Wallcliffe Community Driven
Fire Risk Reduction

Report on the Wallcliffe Community Driven Fire Risk
Reduction Research Project 2020

This project was undertaken with funding from the Department of Fire and
Emergency Services’ Community Driven Fire Risk Reduction Program (DFES
General Circular No: 153/2018), and supported by members of the Wallcliffe Bush
Fires Brigade and the Shire of Augusta Margaret River. We appreciate the review of
this work by officers of the Department of Fire and Emergency Services.
Disclaimer – This project was undertaken as research and, while every attempt has been made to present accurate
information, neither the authors nor Wallcliffe Bush Fire Brigade are responsible for any errors or omissions, or for
the results obtained from the use of this information.
All information in this report is provided "as is", with no guarantee of completeness, accuracy, or timeliness. As the
risk from, and vulnerability to, fire is specific to location, time and a wide range of other factors, none of the
information in this report should be taken as advice that will mitigate impact from fire under all circumstances.
Neither can any agency or individual referenced in this report be held responsible for the outcome of any fire event in
the study area.

Copyright February 2020 Ferart Design

For more information please contact the authors:
Dr David Galloway +61 429 900 197 david@ferart.com
Dr David Kelly +61 428 387 286 322major@gmail.com

1

Table of Contents
1.

Background........................................................................................................... 3
1.1. Current Responses................................................................................... 3
1.2. Ad Hoc Fuel Reduction on Private Lands................................................. 4
1.3. Areas too difficult to handle ...................................................................... 4
1.4. “Stay and Defend” or “Go” ........................................................................ 4
1.5. Positioning this Project ............................................................................. 4
1.6. Research Question ................................................................................... 7
2. Methodology ......................................................................................................... 8
2.1. Study Area ................................................................................................ 8
2.2. Landscape Characteristics ....................................................................... 9
2.3. Fuel Load Mapping ................................................................................... 9
2.4. Risk to Assets ......................................................................................... 10
2.5. Safe Access............................................................................................ 10
2.6. Evaluating Risk ....................................................................................... 10
3. Human Presence ................................................................................................ 10
3.1. Perception of Fire Risk and Capability to Respond ................................ 11
3.2. Community Workshops .......................................................................... 11
3.3. Outputs ................................................................................................... 12
4. Findings and Recommendations ........................................................................ 12
4.1. Fuel Loads and Fire Risk........................................................................ 12
4.2. Risk to Assets ......................................................................................... 13
4.3. Access .................................................................................................... 14
4.4. Community Response to Fire ................................................................. 17
5. Resourcing.......................................................................................................... 18
6. Summary ............................................................................................................ 19
Appendix 1
Fuel Load and Study Area ................................................................ 20
Appendix 2 Perception of Fire Risk and Capability to Respond – Survey Questions21
Appendix 3
Community Fire Poster .................................................................... 22

2

1. Background
The management of fire and fire risk in the Rural Urban Interface (RUI) in the south
west of Western Australia is a perennial challenge for volunteer and professional fire
fighters, and local and state governments.
This is a multi-faceted problem and requires addressing:
•
•

•
•
•

•

local governments’ requirements for hazard reduction in bushland;
the Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES), Department of
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) and local governments’
capabilities to respond to fire;
the impact of a drying climate;
poor coordination of fire risk management between private and public lands;
previous planning and design decisions that have created subdivisions in
bushland with significant fire risk and high vulnerability to major impact by fire;
and
Individual property owner’s reluctance or inability to own or address the fire
risk on their properties due to the:
o issues being considered too hard to address;
o impacts on the aesthetics of properties;
o ecological impacts on plants and animals; and
o planning requirements for landscape protection and restrictions on
clearing.

1.1.

