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Submission on the 2012-2015 Fire Operations Plan 

Muckleford Forest & Smiths Reef (Maldon Historic Area) 

1 - INTRODUCTION 

The submission is in response to the draft Fire Operations Plan 2012-2015 currently open for public 

comment. It relates to the proposed prescribed burns in the Muckleford Forest and Smiths Reef 

(Maldon Historic Area) and covers: 

 Why we are concerned 

 Strategic planning frameworks and issues associated with bushfire management 

 The assessment of risk 

 Fire and biodiversity  

 Response to these specific burns and what changes we would like to see to the FOP. 

The specific burns referred to in this submission are shown on the map below. 

 

During the exhibition period, an on-site meeting was held with two DSE officers to review the results 

of the burns undertaken in the Muckleford Forest in spring 2011; a submission was lodged on this 

burn (CAS  0104) and the zonings across the Muckleford Forest last year. 
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This submission is being put forward jointly by a number of residents who live near the Muckleford 

Forest – in Green Gully and Muckleford – along with others who appreciate the biodiversity and 

other values of the Muckleford and adjoining forests. 

WHY ARE WE CONCERNED? 

Overwhelmingly, our concerns are about the values of our forests – for their biodiversity (fauna and 

flora), for their historic and cultural values (historic and Aboriginal sites) – and for the enjoyment 

locals and others get from spending time in  these forests and their natural and cultural values. We 

are seriously concerned that these values are being eroded by the current fire planning methods 

and by the way that burn operations are conducted. 

Second, many of us are also concerned that current management practices may be making our 

forests more fire prone not less fire prone and may be increasing fuel intensity. This is contrary to 

government policy and intention. 

Third, many of us are concerned that public land is the sole focus of fire management planning, 

rather than a whole of landscape approach. Assessment of risk is critical and active collaboration is 

needed between public, municipal and private land owners and managers to address and reduce risk 

to human life and all types of valued assets and to protect the ecological and cultural values of our 

forests for present and future generations. While the regional strategic fire management plan is a 

step forward, much more is needed. 

These forests are important places to us!   

Many of us walk in these forests on a daily or weekly basis. These forests are our local parks. They 

are the reason we live here, adding considerable amenity to our own lifestyles and to the experience 

of those who regularly visit or pass through our communities. The forest provides a rich source of 

visual, aural and photographic stimulation. Many of us are actively involved in caring for and 

studying aspects of these forests. For example, some of those making this submission are involved in 

Landcare activities designed to create habitat links between forest remnants; in spraying weeds in 

the forest (eg. bridal creeper); in recording plants and birds; in establishing exclusion plots for 

particular species; and as keen local observers. 

A number of us are managing our properties as ‘land for wildlife’ and are seeking to re-establish 

understorey plants that have been lost through past landscape practices. We want to create habitat 

links between the southern Muckleford forest and forested private land to the south and through to 

the Muckleford Creek and Gorge areas as part of a whole of landscape approach. 

Newstead Walks group regularly holds walks in the Muckleford Forest as do neighbouring groups 

such as Friends Of Box-Ironbark Forests (Mount Alexander region), Castlemaine Field Naturalists 

Club and others. 

The Muckleford Forest also has outstanding cultural values. Many parts of the forest are rich with 

evidence of mining and associated settlements. There are numerous and extensive areas, and these 

are highly valued as places to visit and explore by locals and others. 
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The Muckleford Forest has not been surveyed for Aboriginal cultural heritage places (see GeoVic 

data) and we understand that no places have been registered, presumably because of the lack of 

study. The nearest survey was for the pipeline through the Muckleford valley to the east, and sites 

were found. There are areas of cultural sensitivity along all waterways and wetlands, plus an 

extensive area covering the whole of the Muckleford Nature Conservation Reserve. We suggest that 

there are likely to be Aboriginal cultural heritage sites throughout the Muckleford Forest, including 

occupation sites, stone tool sites, scarred trees, and potentially stone arrangements. 

Prescribed burning can have significant impacts on cultural heritage values, through impacts on sites 

and also on species and ecological associations that represent totemic and traditional values for 

Indigenous people. 

