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Executive summary

The Victorian Government has committed to investigate fuel and fire management in Victoria's high
country, including the Alpine National Park, using strategic cattle grazing. A long term research trial
is planned to assess the effectiveness of fuel and bushfire risk management in Victoria's high country
using strategic cattle grazing.

To inform the design process for the long term research trial, DSE engaged GHD to consult with the
three main groups of people who have managed grazing and/or fire in the Victoria's high country to
document past and present grazing and fire management approaches and practices. The three
groups consulted were:

. Traditional owners with connections to Victoria's high country.

, The Mountain Cattlemens Association of Victoria.

. The Department of Sustainability and Environment and Parks Victoria

In consultation with DSE, GHD devised a stakeholder consultation program for the project. This
involved a range of facilitated focus group sessions, semi-structured group interviews and field visits,
and individual interviews by phone and in-person (see section 2 of this report for stakeholder
consultation session details).

GHD transcribed, in key point form, information divulged by each stakeholder group, along with
information from documents stakeholders directed GHD refer to. The information provided was
developed into a summarised conceptual model for each group, with more detailed explanation of
model components documented as sub-models. Draft models and sub-models were provided to the
relevant informant stakeholder groups for review and comment, and subsequently finalised by GHD.
The three models presented in this report, and the detailed sub-models in the appendices, are based
only on the information provided by the relevant groups and individuals interviewed. It is the intent of
the authors of this report to faithfully reproduce the information, views and knowledge of the
interviewees.

Model summaries

All the models vary in their arrangement. This reflects that the models operated at different times, in
various landscapes and different operating environment conditions. For example Traditional Owners
used fire in a pre-European settlement landscape free of the institutional and legal frameworks that
apply today, They also used fire for very different reasons to post-European settlement land
managers. Mountain cattlemen developed their traditional grazing and burning practices during times
before contemporary land tenure systems, and when Government and public interest in their activities
was very different to present times. They were not as constrained in their management of grazing and
fire as present day public land management agencies are. Therefore, by necessity, the model
constructs developed for each of the groups have a number of differences in layout although they
also have a number of similarities.

Traditional Owner model

Traditional owners used fire for a different range of reasons other than bushfire risk management.
Therefore the Traditional Owner model identifies:

. The basic survival/subsistence needs that were related to their use of fire;

. How and/or Why they used fire to meet their basic needs; and

. What impact their fire use had on high country vegetation groups and the landscape generally



Mountain Cattlemen model

Mountain cattlemen used fire to reduce bushfire risk in the high country and to prevent a decline in

the condition (feed abundance and quality) of their grazing leases. In particular they claim substantial
bushfire risk reduction benefits arise from their management, and without grazing and/or burning
substantial increases in bushfire risk arise. Therefore their model is essentially a cause and effect

style modelidentifying:

. The grazing and burning practices traditionally applied;

. The effect of these practices on vegetation and fuel characteristics;

. How the fuel modification arising from grazing and burning affects fire behaviour;

. How the changes to fire behaviour alter the likelihood and consequence of fires and therefore
bushfire risk at the high country landscape scale

DSE and PV high country fire management model
DSE and PV identified strongly that the circumstances and management objectives to which they
manage fire are very different from those that applied in the past. With the range of risks being
managed (some competing) and objectives being pursued, they generally identified a risk
management approach. Therefore the DSE PV model identifies:

. The general risks and constraints under which contemporary public land management
operates;

. Risk factors considered during risk assessment;

. The broad suite of risk treatments pursued to address the range of risks;

. How bushfire mitigation and other risk management measures are applied in different high
country vegetation groups and the general effect on high country fire regimes

Model depictions

Each of the three models are summarised in the 'model-on-a-page' models in section 3 of this report.