Current Responses

There are numerous programs that seek to address this issue, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Bushfire Ready groups 1 promoted and supported by local bushfire ready
facilitators;
informal relationships between members of brigades in the RUI and their
neighbours;
regulatory responses e.g. Planning and Development Act 2005 (Local
Planning Schemes) Amendment Regulations 2015; 2
fire risk assessment tools such as BAL;3
design responses such as the Australian Building Codes;4

1

https://www.dfes.wa.gov.au/safetyinformation/fire/bushfire/BushfireManualsandGuides/DFES_BushfireBushfire_Ready_Groups.pdf
2
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/6bf4683d-4f76-49b3-84b1-b3d27a79bc46/REG-BFPlanning_and_Development_LPS_Amendment_Regulations_2015
3
Bushfire Attack Level
4
https://www.abcb.gov.au/Resources/Publications/Consultation/Proposal-to-Revise-the-BCA-requirements-forConstruction-in-Bushfire-Prone-Areas-Final-Decision-RIS
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•
•
•

local governments’ local laws relating to management of fire risk and
response;
local governments’ Bushfire Risk Management Plans (BRMP), as defined by
the Bushfire Risk Management Plans Guidelines 2015;5 and
Department of Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions Master Burn
Program.

1.2.

Ad Hoc Fuel Reduction on Private Lands

As a consequence of the above most of the fuel reduction strategies on private lands
are ad hoc and often compromised by neighbours who don’t undertake similar fuel
reduction. The converse also applies where private land owners excessively and
indiscriminately burn, leading to compromised aesthetic and ecological values and
invasion of annual weeds with an ensuing increased fire risk, defeating the original
intentions of the fuel reduction burns.
This situation is further complicated where local government or national park
reserves are adjacent to private properties. In these cases, fuel reduction burns by
government agencies can be compromised by a lack of coordination with each other
and no corresponding responses by private land owners.

1.3.

Areas too difficult to handle

With the increasing drying and warming climate resulting from climate change, and
the increasing penetration of urban development into the RUI, there is an increasing
number of areas that are now too difficult to burn safely, leaving a significant latent
risk. This is particularly true in shrub and heathland areas where the burn window
can be as short as ten to fourteen days per year.

1.4.

“Stay and Defend” or “Go”

Early warning from DFES about fire is presented as “make a decision about leaving
early or stay and defend”. In the absence of localised information to inform this
decision cases have arisen where landowners considered that they were adequately
able to defend their property, only to decide very late in the fire event that they had to
leave. This circumstance leads to a much greater risk to life and property.

1.5.

Positioning this Project

As stated above this project focuses on privately owned lands within the RUI with
significant assets in bushland areas. There are a number of issues that need to be
considered when determining how to respond to fire risk in these areas.

5

Guidelines for Preparing a Bushfire Risk Management Plan, DFES, 2015
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Legislation does not imply compliance
While BRMPs are tenure agnostic and the assessment of fire risk under such
planning nominally covers private land, such planning is not legally binding.
In this context the Shire of Augusta Margaret River Bushfire Risk Management Plan
20176 provides the following provisions for treatment of fire risk on private lands.

For more recent developments in the RUI a Fire Management Plan is required as a
condition of subdivision as is shown below7.

While these measures reference back to Section 33 of the Bush Fires Act 1954 for
enforcement, as the BRMP Guidelines note,8 the question of political acceptability
and consequential likelihood (or not) of compliance by the public is a very open
question, particularly if the public perceive there is any increase in the requirements
to clear or reduce fuels, over and beyond their historic experience of requirements for
firebreaks.
Who pays?
The BRMP Guidelines indicate that local governments have to require that
landowners comply with the principle that “those that own the land own the risk”.9
Consequently, landowners are expected to pay for the treatment works to reduce fire
risk. However, while there are resources available to pay for fire risk reduction
treatments under the BRMP process on Crown lands, there are none available for
private lands.
As with the above discussion, even though there are plans in place and a legal
requirement for landowners to pay for reducing fire risk, if this is not seen as an
imperative by landowners, there will be non-compliance and political pushback
6

Ibid pg. 34
Shire of Augusta Margaret River Bushfire Risk Management Plan 2017, pg. 52
8
Ibid pg. 72
9
Ibid pg. 71
7
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against such measures. In this study, providing accurate, targeted and locally
specific information about fire risk was used to enhance the understanding of local
residents for the need to respond to such risks.