2 - STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT 

This year there are new frameworks in place: the new Code of Practice for Bushfire Management 

on Public Land, a new Loddon-Mallee Regional Strategic Fire Management Plan, and the Mount 

Alexander Shire Municipal Fire Management Plan 2012-14. 

We have also experienced 12 months of prescribed burning of public land areas based on Bushfires 

Royal Commission (BRC) recommendation for a universal 5% annual prescribed burning target for 

public land. While we appreciate the need for a proactive and strategic approach, the target is a 

blunt tool and its effectiveness has now been questioned by the government’s appointed BRC 

Implementation Monitor Mr Neil Comrie as well as by post-Black Saturday research undertaken by 

ANU which concluded that prescribed burning needs to occur close to the assets being protected 

(Gibbons et al 2012) in order for effective protection of these assets to result.  The Fire Operations 

Plan 2012-2015 does not provide a risk-based plan or a protective plan; these factors do not appear 

to drive the FOP.  For all private, public and commercial major asset protection, hazard studies are 

carried out to ensure that the protective actions have a high probability of protecting the specified 

assets. It appears that this protection is a highly questionable outcome of the FOP.  

Under the Code of Practice for Bushfire Management on Public Land (DSE 2012) bushfire 

management is to occur with ‘clearly articulated landscape-level objectives’ to encourage ‘fire 

agencies to work together to achieve the objectives of the code’ (DSE 2012: 5, point 30) and that 

‘decisions about bushfire management will be based on risk analysis and will be transparent’ (DSE 

2012: 5, point 31). The Code of Practice also requires bushfire management planning to ‘model 

potential and current ecological resilience across time and geographic scales’ (DSE 2012: 7, 

Outcomes point 6). 

In preparing this submission, we have looked for evidence that these important concepts and 

associated actions are being delivered through the FOP. 

The new Loddon Mallee Strategic Regional Fire Management Plan provides a valuable framework 

across the region, containing much of the data associated with values and risks.  The grassland fire 

risk is demonstrated to be higher in the Mount Alexander Shire than is the bushfire risk (LMRSFMP: 

Annex B, 15, 22) and this appears consistent with the past pattern of fires in the Muckleford Forest 

area. How is this relative risk being considered in the FOP? 
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The Mount Alexander Shire Municipal Fire Management Plan 2012-14, jointly produced by the Shire, 

CFA, Victoria Police and DSE is designed to provide a local perspective based on regional and local 

data and analyses. It includes a map of ‘2011 Fuel Load with Population density & fire history’. It 

indicates that virtually the whole shire has a moderate or higher fuel load, with the majority of the 

pasture areas as ‘moderate’ and the forests as ‘extreme’. 

The ‘fire history’ only shows two recent fires, a gross misrepresentation of the fire history of the 

Shire over the last 50-60 years;  DSE holds extensive fire history data and it has been mapped and it 

is inexplicable that it has been omitted. For the areas around the Muckleford Forest, it is understood 

that the largest fires have originated as grass fires, indicating where the risks are across our area and 

where fire management must focus in order to be at all effective in prevention and protection. 

Further research and analysis of this fire history would provide a good foundation for bushfire risk 

minimisation into the future. 

The draft Fire Operations Plan 2012-2015 and the associated processes are not transparent. The 

basis for the selection of areas for prescribed burns across the region is not defined anywhere in the 

FOP, nor is information available on the reasons for the selection of specific burn for the 2012-2015 

years. 

For example, there is no analysis in the FOP of key factors such as fire history, fuel loads, risk (level 

and risk to what) etc. The landscape level objectives referred to in the Code of Practice are only 

defined in general terms in the FOP and appear to follow the zoning. This means there is no 

landscape-scale objective for each and every prescribed burn. If an objective cannot be specified, 

how can the performance against the objectives be ‘measured, evaluated and reported’ (DSE 2012: 

7, Outcomes point 3)? 

3 - THE ASSESSMENT OF RISK 

What are the real fire risks associated with our Central Victorian landscapes with their mix of forest 

and woodland remnants, often with little understorey, and extensive grasslands/pastures? 