Models complete with their sub-model descriptions which explain more fully the model components
are provided in Appendices A to C.
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The Victorian Government has committed to investigate fuel and fire management in Victoria's high
country, including the Alpine National Park, using strategic cattle grazing. A long term research trial is
planned to assess the effectiveness of fuel and bushfire risk management in Victoria's high country using
strategic cattle grazing.

The Mountain Cattlemen's Association of Victoria (MCAV) believe that cattle grazing in conjunction with
burning conducted as their ancestors did in the high country, is an effective tool for fuel reduction and
thus bushfire risk management. There is a view that while this cannot be said to emulate past Aboriginal
burning practices, it may provide a modern day method for managing fire risk in the high country.

Prior to setting up a long term research trial it is important to have an understanding of past and current
burning practices in the high country, including:

, Past Aboriginal burning practices.

, Grazing and burning practices traditionally conducted by mountain cattlemen.

D The current fire management practices conducted by Parks Victoria and the Department of
Sustainability and Environment,

This project has been set up to develop three separate models through discussions with the relevant
stakeholders, the models are:

, Traditional Owner practice model

, High country grazing & burning model

, Conservation reserve management (without livestock grazing) model

Background to Project



Focus Group Discussion2.1

Two focus group discussions were held to gather information for the development of models. One focus
group was held in Omeo with members of the MCAV on the 3rd June 201 I. Attendees are listed in Table
I below.

Methodology

Table I

Graeme & We ridy Stoney

Mark Goleman

Attendees at MCAV focus group 3" June 201,

Simon Turner

Richard Faithful

John Cook

David Hurley

Chris Cooper

Bruce MCCormack

Joe Connley

Phillip Coinmins

Glenn Chalwell

Keri Hewood

Chris and Jeanette Coinmins

Mansfield

Charlie & Glenda Lovick

Heyfield

Bindi (via Swifts Creek)

Benambra

Vince & Di Pendergast

Scott Jennison

Brian Higgins

Benambra

Dargo

Black Mountain (Gelantipy)

Mansfield

Another focus group was held with members of the GunailKurnai and southern Monero Traditional
Owner groups in Orbost on the 29th June 2011 (for notes from the discussion Appendix A). The
Taunurung declined an invitation to be involved. Attendees are listed in Table 2 below

Benambra

Ensay

Myrtleford

Myrtleford

Ensay

Mansfield

Benambra

Balmsdale

Heylield



Table 2

Ai!een Blackburn

Attendees at Traditional Owner focus group discussion 29 June 201,

Alex Mongta

Rachel Mullett

A1bert Mullett

Susan Martin

Dawn Mongta

David Hewat

Kevin Murray

Focus groups were held in a semi-structured interview format whereby a number of questions were
asked to gather information on burning and grazing practices (specifically looking at where, when, why,
what and how) and the impacts these practices had on the landscape and subsequent bushfire risk.

Semi-structured interviews and site visits2.2

A number of semi-structured interviews and site visits were also held with informants from the MCAV

including:

D Chris Coinmins

D SImon Turner

, John Cook

, Buff (John) Rogers

D Kevin Higgins

, Mark Coleman

No other interviews have been transcribed as they were conducted during site visits; however
information from these site visits has been used to inform the model. Site visits in duded the Nunniong

run out from Ensay and Kevin Higgins freehold land at I 300m, out from Licola.

Cann River

Cann River

Bruthen

Bruthen

Orbost

Cann River

Newmerella

Orbost

DSE and PV model consultation2.3

Input for the DSE I PV model was obtained through a series of phone and face-to-face consultations.
Table 3 on the following page lists consultations that were undertaken:



Table 3

Liam Fogarty (DSE)

David Nugent (PV)

Peter Jacobs (PV)

Dan Jamieson (PV)

Ben Rankin (DSE)

Evan Lewis (DSE)

antcipants in DSEIPV model consultations (JulylAugust 20, , )

Development of Models2.4

Models were developed based on focus group discussions, interviews and site visits. As outlined in the
brief for this project no literature reviews were undertaken as part of this project, appropriate references
were used when they were supplied by informants or where they were found to support assertions made
by informants. The MCAV also provided a number of photos for inclusion in the models. Diagrams were
also developed as part of the high country grazing and burning model in order to better explain aspects
of this model.