Legislative conflicts
Within the RUI there are many examples of subdivisions, such as the Isaacs Rd
study area, that would not receive planning approval under current understanding of
fire risk. These subdivisions were approved by both local and state governments
under the Planning and Development Act 2005 and its predecessors. As a
consequence, most of these lands have some form of planning requirements for
bush or landscape protection, planning covenants etc. In some cases, these planning
requirements may be in conflict with the implementation of Section 33 of the Bush
Fires Act 1954, particularly as the common interpretation of Section 33 is mainly
associated with the creation and maintenance of fire breaks and keeping the bush
away from assets.
The requirements of the Clearing of Native Vegetation, Native Vegetation Regulation
of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016
also recognise Section 33 of the Bush Fire Act 1954 for fire control measures. The
recent requirement for a Permit to Take before clearing can occur may be seen as
too complex and too expensive for private landowners to undertake.
Fire Ready Groups
Bushfire Ready presentations are based on DFES’s information bulletins and,
consequently, are fairly generic in character. At a local level, the presentations look
at whole of district risk, how community and social networks play a role in supporting
preparedness, the focus on fuel reduction messages, support for residents, and
practical workshops. The practical advice tends to be related to what can be done on
individual properties rather than addressing precinct scale risks.
Positioning this project
This project seeks to address, and fill the gaps between, the issues outlined above
through the following specific aspects.
•

Because fire is a precinct scale issue, this project’s primary focus starts at a
precinct scale and works down to a property level.

•

The precinct size is determined through a combination of geographic area
and size of social group that can effectively organise within the precinct.

•

The use of specific and formalised methodologies to determine risk and
vulnerability to fire within the precinct.

6

•

Presentation of this information as maps that the community can look at and
review. The intention is that the community will understand the real risk to
their property and assets, rather than a generic district wide risk.

•

The use of representatives of the local brigades through their work in Bushfire
Ready groups as a framework through which to present this information, as
opposed to a top-down, compliance-based approach that may be used by
government officials.

•

Working with the community to develop precinct wide strategies to respond to
fire risk and vulnerability, improve access for fire fighting equipment, and
identify last resort actions in the event of a major fire.

•

Recognition that there are significant legislative, administrative, financial and
cultural complexities involved in implementing the Shire of Augusta Margaret
River’s (the Shire’s) Bushfire Risk Management plan on private lands in the
RUI.

•

As a consequence of the above, empowering the community to be
responsible for coordinating the deployment of the strategies they have
developed and assisting them finding informal “work arounds” when they
encounter the complexities referred to above.

•

Supporting, as occurs in Bushfire Ready groups, the actions of individual
landowners in reducing their fire vulnerability.

1.6.

Research Question

In the light of the above we sought to investigate the following research question:
If we give community members better quality information about fire risk will
they change their collective behaviour with respect to locality-based
coordination of fire response, reduction of fuel loads, strategic protection of
assets, and better knowledge about when and how to leave.
In the above research question the concept of “better quality information” relates to
suppling the community members with specific local assessments using accepted
methodologies of fuel loads, fire vulnerability of assets, accessibility and other
factors.
This question was investigated through the following methodology:
•

Identification of the study area
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•

•
•
•

Personal contact with owners / residents of the study area explaining the
project and seeking approval for accessing their land and their involvement in
the study
Mapping the fuel loads and fire risk, using an ISO 13000-based assessment
to determine an aggregated fire risk for the area
Conducting
a
“before-workshop”
attitudinal
survey
of
the
landowners/residents
Conducting two workshops where the fire risk information was presented to
the owners/residents. Wallcliffe Brigade members work with these people to
develop a comprehensive fire risk, fire response and emergency
management strategy.

2. Methodology
2.1.

Study Area

The selection of the study area was determined by balancing, firstly, how many
people were able to communicate with each other to discuss and deliver change –
referred to as the social determination of area – with, secondly, with having sufficient
size area to have real impact on fire risk reduction, safety and fire management. This
is referred to as the physical determination of area.