The Code of Practice requires that risks will be identified at a ‘range of geographic scales (i.e. local to 

State level) and time scales (i.e. years to decades)’ (DSE 2012: 7, point 48). Where is the risk 

assessment for the Muckleford Forest? 

The Municipal Fire Management Plan (MFMP) offers several maps - ‘Severe Day Fire Intensity & 

VFRR’ and ‘2011 Fuel Load with Population Density & Fire History’ - which show areas defined as 

‘extreme’ fuel load and ‘as fire fighting not feasible’. Looking at the ‘extreme’ fuel loads in the 

Muckleford Forest and the ‘fire fighting not feasible’ against the EVCs, one can see why certain areas 

might be selected for prescribed burning: Heathy Dry Forest is clearly the culprit. But the 

unanswered question is what assets would be protected by reduction of these fuel loads? The 

MFMP and the FOP is silent on the rationale behind each of the proposed burns. And how is the 

natural EVC patchiness of the forest factored into ‘risk’? 

Without such a clear presentation of the evidence and the rationale, the FOP does not meet the test 

of transparency required by the Code. 
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And the fuel load assessments of much of our Box Ironbark Forests as Extreme suggests that the 

scale is wrong. Compare the fuel loads of these forests for example with forests to the south and 

across the tall forests of the Great Dividing Range with their higher levels of elevated fuels. 

4 – BOX- IRONBARK FORESTS: FIRE AND BIODIVERSITY 

The Box-Ironbark forests across our region contain many plant and animal species, and the 

fragmentary nature of the bushland areas means that it is important to look after all bushland areas 

so as to maintain  their ecological values.  

LEGISLATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES - FLORA AND FAUNA GUARANTEE AND EPBC ACTS 

The Flora and Fauna Act 1988 recognises ‘inappropriate fire regimes’ as a potentially threatening 

process, noting that they can cause ‘disruption to sustainable ecosystem processes and resultant 

loss of biodiversity’. Laying the forest floor bare opens it up to weed invasion, and burning too 

frequently means that some species of plant cannot recover in between burns; eventually the result 

is  a smaller range of species and weeds 

Fire regimes – including prescribed burning – need to recognise the potential to become a 

threatening process – at a local, district and regional scale. 

Specifically, the Muckleford Forest is a regional hotspot for woodland birds , including a number 

of threatened species. In 2000 the Victorian Temperate Woodland Bird Community  was 

nominated under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act. Many of the species within this 

community are a feature of the Muckleford Forest - Hooded Robin, Chestnut-rumped Heathwren, 

Red-capped Robin, Black-chinned Honeyeater, Painted Honeyeater, Swift Parrot, Crested Bellbird, 

Speckled Warbler, Diamond Firetail, Regent Honeyeater,  Brown-headed Honeyeater, Fuscous 

Honeyeater, Jacky Winter, Painted Button-quail, Western Gerygone and Yellow-tufted Honeyeater 

Of these the Swift Parrot and Regent Honeyeater  are listed as endangered under the 

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act while those in 

bold are also listed under the Victorian FFG Act. It also notable that the Square-tailed Kite, also FFG 

listed, is known to breed within the Forest; there are less than 50 breeding pairs remaining in 

Victoria. 

Prescriptions have not been prepared by DSE for these species/community in relation to this 

threatening process.  Careful definition and application of such prescriptions are required. The 

following is suggested as a starting point: 

 No more than 20% of any area should be burned at one time and at least 40% should remain 
long unburnt (greater than 20 years) at all times; limitations on the ability of particular 
species to move between discrete areas must be recognised.   

 Identified habitat areas should be included in zone 4 to protect habitat values across the 
reserve – no areas in the Muckleford Forest are currently Zone 4 

 Pre and post-fire monitoring should be undertaken to identity potential threats and assess 
the impact of fire events. 

 Rabbit baiting and weed control should be undertaken within the burn area post-fire to 
reduce threatening processes and degradation of habitat. 
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The habitat areas for these woodland bird species have not yet been defined, no the 

prescriptions. Further, if this means a mosaic burn, can a mosaic be achieved with current 

practices? 