Melbourne

Review of notes and models2.5

Notes from focus group discussions and draft models were provided to informants in order to allow them
the opportunity to provide feedback. Appropriate changes were made to focus group notes and models
based on this feedback. The Traditional Owner practice model is provided in Appendix A the mountain
cattlemen high country grazing and burning model is provided in Appendix B; and the conservation
reserve management (without livestock grazing) model is provided in Appendix C.

Melbourne

Bright

Bright

Swifts Creek

Bairnsdale
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All the models vary in their arrangement. This reflects that the models operated at different times, in
various landscapes and different operating environment conditions. For example Traditional Owners
used fire in a pre-European settlement landscape free of the institutional and legal frameworks that apply
today. They also used fire for very different reasons to post-European land managers. Mountain
cattlemen developed their traditional grazing and burning practices during times before contemporary
land tenure systems, and when Government and public interest in their activities was very different to
present times. They were riot as constrained in their management of grazing and fire as present day
public land management agencies are. Therefore, by necessity, the model constructs developed for each
of the groups have a number of differences in layout although they also have a number of similarities.

The three models presented in this report, and the detailed sub-models in the appendices, are based
only on the information provided by the relevant groups and individuals interviewed. It is the intent of the
authors of this report to faithfully reproduce the information, views and knowledge of the interviewees.

Model summaries

Traditional Owner model3.1

Traditional owners used fire for a different range of reasons other than bushfire risk management
Therefore the Traditional Owner model identifies:

. The basic survival/subsistence needs that were related to their use of fire;

How and/or Why they used fire to meet their basic needs;

What impact their fire use had on high country vegetation groups and the landscape generally

Mountain Cattlemen3.2

Mountain cattlemen used fire to reduce bushfire risk in the high country and to prevent a decline in the
condition (feed abundance and quality) of their grazing leases. In particular they claim substantial
bushfire risk reduction benefits arise from their management, and without grazing andlor burning
substantial increases in bushfire risk arise. Therefore their model is essentially a cause and effect style

model identifying:

o The grazing and burning practices traditionally applied;

. The effect of these practices on vegetation and fuel characteristics;

. How the fuel modification arising from grazing and burning affects fire behaviour;

. How the changes to fire behaviour alter the likelihood and consequence of fires and therefore
bushfire risk at the high country landscape scale

DSE and PV high country fire management model3.3

DSE and PV identified strongly that the circumstances and management objectives to which they
manage fire are very different from those that applied in the past. With the range of risks being managed
(some competing) and objectives being pursued, they generally identified a risk management approach.
Therefore the DSE PV model identifies:



The general risks and constraints under which contemporary public land management operates;

. Risk factors considered during risk assessment;

. The broad suite of risk treatments pursued to address the range of risks;

How bushfire mitigation and other risk management measures are applied in different high country
vegetation groups and the general effect on high country fire regimes

Model depictions3.4

Each of the three models are summarised in the 'model-on-a-page' models on the following pages
Models complete with their sub-model descriptions which explain more fully the model components are
provided in Appendices A to C.



Land-based basic survival needs

Land produc. s sufficient variety and
abundance of locally available food to sustain
population

General needs

Water quality in firers provides good drinking
water and favourable habitat for aquatic food
sources

Conceptual model of high country Traditional Owner fire use

PenmanenV, runslent camp areas and their
Inhabitants ITraditional Owners) are riot burnt
outlkill. d by fires

Game aninnlhabitaland vegetative food
sources are riot burnt out across large
landscape areas causing widespread food
availability crises

Travel foul. s are safe and clear to walk

Land is maintained in a 'healthy' condition
maintaining the wellb. ing of 'country' and its
p. CPIo