2.1.1. Study area – Social determination of the size
As this project is about developing shared strategies, the size of this area was
determined by the number of people across a group of aggregated privately owned
properties that can be aware of each other,10 can effectively communicate with each
other, and develop shared strategies. As stated by Allen, who researched these
group sizes, “This all leads me to hypothesise that the optimal size for active group
members for creative and technical groups – as opposed to exclusively survivaloriented groups, such as villages – hovers somewhere between 25-80, but is best
around 45-50.”11
In this context the study area of 17 properties, loosely approximating 40 – 45 people
in the area, was selected. This had to be balanced against selecting a sufficiently
sized area of land over which fuel reduction strategies and the development of
shared access/escape routes would produce a real reduction in fire risk to people
and assets while also improving aesthetic and ecological outcomes.

10

(1992). "Neocortex size as a constraint on group size in primates". Dunbar, R. I. Journal of Human
Evolution. 22(6): 469–493. doi:10.1016/0047-2484(92)90081-J.
11

Christopher Allen http://www.lifewithalacrity.com/2005/08/dunbar_world_of.html, viewed 21 August 2019
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2.1.2. Study area – Physical determination of the area
In addition to the social criteria it was considered desirable to have a mix of fuel types
– to investigate varying responses to type of bushland and a mix of tenure e.g.
private and government reserve lands – to investigate inclusion of different decision
makers into the decision making process.
Based on these criteria an area of land in Isaacs Rd was selected as shown in the
diagram below. This area covered about 77 ha and is discussed below.

2.2.

Landscape Characteristics

The study area is bounded to the west by national park, the north by Wallcliffe Rd
and the south and east by special rural land, generally of a similar character.
The area increases in elevation by 100 – 150m from Wallcliffe Rd to the southern
side of the study area.
The vegetation is a transition zone between coastal heath and coastal jarrah
scrubland. Typically, the heath and scrub has suspended fine fuels to eight metres
with occasional jarrah and marri trees to 20m.
The majority of the area was burnt in the 2011 Margaret River fires, providing a
datum against which to evaluate the bush regrowth from bare mineral earth. The
unburnt pockets also provided a reference to compare density of regrowth against
the unburnt area.

2.3.

Fuel Load Mapping

Fire risk was evaluated using two approaches – fuel load in the bushland across the
study area, and risk to assets.
Two fuel load assessment techniques were used:
Forrest Fire Behaviour Tables for Western Australia;12 and
DES Victoria Overall fuel hazard assessment guide.13
This methodology was applied and evaluated according to the following criteria:
•
•
•

12
13

ease of application;
time taken to apply; and
level of expertise required.

Sneeuwjagt and Peet, 1979
Hines, Tolhurst, Wilson and McCarthy, 2010
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The output from both of these methodologies gave similar levels of fuel load;
however they were labour intensive to implement. As a generalisation, the opinion of
those doing the assessment was that a well informed person with significant fire
fighting experience could give an accurate, if informal, assessment of fuel loads
without having to use a formalised approach. The map of overall fuel load is shown
in Appendix 1.

2.4.

Risk to Assets

Risk to assets was determined using the standard BAL methodology,14 the level of
compliance with Shire Regulations relating to the Asset Protection Zone (APZ), and
evaluation against AS 3959.

2.5.

Safe Access

Access to properties was evaluated against two criteria: the likelihood that existing
driveways could be used in fire conditions by a DFES appliance e.g. 3.4 Fire Truck;
and whether a similar appliance could use existing fire breaks as required by Shire
regulations to access properties or a fire front.
This information was mapped according to the following criteria – safe and easy
access; possible safe access under appropriate conditions; and unsafe under any
conditions.
No assessment was made about the potential for landowners and visitors to get out
of the area in fire conditions. However, it could be reasonably assumed that the
chances of success would be lower than that of well trained fire fighters with
sophisticated fire appliances.

2.6.

Evaluating Risk

The Bushfire Risk Management Planning Guidelines details a methodology to
determine risk from fire, based on ISO 13000:2009. Using this methodology, with the
information gathered from the above work, the risk to the people and assets in the
study area is rated as being between Very High and Extreme.

3. Human Presence
The study area contained 17 properties ranging from vacant land to properties with
multiple dwellings, as shown in the table below.
Vacant
4
14

1 Dwelling
10

2 Dwellings
3

While the BAL methodology was used the information was not a certified BAL assessment.
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A number of the properties also had long and/or short term holiday accommodation.
Some of this accommodation had the capacity to house eight to ten people. Based
on the above, and assuming an average household size of 2.415 people per dwelling,
it is estimated that the average population in the study area was 30 people, with a
peak in tourist season of twice this number.
Of the seventeen landowners, fourteen were easily contactable through brigade
member networks; the other three were contacted by the Shire on behalf of the
Brigade.