Burning the habitat of threatened woodland birds poses a significant threat to the survival of 

those species as it can remove important habitat elements such as shrub layers and fallen 

wood in addition to damaging hollow-bearing trees. Spring burning can severely disrupt 

breeding cycles. In fact, our recent walk with DSE officers demonstrated that the shrub layer is 

being targeted – it is regarded as fuel to be removed and its significant habitat values are not 

understood. 

It should also be noted that the loss of coarse woody debris from Victorian native forests and 

woodlands and loss of hollow-bearing trees from Victorian native forests are both listed as 

potentially threatening processes under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act. 

ARE OUR FORESTS FIRE DEPENDENT? 

Research undertaken by Arthur Rylah Institute (ARI) for the North Central Catchment 

Management Authority demonstrates our forests are not fire dependent. This research by Arn 

Tolsma, Geoff Brown and David Cheal from ARI (2007 and 2010) found that much more research is 

needed into effects of fire on flora and fauna, and for Box-Ironbark Forest their research stipulates 

that fire intervals should be between 20 and 50 years or some species will be lost. To quote:  

This research has highlighted that we know little about the response to fire  of specific Box-

Ironbark flora and fauna species and communities and even less about temporal and spatial 

patterns of burning that might maximise total biodiversity (Tolsma et al 2007: 5).  

These forests (of the Box-Ironbark region) are not prone to recurrent fires (Tolsma et al 2007: 

8). 

Frequent burning e.g. 3 - 5 year intervals will disrupt natural processes in the short term and 

may eventually lead to a depletion of soil nutrients and loss of habitat (Tolsma et al 2007: 9). 

And - to paraphrase - fires occurring every 10 to 20 years may lead to loss of species such as 

Grevillea alpina, Exocarpos cupressiformis and Brachyloma daphnoides. Fires occurring every 6 to 10 

years would eliminate even more shrub species. Minimum fire interval recommended for Box-

Ironbark EVC is 20 years, maximum 50 years (Tolsma et al 2007: 19. Emphasis added). 

Further, Cheal (2010:22) provides the following description of Box Ironbark forests:  

Flammable in the warmer months, fires rare but may occur after heavy grass growth in 

wet seasons, fires of low severity and often patchy, trees resprout readily after fires, fires 

unnecessary for regeneration, but many herbs will utilise the opportunity if it is 

presented, fires do little damage when at low frequency. 

Cheal’s work defines TFI (Tolerable Fire Intervals) periods for Box-Ironbark as a maximum of 

150 years, a minimum of 30 years for high intensity fires, and a minimum TFI of 12 years for 

patchy fires. TFIs are a guide to fire frequency and the ecological adaptability and resilien ce of 
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vegetation communities to fire. But based on earlier prescribed burns (1995, 1996, 1999, 2005, 

2008), the massive expansion of prescribed burning in 2011, and the extent proposed for 2013 -

2014 (around 300ha per year) and presumably onwards into the future, it would appear that 

the burn cycle for the entire Muckleford State Forest will be less than 7 years! 1 

With only a 3 year plan offered in the FOP, and with no monitoring of the extent and intensity 

of the 2011 spring burns in the Muckleford, nor any guarantee of pre- and post- monitoring for 

future burns, you can understand the depth of our concern. Fire is a significant and potential 

damaging land management tool, and as such its use requires at least short-term, medium term and 

long-term goals to be specified and recorded along with the actions designed to meet these goals, 

plus research and monitoring plans, so that DSE and the impacted communities are not relying on 

memory to understand how our forests have been impacted – for better or worse. 

Longer-term planning is essential if the biodiversity of our forests is to be not just maintained 

but enhanced. Adaptive management of fire regimes promised in the Code require careful 

and effective monitoring to enable ‘adaptive responses’.  

Forests are dynamic systems, but they are also relative relatively stable. The cycle of nutrient 

movement within the forest ecosystem is important: the forest litter is not fuel – it is nutrients. 