Use fire across food gallreiing areas to optimiselhe avaibbility and
abundance of favoured road sources (idealIy promoiing a range of
different foods and a continuous food supply)

Traditional Owner Fire Use

Use low intensity fire in catchments 10 mmgale against high
Inlendlylimpad fires which cause severe waler quality and aquatic
hab, tat degradation

Where necessary. use lire around permanent and transient camp
areas to elimirBte the possibility of a high intensity fire in the camp
area

It is riot possible to establish quantitativeIyhow much of the high country landscape was burnt, and flow often, by Aboriginal
people prior 10 European somement. However. we know that Ahahgirial people made extensive use o1. and travels through, the
high country Ihistorical accounts of very large high country 98thehngs 1500+). the existence of ceremonial sires and stone
artefacls provide evidence). Tradiliorel Owners state that fire was a part of their everyday adjvimes (Irreluding for lifesusiaining
reasons SIIch as protecting themselves dimng travels arul at campsites. and for maintaining the availability of food-lines) arxi was
fundamenlalto their relationship with the land and their owl health am wellbeing - they did not change their culture when they
got to the high country

In terns of the extent of fire use, the significant number of tribal groups gathering in the high counu y from late spring to early
autumn. for annual 0090ng moth feasting and other gathahngs. arxilhe diversity of havelroutes the dlfferenigroups took to travel
up into the high counlry 9199esls that Aboriginelfire use could have been alleasi as widely distributed as their travel routes

Orca in ,he high county, the fact that Aboriginal people had a diet wider than bogong in o1hs alone. and as hunter^airierers lhey
sought 10 maximiselhe availability of their food-lines in the landscape, then it is reasonable to assLime that fire use in the alpine
and sub-alpine areas was signMcanUy more widespread than just iheir campfires. Traditional owners slate that they used fire in
the high country landscape to fadlibte t, ^ gathering of vegetative and non-vegetative food sources. ar^ 10 maintainiheir food-
lines for Inure seasons. They gathered foods 10r 5.1bsistence and trade. as they were available. wherever Ihey went.

Use fire to maintain a mosaic of game animal habitats and gramh
stages and iniiigaie against the oneurrence of widespread high
intensity fire that kills large numbers of game animals and
homogenises habitat and food source growlh stages

Notes: E Grit and fro u. nc of Traditional Owner bumin in the Australian A1

Use fire to reduce fuels Ifor travelling group protection) in areas
aligned with travel rouies

Use fire to minimise high-impact fire extremes Isize and seventy) so
the condition of couniry is not degraded over broad areas and thus the
wellbeing of people is no, adversely impacted

Traditional Owner fire use - Landscape effects

Grasslands

Areas regularly or cyclically used to hunting and galh ring
food sources, or as Ira elli 910u es. are main amco in a
more frequently burnt condition. with frequency optimised to
favoured food source productio (young and vigorousj. Fire
f uency in less U ilised' grasslan s is from lightni g and
fires s reading from more freque ay b inI areas.
Grassy roadlands

reas regularly or cyclically used for hunting and gathering
food sources or as travelling routes are in a more frequently
burnt condition. with frequency optimised to favoured food
source prod. cocoon. Areas around penmaneni and transient
compares are burnt as frequently as conditions allow.
Summer wildfires burning into frequently burni grassy
woodlands spread as low intensity lires in short open
clumped grass wiih negligible impact on overstorey trees
(, educed impact on food-"nes). Shrub coverts kept patchy.
Montane forests

Many moriiane forest areas were riot burnt. particularly those
with dense andor of mesiC understoreys un h abundan fuel
bu1 o1 low flammability in most years' Burning was
undertaken in some grassy moniane forest areas where
these were food source areas or travel routes.