3.1.

Perception of Fire Risk and Capability to Respond

A “before” survey was sent to all members to determine their level of awareness of
fire, perception of their preparedness to respond, and their capacity to act when a fire
occurred.
The questions used and community responses are shown in Appendix 2. Responses
were received from ten of the thirteen actively inhabited properties.

3.2.

Community Workshops

Two community workshops were held. Invitations were sent to the participants and
followed up with phone calls to encourage attendance.
The first workshop introduced the idea of fire risk and presented the maps of the fuel
loads, assessments of BALs and APZs, and safe access. This workshop also
allowed people to get to know each other and identify local leaders.
The second workshop, six weeks later, built on the community engagement from the
first workshop, included a presentation by one of the local Fire Ready coordinators
and involved the following:
•
•
•
•

15

presentation of a standard Fire Ready talk and published information using a
question and answer format;
walk-around of a few properties to determine measures that could be done to
reduce the risk of fire igniting assets;
identifying areas of last resort where people could retreat if no other options
were available; and
identifying existing firebreaks that could be enhanced to operate as the
functional equivalent of strategic fire breaks and alternative exit points from
the area.

https://profile.id.com.au/augusta-margaret-river/population
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3.3.

Outputs

Based on the above work in this report, a simple poster was prepared summarising
the output of the community discussions; see Appendix 3. This poster will be made
available to each of the land owners.
In addition to this, the group will continue the initiative with informal support from
members of the Wallcliffe Bush Fire Brigade.

4. Findings and Recommendations
The findings and recommendations from the above work are presented below.

4.1.

Fuel Loads and Fire Risk

The assessments undertaken show that the fuel loads were as high as pre-2011 fires
and the resulting fire risk was rated as extreme across the whole study area; see
Figure 1.
This rate of regeneration supports the findings of Millar and Dixon who say, in
relation to their research into post-fire regeneration of kwongan (West Australian
heathland) vegetation: “Connecting this evidence suggests that fire spread in
kwongan vegetation is limited by flammable biomass development up to 5–6 years
after a previous fire, but not thereafter”16.
This is a different story from that for jarrah forest 17 where post-fire fuel loads
accumulate over a much longer time frame and the structure of the forest is very
different to heathland.
Within fire fighting culture there is an almost uniformly accepted assumption that fuel
reduction burns are a significant part of the strategy to reduce fire impact. While this
may be technically true, it would appear to be influenced by the research around the
structure, fire response and management of jarrah forests, but is not well informed by
research into fire behaviour in heathland and complexities of the situation in privately
owned lands in the RUI.

16

Miller, B. Dixon, K. (2014) Plants and fire in Kwongan vegetation, Chapter 6 in Plant Life on the Sandplains in
Southwest Australia, a Global Biodiversity Hotspot Publisher: University of Western Australia Publishing, Editors:
Lambers H., pg 164
17

Burrows, N.D. (1994). Experimental development of a fire management model for jarrah (Eucalyptus
marginata ex Sm.) forest. PhD Thesis. Canberra: The Australian National University.
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FINDING 4.1 LIMITED VALUE OF FUEL REDUCTION BURNS AS A FIRE
CONTROL STRATEGY
The evidence from Millar and Dixon, and supported by this research, is that the rapid
regeneration of the heathlands, when coupled with the complexity of the ownership of
the lots, difficulty of access, and risk of fire escaping from controlled burns, is that
fuel reduction burns across the RUI is of limited, if any, practical benefit as a fire
control strategy. This finding has to be taken in the context of other issues and
strategies discussed below.

4.2.