It feeds myriads of animals, insects and fungi which in turn are food for other species. And 

where there is a diverse understorey in the Muckleford Forest it is vital habitat for an array of 

species. Across much of the Muckleford Forest, the understorey is sparse or absent as a result 

of past disturbance. Those areas with good understorey are important refuges from which 

these plants can recolonise other parts of the forest, and they expand the habitat opportunities 

for many fauna species; such areas should be protected from any burns. 

The two main EVC (Ecological Vegetation Classes) in the Muckleford Forest and the Smiths Reef 

block (Maldon Historic Area) are Box Ironbark Forest (EVC 61) – conservation status ‘depleted’ 

and Heathy Dry Forest (EVC 20) on the drier ridges. There may also be a little of the threatened 

EVC Alluvial Terraces Herb-rich Woodland within the proposed area.  

Heathy Dry Forest is shown as ‘extreme’ fuel load in the MFMP, whereas the Box-Ironbark is 

‘moderate’. These two types occur in a patchwork across the Muckleford Forest, with the Box 

Ironbark EVCs dominant on the eastern and western edges and through the central north-south 

core of the forest. Both typically have 30% canopy cover, up to 85% understorey cover, and 

20% cover of organic litter. Forests of these EVC types that are within these parameters shoul d 

be considered normal and given the low fire frequency in this forest, ‘extreme’ seems an 

overstatement.  

In forests that do not need fire for regeneration, what is the ecological purpose of these 

proposed burns? For the next three proposed burns in the Muckleford Forest and the Smith’s 

Reef block (Maldon Historic Area) just to the north, all are Zone 3 and all have the stated land 

management objective of: 

                                                           
1
 Based on total area of the Muckleford State Forest being around 2600 ha, plus the Muckleford Nature 

Conservation reserve of 560 ha. 
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To provide an irregular mosaic of areas of fuel reduction which will complement works in 

adjacent fire management zones and can assist in ecological resilience and forest 

regeneration. 

Examining this objective more closely, three questions are posed.  

First - How will these burns be designed and conducted to improve the ecological resilience of 

the forest? We have a number of concerns: 

 What ecological data is being used? We understand that the Victorian Biodiversity Atlas 

(VBA) is soon to be launched, but that there is a significant backlog in data entry  

 Currently DSE’s flora and fauna data records for the  Muckleford Forest are poor  

 Have community-based data sources been brought into DSE’s planning? There are 

Connecting Country data records on their interactive mapping site and local individuals 

are known to hold extensive records which could be drawn upon to expand the data 

sets available to DSE (more information can be provided) 

 The real opportunity to protect or destroy ecological values occurs in shaping and 

implementing the burn plans. These plans are not available to the public for review or 

to input data. This is not a transparent approach nor does it enable community 

members to easily contribute their data 

 Given the objective of ecological resilience and forest regeneration, why are these 

burns scheduled for Spring when plants are flowering and have not yet set seed and 

animals are breeding? Having had reasonable rainfall over the last 24 months, we are 

concerned that the forest is now starting to recover from the drought and that plant 

species long absent in the flora are showing themselves again for  the first time in years. 

There is no justification provided for this spring timing in the FOP.  

Where are these adjacent fire management zones? – Is this the east-west strategic firebreak 

burn in 2008 and which is within CAS 0011, with CAS 0012 adjoining to the south. Is the 2008 

prescribed burn area to be burnt again? If it is, how does this relate to the TFI requirements? 

And if it is to be a ‘sacrificial area’ – which may be warranted if it is intended to be a firebreak 

across the forest – why then do the broader area of CAS 0011 and CAS 0012 need to be burnt? 

The same may be said of CAS 0010 where there was a prescribed burn along the north side of 

the Castlemaine-Maldon Road in 1996. 

And can this ‘mosaic’ be achieved? The experience of the spring 2011 burn and the comments 

of DSE officers (below) indicate that such a mosaic burn pattern cannot be delivered, that 

significant trees cannot be protected and that fire sensitive species will be ignored.  