Aboriginal burning in more open. dryer foresVwoodland types
adjacent to moritane forest areas served to redLroe the
Intensity of summer wildfires reaching momane forest areas
This reduced the frequency of fires Impacting moritane
forests. largely restricting such eventsio occasions when
wildfires penetrated from adjaceniusodlands in severe
drought years in under the influence of severe fire neather.
Woodlands and drv forests with mixed oresslshrub
understorev

Areas regularly or cyclically used for hunling and galhering
food sources, or as travelling routes. are mainlained in a
more frequently burnt condtion. wiih frequency optimised to
favoured food source produdion. Fire frequency in less
utilised' woodlands is from lightning and fires spreading from
more frequently burnt areas.
OVERALL LANDSCAPE EFFECT

Frequenty used low Intensity fire applied by Aboriginal
people (arxi also arising from lightning) in grasslands. grassy
woodlands and those open woodlandlforest areas t, rey
frequented to gather and hunt food .am to Iravel through,
created a mosaic of reduced fuel areas in the landscape
which served to resincl the spread and intensity o1 summer
fires burning in adverse weather. These Aboriginal groups
that lived in, hunted and gathered load within. and travelled
through tile areas Ihey froquen"y burnt were afforded a
signMcanldegree protection from summer wildfires. as were
the food-lines they accessed from the areas Ihey managed
nth the firestick



Conceptual model of traditional high country grazing and burning: effect on bushfire risk reduction

Himh countrv ve. elation state*

' Upon arrival of pioneer cattlemen
Onen Grassland areas: Healthy open-clumped
grasslarxi. easy 10 walklride Inrough. highly
palatable to stock. kept open and srrort by low
intensity lightning fires and Aboriginal burning
Grassv subaloine woodlands: tinostly snow
gum and black sally) Open cover of mature
trees teasy to tide through) with vigorous
open^lumped snow grass. favourable for
grazing. Low intensity lightning fires aru
Aboriginal burning kept grassy underSIorey
open and easy to walk throngh
Woodlands with mixed Grass!shrub
understorey: Taller mixed species stands at
lower elevations with grassy understorey wilh
scattered shrubs - easy to ride and move
cattle through. Unrestrained lightning fires and
Aboriginal burning maintained grass
do minarree; easy to move stock through
adequate feed for stock
01her veoetation riot Grazed in SIock

Scrub dominated rocky patches. forests with
111egfass cover

Effect of orazina and crazier buminn
on VBuetatlon and fuel characteristics'

Onen orasslands: Grass kept shod
open-clumped and mostly green even
through summer. Grass response to
grazing and burning was strong growth of
fresh green grass during the growing
season. Inter-Iussock spaces were kept
open. favouting a variety of herbaceous
ground cover plants. Grazing and burning
inhibited proliferation of woody shrubs
maintaining dominance of grass and
diverse herbage
Grassv, o0dlandsIs now aumlblack
SallyI: Grass kepi shod. open clumped
and mostly green. Sparselpatchy stirub
presence in under storey maintained
Grazing and low intensity burning
prevented woodland 'thickening'
mainiaining an open cover of mature trees
(, egeneration of young Irees was mostly
associated with occasional disturbance
events such as higher intensity summer
fires or after rabbit plagues)
Negiigible ladder fuel between short grass
urxierslorey and overstorey tree canopy
Woodlands with mixed Grasslshrub

uridersiorev: Newseason grass grazed
short. rank grass remains, some shrubs
browsed but not removed. Low-intensity
burning maintains a grassy understorey
do mingled by young grass. and prevents
increasing shrub domination. Juvenile
shrubs may be killed in burnt patches, but
larger. aduli(low-intensity fire 101erani)
shrubs remain in burnt and unburnt
patches. Burning chars bark on fibrous
barked Iress, and reduces leaf litter and
suspended bark Ireducing ladder Iuels)
Areas where orazino and burnino are
exduded: Snow grass clumps grow
accumulating dead thatch with each
growing season. crowding out inter
Iussock spaces and creating a dense
accumulation of fine fuel (flammable
under a wide range of corxiitions). Shrubs
increase in extenl. cover and height with
ongoing absence of fire. A low frequency
high intensily fire regime promotes
shrubby under 510rey thickening. Fibrous
barked EUCalypts accumulate flammable
bark and add leantwig liner to understorey
grass am shrub fuels