Risk to Assets

Of the 15 habitable structures in the study area four had a BAL rating of 29; the
remaining eleven were rated as Flame Zone. Generally, those structures that had a
BAL of 29 complied with the clearing requirements of the APZ and AS3959, but the
rest did not comply.
Despite four properties having a lower BAL, an informal assessment of the structures
indicated that only two of these properties would be likely to comply with current
construction standards required to respond to these ratings. These two properties
also had sprinkler defence systems that may make them suitable as places of last
resort for residents if other means of escape were unavailable.
FINDING 4.2 ADVICE ABOUT IMPROVING ASSET PROTECTION
Using local brigade members to provide property owners with scientifically based
assessments about risk to their personal assets and fuel loads, as described above,
was a strong motivator for change in the community within the study area.
RECOMMENDATION 4.2.1 DFES and The Shire should investigate providing legal
protection for brigade members, training in providing such advice, and resourcing
members for the time they contribute to advising the local community on improving
asset protection.
RECOMMENDATION 4.2.2 In the context of the discussion below in relation to fire
breaks, The Shire should focus its attention on reducing fuel loads around, and the
vulnerability of, assets in the RUI; and ensure good access is available for fire
appliances to such assets.
RECOMMENDATION 4.2.3 Local residents should continue discussions with the
owners of the properties with good fire protection and sprinkler systems with a view
to these being used as places of last resort if leaving the area is not possible.
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4.3.

Access

There is only one road access into and out of the study area from Wallcliffe Road. In
the event of a fire coming from a northerly direction – see Figure 1 – people will not
be able to exit the area.
All of the buildings / structures in the area had some form of driveway access. Only
four of these driveways were considered useable by fire appliances under fire
conditions, three may be usable if the circumstances were favourable, and the
remaining seven properties would not be accessible.
Traditionally the requirement for boundary firebreaks in planning schemes has been
based on the assumption that they would be useable by fire appliances. In the study
area, and as is common in other areas in the RUI, very few of the boundary
firebreaks were useable by fire appliances due to varying combinations of limited
width, corner geometry, slope and surface conditions. Similarly, the density of fuel
on either side of the breaks meant that fire would easily cross the breaks under most
fire conditions.

FINDING 4.3 FIRE BREAKS
The requirement in planning schemes and local laws for firebreaks, according to the
existing prescription, is of limited, if any, practical benefit for providing access for fire
appliances or emergency exit from the area.
Emergency fire access into and out of the study area would be improved by the
installation of Strategic Fire Beaks that divide the area into large blocks. However,
Strategic Fire Breaks would require resumption of private land, rezoning and ongoing
resourcing by local government. This process would be extremely difficult and
expensive to undertake.
RECOMMENDATION 4.3.1 CREATE NEIGHBOURHOOD FIRE BREAKS
As a consequence of the above issues, the community workshops discussed the
idea of the creation of Neighbourhood Fire Breaks that are informal, non-statutory
breaks created by removing fences and amalgamating existing firebreaks into a large
break that has the same function as a Strategic Fire Break. The benefit of these
breaks would be enhanced by non-burning fuel reduction measures such as scrubrolling on either side of the break.
Potential routes for such firebreaks were identified during the community workshop;
see Figure 1.
Maintenance of these breaks would be dependent on the goodwill and collaboration
of the local residents, with assistance from the local fire brigade and Shire.
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RECOMMENDATION 4.3.2 AGREEMENT ABOUT NEIGHBOURHOOD FIRE
BREAKS
To bring a degree of certainty to the Neighbourhood Fire Breaks, affected residents
could develop a non-binding Memorandum of Agreement between themselves to
broadly define the commitments and benefits of having the breaks in place.
RECOMMENDATION 4.3.3 RESOURCING NEIGHBOURHOOD FIRE BREAKS
DFES and the local government should investigate ways that the creation and
maintenance of Neighbourhood Fire Breaks can be supported through stabilisation of
surfaces, periodic trimming of vegetation etc.
RECOMMENDATION 4.3.4 RESOURCING NEIGHBOURHOOD FIRE BREAKS
Local government should investigate changing planning requirements and local laws
to allow property owners to discontinue the installation of property fire breaks in
preference to pooling resources to support the creation of Neighbourhood Fire
Breaks.

15

Figure 1

Map of research area and proposed responses to fire risk
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4.4.