We initiated a revisit to several parts of the spring 2011 CAS 0104 burn with DSE officers. It was 

disturbing to hear: 
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 That Zone 2 and 3 were treated similarly because it was not possible to distinguish the 

boundaries of zones on the ground nor to precisely control intensity or 

extent/patchiness of the burn 

 That no large old trees were able to be raked around because the crews/FOIC neither 

knew where these trees were nor had the resources to do this raking 

 That no specific care was able to be paid to fire sensitive species, even when close to 

the tracks: examples included Daphne Heath and Cherry Ballart  

 That the Yellow Gum areas were not regarded as ‘sensitive’ but rather as having a lot of 

fuel that needed to be burnt2 

 That the fire crews and FOICs were not able to/did not adjust their lighting up patterns 

to avoid rocky areas and logs which would serve as important refuges for ground 

dwelling mammals, reptiles and invertebrates. 

KNOWLEDGE, ADAPTIVE RESPONSE AND MONITORING 

We are concerned that there is still no monitoring of the results of recent prescribed burns, nor 

of the outcomes over time of past burns in the Muckleford Forest. We understand that there 

was a sampling of post-burn sites done (6 in total) to determine if the fire intensity and 

coverage achieved matched the burn plan: the results of this work are not yet available from 

DSE and none of these sites were in the Muckleford Forest.  

To enhance our own understanding, we visited parts of the CAS 0104 burn soon after each 

section was completed, and initiated a review visit with DSE in August 2012. Our o bservations 

immediately after the spring 2011 burns were: 

 the intensity and extent of burnt areas in Zones 3 was well above what was expected in 

most areas, with a distinct lack of ‘patchiness’ or mosaic, and some areas burnt well 

above the maximum 50% 

 the intensity of burn in the Yellow Gum areas, despite being reassured that these would 

be treated more sensitively 

 little differentiation between Zone 2 and 3, despite the different goals specified for 

each zone and the different percentages advised by DSE for the 2011-12 (Zone 3 80% 

burn coverage; Zone 3 30-50% burn coverage). 

5 - RESPONSE TO THE SPECIFIC PROPOSED BURNS:  

Two  burns are proposed in the Muckleford Forest, adding to the massive burn last year, and one in 

the adjoining Smith’s Reef section of the Maldon Historic Area.  

                                                           
2
 At the DSE briefing in July we were advised that ‘Yellow Gum is sensitive to fire, big trees should be raked and 

it should be burnt so as to reduce fire intensity close to the tree 
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CAS 0010 – DONKEY FARM TRACK (MALDON STATE FOREST). This prescribed burn of 188.4 ha is 

proposed for Spring 2014. 

CAS 0011 – DUNN’S REEF (MUCKLEFORD STATE FOREST). This prescribed burn of 257.6 ha is 

proposed for Spring 2013. 

CAS 0012 – A FRAME TRACK (MUCKLEFORD STATE FOREST). This prescribed burn of 319.9 ha is 

proposed for Spring 2014. 

Each has the same ‘land management’ objective: 

To provide an irregular mosaic of areas of fuel reduction which will complement works in 

adjacent fire management zones and can assist in ecological resilience and forest regeneration. 

For each of these proposed burns we are concerned about: 

 The overall size of each proposed burn area – we are not confident that a mosaic can be 

achieved 

 The lack of biodiversity data – we are concerned about the paucity of data that is informing 

the FOP and burn plans 

 Significant species: we are not confident that significant species and large trees will be 

protected and we are concerned about impacts on the FFG listed Victorian Temperate 

Woodland Bird Community   

 The adjacency to the Muckleford Nature Conservation Reserve – two of the burns are on 

the eastern boundary of the MNCR and we are concerned about the impacts on habitat 

connectivity. 

 Cultural values of the proposed burn areas: 

o CAS 0011 contains the Red White and Blue Mine, extensive shallow workings along 

Back Creek, and the Dunns Reef Mine. Each of these areas needs to be well 

protected from the prescribed burn to protect both historical and recreation values. 

o There is a designated walking track following Bell’s Lane, Talbot Track, Dunn’s Reef 

Track and Red, White and Blue Track. The setting of the track should be protected to 

ensure its recreational and interpretative values are maintained. 

o Back Creek and other creek lines may contain evidence of Aboriginal history 

o CAS 0010 is another important historic area, with the Gowar School site (an 

interpreted ruin) and other mining workings, and a designated interpretative walk 

that follows the tracks proposed as the boundaries for the prescribed burn. 