Grazing' land burnin. 21 Drastice

E, !grit: Grazing in grassland, grassy
woodlands and grassy forest extensively
across high couniry to above tree line.
Grazina cycles: At loner elevations - all year
round while ever Ilere was suncient grass to
maintain stock condition. At higfrer elevations
(above~800m)stocklaken up Iaie sping and
brought donn as firsl big autumn frosts arrived
SnOckino levels: According to seasonal
conditions. stocked to level al which herd
maintainstimproves condition. Historical
stocking levels {when burning was allowed)
rere significanty higher than current levels
Burnirro: Grazing conducled in conjunction
with ongoing patch-burning. Burning conducted
in grasslands. grassy coodlarxis and 'bush
runs' thereverrank grass or shrubs had
accumulated to levels sufficientlo carry low
intensity fire. There was 00 fixed cycle for
grazier burning - selection of palcheslareas for
burning was based on condilion assessment
Intervals between burns in grasslandlgrassy
coodland. were typically around 6-7 yearsin
lightly or ungrazed areas. and around 4 years
in more routinelygrazed areas

be aviour'

Grazed Grasslands: Short. open-
c urnp" and mostly green grass will noi
carry fire even hrough summer. In
recent severe fire events (2003 2006)
many recently grazed open high country
grassland areas did not bum. providing
suruivable refuge for dock. firefig ters
and equipment. ire may cross short
grazed areas as embers from forests
and woodlands
Grassv coodlands is new Gumlblack

aa!"!I: In maiu, e snO" gumlblack sally
stands wiih srrorl grazed grass. fires
burning in extreme neat or will riot bum
or reduce in behaviour to a low intensity
sunace g ass fire. Ra e of spread and
" e intensity a e reduced by the low
grass fuel availability aru short sin, ciure.
and by the wir, d speed reduction effect ot
lire tree canopy. The extent o1 lull crowri
scorch is significantly reduced
In recentextr me firee nls fire
behaviourin short rec nily grazed snow
gum SIands has been educed so as to
prevenlsignificant tree mortality

codlan s wilh mixed Grass!shrub
understorev: n gra ed and low-in ens'ty
burn Moodlands wi h ini ed grasslshru

riderstorey. summer b shfire behaviour
is typically reduced to a syriace file
(519niflcan"y reducing crown fire except
on steep uphill runs and hi h fuel
patshes). here graz'rig only is carried
ou, Inn low intensity granier burning) fire

ehaviour is riot sign ficantly a ered due
nc'pailyto earsurface and elevated

shrub fuels and extreme ba k hazard
Areas whore oreziric and lire are
excluded: Long-unglazed and unbum
scow grass will bum vigorous y in a wide
range of corxiitions when fire gets in to
dead thatch accumulations(abundant
very fine fuel which is easily ignited)
Snow gum 00001ands with long-unbumt
and ungrazed grass or shrubby
understorey can support crown fires and
will support a vigorous surface fire likely
10 resuli in coinpleie and widespread
scorch and Iree mortality. Long-unbumt
grassyl shrubby woodlands may support
in ense surface fires and cron, files

V i nlf Land"ane fire innact and risk
reductions

TIE effect of high country grazing and
traditional burning praclices is 10
I reduce the exlen1 10 which summer

bushfires spread in high country
Iarxiscapes Idue to lonerlng rates
of fire spread). particularly redLicing
the likelihood of fires crossing high
alpine plateaus

I lengthening the interval betseen
highinlensitylimpact, ire events

I significanty redudng the impact of
bushfires on thin-barked coodland
tree species such as snow gum
which are killed if they surfer full
cramt scorch