Community Response to Fire

Reviewing the response to the survey – see Appendix 2 – the general assessment
can be made that, prior to the first workshop, the community’s self-assessment of risk
from fire was much lower than the real risk as identified by the fuel load and other
assessments.
FINDING 4.4.1 VALUE OF QUALITY INFORMATION
Providing quantitatively-based, locally specific, and visually mapped information
about fire risk was a major motivator for change in the residents who attended the
first workshop.
Following up with a second workshop that focused on practical responses that the
community could undertake enabled local solutions, developed by the residents, to
emerge.
Outcomes that emerged from the workshops included:
• a realisation in the community that there are insufficient resources within local
and state government to provide protection against fire, and that they (the
community members) are responsible for minimising the risk to their assets
and property;
• neighbours getting to know each other, talking about fire risk and working
collaboratively is a realistic and effective way to respond to fire risk;
• individuals taking on a local community leadership role to coordinate local
response to fire risk;
• the setting up of a WhatsApp group to communicate about fire and provide a
link point for the local brigades;
• people having a better understanding of where and how to access information
about fires in the area;
• the local brigade now having a point of contact in the community with whom
to liaise relating to reduction of fire risk;
• some residents are improving the protection of their assets and are
investigating installing fire fighting systems;
• two locations have been identified as places of last resort; and
• as discussed above, plans are in place for the creation of Neighbourhood Fire
Breaks.
The above information has been collated into a fire readiness poster, as discussed
above.
FINDING 4.4.2 RISK TO VISITORS
The survey indicated that a significant number of properties were used for both long
and short term rental, and very few of the properties had adequate advice for visitors
about how to:
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•
•
•

avoid creating a fire in the neighbourhood;
determine if a fire was imminent; and
respond if a fire occurred.

While it was recognised that the Shire requires having a fire plan in place for visitors,
the general feedback from the landowners was that these were inadequate to give
proper guidance to visitors.
RECOMMENDATION 4.4.2 INCREASE THE QUALITY OF FIRE RESPONSE
PLANS FOR VISITOR ACCOMMODATION
The Shire develop a pro-forma of the necessary information, with a specific local
focus, that landowners are required to provide to their visitors.

5. Resourcing
While this project has been highly successful and has met it objectives, at least in the
short term, gathering the additional information about fire risk and presenting it in a
workshop format has required additional resources that were provided from the
DFES grant and significant volunteer input.
The cost of this additional work to map fire risk, access etc., and the need for greater
effort to engage with the community, however, has to be compared against the
potential to lower the cost of fire management when the next fire occurs.
There are numerous research projects examining the economics of managing fire
risk. Invariably they point to the cost effectiveness of prevention and risk reduction
over response.
RECOMMENDATION
MANAGEMENT

5

STUDY

OF

THE

ECONOMICS

OF

FIRE

RISK

The effectiveness of this community-based response to fire risk could be
strengthened by a comparative study into the cost of rolling out this approach.
Factors to be investigated include:
•
•

•

•

refining the method of determining the most appropriate precinct size with
which to work;
the cost of doing the fuel load, access, and risk to asset assessments to
provide better quality information for the community on which to base its
responses;
the additional effort required by facilitators to actively seek out engagement
by community members and to provide ongoing support for community
leaders as they emerge; and
providing resources to support community lead initiatives such as the creation
of neighbourhood fire breaks.
18

6. Summary
The work from this project indicates that there is considerable merit at driving
community-based fire responses at a precinct level and basing this response on
quality information about the real source and magnitude of the risk.
It has also identified a range of community lead responses that will require:
• landowners to develop a better understanding of, and take more responsibility
for, management of their individual and precinct wide fire risk;
• changes in fire-fighter culture and assumptions around burning regimes;
• changes to local government regulation and planning requirements relating to
firebreaks; and
• strengthening and resourcing of local, cooperative, neighbourhood level
working arrangements.
RECOMMENDATION 6
It is recommended that DFES fund expansion of this project into other RUIs, backed
up by evidence-based research, to determine its effectiveness in improving fire risk
management.
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Appendix 1

Fuel Load and Study Area
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Appendix 2 Perception of Fire Risk and Capability to
Respond – Survey Questions (see separate document)
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Appendix 3

Community Fire Poster
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