on a sliding scale is added to reimbursable 
suppression costs. This charge is applied on the total annual 

bill. '

Amount of Bill Rate Maximum Amount

First $ 250,000 25% $ 62,500

Next $ 250,000 20% $ 50,000

Next $ 500,000 15% $ 75,000

Next $1,000,000 10% $100,000

Over $2,000,000 5% N/A

4. Bills by each party offset each other annually.

5. The presuppression bill is due and payable each September 1 for 
the following fiscal year (October 1 through September 30).

6. The advanced suppression bill is due and payable September 1 for 
the current calendar year (75 percent of the last 5 year average 
reimbursable suppression bills).

7. The suppression bill is due and payable each September 1 for the 
year previous to the two most current calendar years (the advanced 
suppression payment applies to this bill).

8. Presently the State protects 372,194 acres of BLM responsibility 
lands at a presuppression cost of $17,642.

9. Presently BLM protects 14,115,468 acres of State responsibility 

lands at a presuppression cost of $669,073.

10. The State advanced suppression bill for CY 1977 is $295,447.

11. During the 5 year period 1971 - 1975, the lowest actual State 
suppression bill was $99,647 and the highest actual bill was $1,240,740.



For the remainder of this presentation we will 
only consider contract change opportunities in 
the southwestern quarter of Alaska - - - - -



CHANGES FROM PRESENT TO RECOMMENDED CONTRACT

1. Kcnai Peninsula. No change. As a note of interest, BLM has suppression 
base at Soldotna for protection of the Kenai Moose Range.

2. Chugach. Presently the State protects 8,432 acres of BLM responsibility 
land in the Eagle River area. Recommended contract would add the 
6,000 acre Eklutna Power Withdrawal Area to this State protection.

The State has in-place capability.

3. Bristol Bay. No change. No protection needed since no fire history.

4. Kodiak Island. No change. Each agency protects its own land.

5. Taylor Mountain. Realign contract protection to the area with fire 
history (north one-third). Due to negligible fire incidence in the 
south two-thirds, BLM would react to assistance requests without 

contract presuppression monies.

6. Iditarod. Total State area would change from no protection to 

protection by BLM.

7. Poorman. Total State area would change from no protection to 

protection by BLM.

8. Farewell. No change. No protection needed since no fire history.
Fires near the west boundary on State land would be normally attacked 
by BLM as they threaten BLM responsibility lands. No presuppression 
monies necessary.

9. Kokrine Hills. Total State area would change from no protection to 

protection by BLM.

Haines Skagway. No change.

11. Mat-Su. State would assume protection of its own lands (4,920,396
acres). Additionally, the State would contract protect 697,473 acres 
of BLM land located adjacent to the Alaska Range.

Note that irrespective of this particular proposal, BLM will discontinue 
contract protection on the SE quarter of Mat-Su in CY 1977. This quarter 
experiences 85 percent of the ignitions in Mat-Su. This particular dis­
engagement is in consonance with planning, discussions, and correspondence 
between BLM State Director, Curt McVee, and Governors Jay Hammond and 

William Eagan.



PRESENT CONTRACT TERMS

BLM Land Protected By State State Land Protected by BLM Burnable Area Not Being Protected

Area Acres

5 Year Average 
No. of Fires Acres

5 Year Average 

No. of Fires Acres

5 Year Average 

No. of Fires

Land

Owner

1. Kenai Peninsula 258,762 1.0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

2. Chugach 8,432 2.0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

3. Bristol Bay 0 N/A 0 N/A 1,612,800 0 State

4. Kodiak Island 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

5. Taylor Mountain 0 N/A 4,772,711 0.8 4,608,306 1.2 State

6. Iditarod 0 N/A 0 N/A 1,385,605 3.6 State

7. Poorman 0 N/A 0 N/A 3,658,621 8.0 State

8. Farewell 0 N/A 0 N/A 1,961,644 1.2 State

9. Kokrine Hills 0 N/A 0 N/A 875,520 1.2 State

10 Haines-Skagway 105,000 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

11 Mat-Su 0 N/A 4,920,396 47.6 0 N/A N/A

Total 372,194 3.0 9,693,107 48.4 14,102,496 15.2 ------

Net presuppression cost: (9,693,107 - 372,194) 0.0474 “ $ 441,811.



RECOMMENDED CONTRACT TERMS

BLM Land Protected By State Scate Land Protected By BLM Burnable Area Not Being Protected

Area Acres
5 Year Average 
No. of Fires Acres

5 Year Average 
No. of Fires Acres

5 Year Average Land 
No. of Fires Owner

1. Kenai Peninsula 258,762 1.0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

2. Chugach 14,432 2.0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

3. Bristol Bay 0 N/A 0 N/A 1,612,800 0 State

4. Kodiak Island 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

5. Taylor Mountain 0 N/A 3,068,883 1.4 6.312,134 0.6 State

6. Iditarod 0 N/A

1

1,385,605 3.6 0 N/A N/A

7. Poorman 0 N/A 3,658,621 8.0 0 N/A N/A

8. Farewell 0 N/A 0 N/A 1,961,644 1.2 State

9. Kokrine Hills 0 N/A 875,520 1.2 0 N/A N/A

10 . Haines-Skagway 105,000 0 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

11 . Mat-Su 697,473 0.4 0 N/A 0 N/A N/A

Total 1,075,667 3.4 8,988,629 14.2 9,886,578 0.6 ----

Net presuppression cost: (8,988,629 - 1,075,667) 0.0474 ■ $ 375,074.



Conclusions

If the discussed or similar contract change is acceptable, the following 
products will be realized:

1. All BLM and State lands will receive protection from wildfire 
either contractually or cooperatively.

2. State lands which presently receive no contract protection 
will be reduced from 14.1 million acres to 9.9 million acres.

3. The 9.9 million acres will be relocated on the basis of low
fire occurrence (15.2 fires annually to 0.6 fires annually).
On these lands BLM will react to assistance requests from the 

State without contract presuppression monies.

4. The State will provide protection to the whole Mat-Su valley 
(4.9 million acres State land and 0.7 million acres BLM land). 
This impact is minimal, since in 1977, BLM will disengage from 
the State contract area containing 85 percent of the Mat-Su 
fire load.

5. State contract dollar will be placed in areas having highest 
occurrence.

6. In this southwestern quarter of Alaska, State presuppression
monies to BLM will be reduced from $442,000 to $375,000.

7. The State would develop a tanker truck fire control organi­
zation while BLM would continue operation of an aerial fire 
control organization. Organizations are complementary. This 
type State development is commensurate with its projected fire 
control engagement in the Fairbanks, Delta, and Glenallen 
areas.

We are jointly engaged in rewriting our mutual protection contract to 
update provisions. Likewise we must jointly address our operating 
policies, procedures, and field organizations for the 1977 fire season. 
An early decision on State protection position would allow smooth tran­
sition into this fire season.
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