I significantty reducing the extreme
soil erosion Impacis Ihal arise when
large scale high intensity fires
remove tree cover and bum long-
accumulated glow grass thatch at
high intensity

I Increase Ite resilience o1 high
country ecosystems to summer
bushfires by avoiding large scale
fuel accumulations. (summer fire
impacts are patchier unlh grealer
variety innreintensity)

I Increasing the opportunities for
control of unplanned summer
bushfires by increasing the extent
arxi connected ness of low fuel
areas there fire behaviourwill
moderate allowing suppression

I Reducing the potential for
catastrophic fire impacts in
sensitive systems (co. moss beds
ant peat bogs) by reducing fuel
around these such that summer
fires do riot burn into these features

Note: For landscape scale risk
reduction benefits to be reamsed.
alignment and disiribulion of grazing
runs along ajarge extentof ridge/
plateau systems is required. Small
scale piecemeal grazing can only
achieve small scale localised risk
reduction and cannot achieve broader
lardscape scale benefits . Grazing
without burning will significantylimit
effectiveness



Contemporary risks to manage and
operating constraints I

Local communities and holiday populations
dispersed through the high country landscape
at risk from bushfire impac,

Permanent settlements. local businesses, and
high. dependency infrastructure within high
country landscapes at risk from bushfire impact

Conceptual model of high country fire management by DSE I PV

,,,. Hig' '^;:I^a\^s^^;:" and

Cultural heritage items (many Irreplaceablel
within high country landscapes at rigk from
bushfire impco,

Natural values reserved in cons. Nation
reserves at risk from high. severity andlor
frequency bushfireimpact and requirlng a
vari. tv of fire regimes

Visitor experience enjoyment and regional
tourism business values which can be
adversely affected by fires and post. fire
impacts

Risk Assessment

Consideration of human life. properly and
infrastructure risks (on and off public land):
identification of locations where SLich values
at risk are SIIuated. Information sources
Include TOM, ship Protection Plans. OESC
Bushfire Risk Landcscape Mapping: Victorian
Fire Risk Register; spatial infrastructuredata
and local knonledge.

Occupational health and 3,101y laws to b.
complied with during fire management adjvil

Reputation al risks for public land manageme
agencies arising from highconsequence fire
and perceptions of too muchlnot enough
hazard management

Consideration of cultural hemage assets. their
localion. firevulnerability and proximity to lire
hazards.

SignMcant legal action risks arising from high.
consequencefires and incr. asinglitlgation
trends in contemporary society

Public expertations for planning transparency.
public consultation in planning processes. and
for operational accountability,

Fire Ecology Risk Assessment ~ based on
Ecological Vegetation Divisions (EVDs).
considers their theoretical Tolerable Fire
Intervals (TFls). their current post-fire age
classlgronih stage distributions and
seventy of recent fireimpacts. fire
response calegories and levelof
practicality, or application of prescribed
burning. EVDs with long TFls are typically
considered for inclusion in Fire
Management Zones which exclude or
provide for resthciion of planned burning.
EVDs which are 101erant of short to
moderale TFls are considered for inclusion
in Fire Managemen, Zones in chich

Ianned fire can be used

'19/2:
A number of these risks and constraints did not
exist. or exist to the same actsnt and degree. in
times pastimen differentfire management models
prevailed in the high country. Current SOCielal
expectation is that all these risks are appropriate Iy
managed.

