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Recent  Research 

Landscape  burning, remote  from 

assets,  is  a  waste  of  effort 

It  does  NOT  protect  those  assets 

See  Gibbons  et  al.  (2012) 

PLoS ONE  7 (1) 

e29212.doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0029212 

 



2009  fires    Kinglake-Marysville 

Fire  behaviour  &  loss  of  houses 

vs.  fuel  characteristics 

•  shrub  &  tree  cover,  within  40m  of  houses,  

•  &  planned  burning  within  5  years 



Outcome? 

Planned  

burning  

remote  from 

infrastructure  

(houses) 

does  NOT  decrease  chance  of   house  loss 



Outcome? 

The  relevant 

distance  is  

40 m 



Do  we  do  planned  burning  remote 

from  infrastructure? 

You  bet  we  do! 



Gippsland  examples 



New  Directions 

Lancefield –Cobaw  Planned  Burn  

Escape  Inquiry  (2016) 

Government  abandons  5%  hectare  

targets  (ex  Black  Saturday  2009 

Royal  Commission) 

• new  ‘Risk- based’  approach 

 



Meaning ? (domestic context  too) 

1 –  Identify  &  map  assets  threatened  

by  wildfire 

e.g.  houses 

communications  towers 

critical  access / escape  routes 

fire  sensitive  habitat 



Meaning? 

2 – Identify  likelihood  of  wildfire  in  the  

vicinity, 

including  arson  &  speed  of  first   

attack 



Meaning? 

3 – Risks  to  assets  from  adjoining  

vegetation 

Some  assets  are immune  to  fire  or  

little  threatened 



Meaning? 

4 – Identify  a  substantial  &  prolonged  

reduction  in   these   risks  following  a  

planned  burn. 

Only  then,  plan  &  (maybe)  apply  the  

burn 



What  is  NOT  Risk- based  fire  planning 

I – Broad  slabs  of  landscape  mapped  

as  a  ‘risk’  simply  because  of  high  fuel 

levels 

 

Remote   is  NOT  a  risk 



What  is  NOT  Risk- based  fire  planning 

II – Rebadging  old  5%-target-based  fire  

plans  as  ‘risk-based  planning’ 

 



What  is  NOT  Risk- based  fire  planning 

III – Imprecise  &  diffuse  risk 

 

Risks   must  be  mapped 

&  justified 

 



What  is  NOT  Risk- based  fire  planning 

Armstrong  

Ck, March 

2009 

Wildfires  are  not  all-consuming 













Box – Ironbark  belt 

Ecological Burning in Box-Ironbark 

Forests 

Phase 1 – Lit. Review 

Phase 2 – Management Strategy 

by  Tolsma,  Cheal  &  Brown  (2007) 

Report to North-Central CMA 



Box – Ironbark  belt 
Outputs 

• Inland  Plains   Woodland  EVD  &  

Ironbark-Box  EVD  tolerate  planned  

burns  but   don’t  need  them 

•Grassy/Heathy  Dry  Forest  EVD  senesces  

at  45+  years 



Box – Ironbark  belt 

Minimum  Tolerable  Fire  Intervals 

• Inland Plains Woodland - 5y (planned), 

 30y (wild) 

•Ironbark-Box  – 12y  (planned),  30y (wild) 

•Grassy/Heathy Dry Forest  - 10y (planned), 

15y (wild) 



Failures - Education 

There  are  no  certainties  in  fire  

management 

 

Risks  can  be  reduced, 

  but  cannot  be  eliminated 



page  2,  The Age,  26th  February  2016 



Perhaps – 

1 – Our  need  for  money / budgets 

2 – Simplistic  political  messages 

3 - Hubris 

 

Reasons  for  failure 



Failures – Self-education 

There  is  always  a   risk  that  

planned  burns   will  escape 

 

Escape  likelihoods  must  be  built  

into  fire  planning 



Wilsons  Promontory  2005 



Fires  also  ‘escape’  in  intensity 

(eg.  repeatedly  into  canopy  at  Waygara 

 near  Orbost) 

but  remember  that  there  are  no  

guarantees 



Failures  –  Fire  Fighting 

Operations 

Some  of  our  fire  fighting  activities 

can  damage  vegetation  &  habitats 

Some  damage  is  irretrievable  



‘permanent’  firebreak   -  Cape  Liptrap 



recovering  firebreak   -  Seal  Ck 



remobilized  dune – Big  Desert 



Failures – Fire  Fighting  

Operations 

Does  this  mean  we  cannot  fight  

fires,  nor  do  protection  works? 

NO,  but 

It  means  we  must  factor  in these  

risks  &  damages  when  planning  

fires. 



Failures  –  Science 

WA  heathlands  ex Bell & Koch (1980) 

No.  spp  vs.  time  since  fire 



Failures  –  Science 

WA  heathlands  ex Bell & Koch (1980) 

Where  did  these  species  come  from? 



1. A  small  number  (maybe  3-4)  of 

highly  dispersible  species,  

AND 

2. The  others  were  always  there! 

Species  ‘appearances’  are  an  artefact  

of  survey  methods 



Failures  –  Science 

WA  heathlands  ex Bell & Koch (1980) 

The  REAL  no.  spp  vs. 

time  since  fire 



1. Soil  seed  store 

2. Able  to  regenerate  &  establish 

without  fire 

3. Very  long-lived 

4. Maturity  into  less  flammable 



Flammability 

Time 

Planned Fire 

3-7 years 20-30 years 

Original flammability 

Vegetation flammability 



Herb-rich  Foothill  Forest  EVC, 5y  post-fire 



Known  Unknowns 

1. Longevity  of  seeds  in  soil 

2. Proportional  deaths  in  resprouters 

3. Drought  (bad season)  effects 

4. Regeneration  ability  without  fires 

5. Individual  longevities 



Known  Needs 

1. Precise  statement  of  outcome 

hierarchy (what  we  want  the  landscape  to 

be  &  contain) 

2. Process  for  prioritizing  assets  &  

risks 

3. Learning  by  doing 

 



Known  Needs 

All  decisions  are  compromises –  

• Different  value  systems 

• Different  needs  from  the  landscape 

• Knowledge  vs.  informed  inference  

vs.  outright guesswork 

 



Thank  you  to  all 
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