WE WOULD LIKE TO SEE: 

1. Reduction in the area of all three burns by at least 75% 
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 No burning adjacent to the Muckleford Nature Conservation Reserve 

 No burning close to any historic features 

 Avoidance of the area designated as ‘Large old tree site’ – 154/05 in the 

Bendigo Forest Management Plan which forms a large area on the west side of 

CAS 0011 

2. Collect ecological data collection prior to the design of the burn plans  

 Draw on community data sources: Connecting Country for example 

 Involve locals and field naturalists in documenting ecological values: for 

example Ern Perkins/Castlemaine Field Naturalists have flora records for the 

Muckleford State Forest and NCR, and for the Smiths Reef block of the Maldon 

Historic Reserve 

 Recognise the ecological impacts of historical land uses (such as gold mining) 

and use fire as part of carefully planned and managed activities focused on 

recovery of ecological diversity and habitat quality. 

3. Undertake a landscape-scale fire management plan covering the Muckleford Forest 

and the forested and cleared lands to the south, north, west and east to develop a 

strategic approach to the protection of ecological values, human life and assets  

4. In applying prescribed burning: 

o focus on locations that will provide the greatest benefit strategically in relation 

to the protection of human life and assets while minimising ecological impacts : 

for example the ANU research referenced above suggests that prescribed 

burning and other fuel reduction treatments should be applied close to houses, 

buildings and other public infrastructure 

o help integrate public and private efforts – DSE, CFA, Shire, Community Fireguard 

Groups and others - to safeguard communities and assets and avoid wide-scale 

burning remote from settlement and communities 

o assess the potential for private land, especially extensive grazing areas to 

provide areas of reduced fuel load 

o consider the concerns and aspirations of people living close to the or within the 

forest; these encompass ecological/biodiversity concerns and well as safety 

issues 

o consider the role of fire in weed control (and spread) 

o consider the need for the reduction of fuel loads in some areas along the 

highway, given its strategic importance as an access route, including the higher 

fuel loads associated with Cassinia resulting from past prescribed burns.  
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5. Monitoring and reporting 

Recommendation 58 from the Bushfires Royal Commission requires that DSE 

“significantly upgrade its program of long-term data collection to monitor and model 

the effects of its prescribed burning programs and of bushfires on biodiversity in 

Victoria” (emphasis added). Further, we believe that it is vital that such data, 

monitoring and modelling be accessible to the public.  

We would like to see careful monitoring and public reporting pre and post burn. We 

believe that the key factors considered in designated  areas for a prescribed burn – fuel 

loads, risks, biodiversity, etc – should be public information and be accessible and open 

to public scrutiny. 

FINALLY 

Thank you for the opportunity to have input into the FOP. We appreciate that DSE has 

many inputs to take into account, and we are keen to have continuing input into fire 

management planning and monitoring. We are keen to see community knowledge and 

values brought into the process and are willing to actively contribute, working together 

with other local organisations with expertise in these areas. This will require a year -

round approach and piloting of some recording methods too.  

SUBMISSION FROM: 

Chris Johnston - Green Gully 

Chris & Cheryl Simmins - Green Gully 

Val & Ross Lumsden - Green Gully 

Christie Nieman and David Holmes - Green Gully 

Jaynee Russell-Clarke and David Powell - Green Gully 

Peter & Sue Guntrip - Green Gully 

Carol Barker - Green Gully 

Geoff Park - Newstead 

Peter McRostie & Libby Twigden - Muckleford 

Gary Markoff - Muckleford  

Jasmine MacDonald - Newstead 

Paul Hampton - Muckleford  

Galena Debney - Glenlyon 

Patrick Kavanagh - Strangways 

Saide Gray - Sandon 

Muckleford Catchment Landcare Group (President: David Griffiths) 

Newstead Landcare Group: Frances Cincotta (President)  
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31 August 2012 
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