Fire prevention programs: A range o1
activities are undertaken to reduce the
incidence of unplanned fires. These include
risk-based reserve closures, potential fire
generating activity restrictions. lire
arereneSS Signage and education actMties.
deterrence and enforcement patrols. Many
activities are Inter-agency

Risk Treatment

Fire mitigation programs3: Fuel
reduction programs are implemented 10
iniligate trie behaviour and impacts of
bushlires. Based on risk assessrnenl
(coveting lib, property and infrastructure,
cullural and nalural values), public land
areas are assigned to Fire Management
Zones for the purpose o1 identifying
appropriale bushfire mitigation corks
programs. Areas (small scale) adjacent io
fire vulnerable arsels may be assigned as
APZs. Siralegic locations inear settled
areas or across historical fire palhs) where
fire control advantages and spotting
reduction benefits can be gained may be
am coaled to SBMZs. Broader areas there
ecological risks are more prominent than
life and property impact rlsks, more fire
tolerant EVDs winch can be treated with
planned burning are assigned to the EMZ.
Areas that are considered fire sensitive
and would be negatively Impacted by
planned burning are assigned to the
PBEZ

Based on the manager, ent objectives for
each zone. land management units are
identified and scheduled jot planned
burning treatment through the Fire
Operations Planning process.

Consideration of access. controllinelfeature
availability and burn treatmenldifficulty
isales associated with particularlandscape
areas. This is done phncipally by deskiop
assessment o1 mapped features and tapping
into local knonledge of condi, ions and
Issues.

Polenlial impact issues boyorb public land
bour^anes are also considered. with smoke
management tourism impact issues key
considerations.

AIDine Treeless EVD:

Includes a range of alpine zone (and
frost hollow) jussoc grassland,
herbfields. open and closed heaths.
Those communities are cons, dered to be
fire sensing (TFls: 55 - 120 parsi and
Ihere, ore planned burning is e^Iuded
(bushfire recurrence typically within
TFls). A pine landscape considered
mainmable o Iy rarely in severe drought
(howerer. alpine shrubs are highly
nammable).
Hidh AIMude Wellarids EVD

Includes pe I bog , mossbedsandiens.
Considered ry fire sensitive ( Is: 90 -
. years). Planned burning ^Iuded; ,y
low flammability.
Hiah allifude shrublandA"codlan EVD:

Includes cob-alpine woodlands tincluding
snowgum). Considered fire sensitive
(TFls 35150 - 25 parsi and therefore

Ianne burning is excluded (bushfire
recurrence tvpic 11y within TFls). Grassy
or st, rub y understorey can be highly
flammable in drought years'

all Moist forest EVD

mically in mon ane zone on sheltered
aspects (incl. Alpine Ash). Meat or moist
grassy under$10rey Considered fire
sensilve (TFls 80 - 300 yrs) therefore
planned burning is excluded (bushfire
recurrence tintsa Iy within TFlsj.
Foothills Forest EVD:

Tolerant of low and high intensity fires.
but considered senate to lire reg'mes
more frequent than 10.5 years. Mosty
zoned 10 amowplanned burning.
OVERALL LANDSCAPE EFFECT

Notes:

APZ = Asset Protection Zone

SBMZ = Strategic Bustifire Moderation Zori
EMZ = Ecological Management Zone
PBEZ = Prescribed Burning Exclusion Zori
TFl = Tolerable Fire Interval

VD = ECC1 1001 V etation Division

Preparedness and Response programs.
Th s covers a wide range of adjvmes

Iuding community education, access and
a lily maintenance. response capability

read ness treasonal and daily). and bushfire
responsel'Incident management.

Recovery programs. Post-fire recovery
progra s ncluding restoration of services,

mm nity recovery assistance. suppression
corks rehabilitation. and unrks to prevent
POS -fi e degradation in natural areas.

Alpine, subalpine and moritane zones
carry mature-slate vegetation and fuel
loads unless ricenUy burnt by bushfires.
Regeneration is consittre to fire. but
generally only rone to firein corere
drought seasons. This residual risk is
managed through bust, fire suppression.
Unl ss burnt roc, n"y by bushfire. fire-
prone lower all"ude woodlands and
forests are idealIy more than 10 years
since fire - these can carry large high
In lensity fires in adrerse conditions.
Residua risks are managed through
reparedness and response programs










