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DRAFT FIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2021 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
Draft Fire Management Plan (the draft plan). There is much in the draft plan that is good or 
unexceptionable, although these comments focus mainly on aspects of the draft plan about 
which the TNPA has particular concerns. 

As mentioned in TNPA’s September 2020 comments on the discussion papers, the TWWHA 
Management Plan (p.113) notes that “fire is perhaps the greatest challenge for the 
management of the TWWHA, particularly in the context of a changing climate’ and (p.169) 
‘there is a clear need to reintroduce a significantly greater level of fire back into the landscape 
to help maintain specific cultural and natural values ….”.  

The TNPA agrees that this is the greatest challenge for the management of the TWWHA but 
the draft plan needs to provide greater detail on how this challenge is to be addressed. The 
objectives of the draft plan include (1.2) “Avoid loss of fire-sensitive vegetation” and “Maintain 
natural values through appropriate fire regimes”, but the vegetation of the TWWHA is the 
outcome of millennia of Aboriginal fire management, followed by two centuries of extremely 
variable fire regimes and, in recent decades, the influence of climate change. What are 
“appropriate fire regimes”? Is the aim to restore, at least to a limited extent, the landscape that 
would exist if Aboriginal burning had been maintained, or simply to ensure that existing natural 
values are not further diminished by fire, or some combination of these two? The TNPA 
appreciates that these questions are as much philosophical as scientific but they are 
fundamental to the fire management outcomes which the draft plan aims to achieve.  

In the absence of such overall guidance references such as the following within the draft plan 
are, at best, unclear and, at worst, potentially contradictory. Objective 3 of the Strategic Fire 
Management Zone is to “Provide the necessary fire regimes for ongoing healthy ecological 
functioning” (3.2.3). Likewise, Planned burning objectives (4.1.2) include “Maintain biodiversity 
by applying appropriate fire regimes” and “Maintain the TWWHA as a cultural landscape 
through the application of cultural burning”. Statements such as these imply that there is 
consensus on what constitutes an “appropriate fire regime” to maintain “healthy ecological 
functioning” and how cultural burning is to be undertaken. In the absence of such consensus, 
it would be useful if the draft plan contained some indication of what these terms are 
considered to mean, and how their meaning is determined. 

The TNPA’s other broad concern is the number of important matters deferred to a variety of 
subsidiary plans, policy documents and others. e.g. Reserve Value Fire Protection Plans, the 
Cultural Burning Policy, Fire Management Statements for the Ecological Management Zones, 
the PWS Bushfire Season Fire Action Plan and Fire Operations in Tasmania’s Parks and 
Reserves. These documents should be published when completed and opportunities for 
public comment should be provided during the preparation of the most crucial. e.g. the 
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Cultural Burning Policy, Reserve Value Fire Protection Plans, and Fire Management 
Statements for the Ecological Management Zones.  

Scope of draft plan 

1 It appears that the draft plan is intended to apply generally in relation to the Southwest 
Conservation Area (the SWCA) as well as the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
(the TWWHA). However, many provisions of the draft plan refer to the TWWHA without 
mentioning the SWCA. It is not clear whether these provisions are intended to apply to the 
SWCA as well as the TWWHA (although in many cases there is no obvious reason why they 
should not apply to the SWCA). The geographical scope of these provisions should be 
clarified. 

Values identification 

2 Consistently with comments made by TNPA to PWS at earlier stages of the process 
for preparing the draft plan, the TNPA agrees with the comment in section 2.2.3 of the draft 
plan that “The identification of values is required in order to plan, prioritise and mitigate fire 
risk, as well as identifying priority areas … to concentrate efforts during a bushfire when the 
fire situation overwhelms available resources”. 

3 The TNPA remains concerned, however, that these values are not identified clearly 
enough in the draft plan for these purposes. Although there is some explanation in that section 
of the plan as to how tables 1, 2 and 3 have been generated, the process by which they have 
been generated is not transparent. This is important because it is impossible to infer or 
understand the ranking of several areas regarding “consequence” (e.g. Eastern Arthurs) and 
“likelihood” (e.g. Precipitous Bluff, Frenchmans Cap) Further, table 2 in that section identifies 
only areas (without any clear identification of their boundaries), and not values. (While tables 1 
and 3 also identify sites rather than values, presumably the values of those sites are readily 
apparent from the nature of the sites.) Further, it is not apparent why the likelihood for some 
sites mentioned in table 3 differs from the likelihood in table 2 for areas that presumably 
contain those sites. Also, it is not clear from the tables whether the order in which places are 
mentioned is intended to indicate priority for protection (especially if there are competing 
demands for resources for protection) among places with the same consequence, likelihood or 
risk score. 

Fire management zoning 

4 The mapping of fire management zoning shown in LISTmap after following the link in 
section 3.2.6 of the draft plan shows a number of features that seem inconsistent with the 
description of zoning in chapter 3 of the draft plan or otherwise peculiar.  

5 For example, all the asset zones mapped seem to be surrounded (or largely 
surrounded) by an asset protection zone 1, despite the statement in section 3.2.2 of the draft 
plan that “Asset Protection Zone 1 is not required for all Asset Zones and will generally be 
more appropriate to built assets”. Given that many of the Asset Zones appear to be to protect 
alpine vegetation or riverine rainforest, TNPA would be very concerned about any proposal to 
use some of the intensive fuel modification strategies mentioned in that section (such as 
mowing, vegetation clearing and surface hardening) in areas adjacent to alpine vegetation or 
riverine rainforest, although fuel moisture modification may be appropriate, depending on how 
it is done. 

6 Rather bizarrely, the Asset Zone and Asset Protection Zone 1 near Cynthia Bay and 
Lake St Clair seem (from the mapping) to take in some of the waters of the lake, rather than 
the buildings on land that are presumably intended to be protected. 
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Aboriginal cultural burning 

7 The TNPA supports, in principle, the concept of cultural burning but the only limits 
stated in the draft plan are those listed in Table 5; no geographical limits are proposed. 
Hence, most of the crucial detail awaits the development of the Cultural Burning Policy and 
Healthy Country Plans. It is important that the Cultural Burning Policy to be open for public 
scrutiny and comment during its development and that the final policy is published. 

8 Given Key Desired Outcome 10 in the draft plan, which refers to “contemporary fire 
management activities, including planned burning”, it would be logical for management action 
10.1 to refer to contemporary fire management activities, and not just to bushfire response. 

Campfires 

9 The TNPA welcomes Management Actions 12.1, 13.1 and 13.2 in the draft plan. 

Fire trails 

10 It would be good to clarify what is meant by the phrase “existing tracks” in Key Desired 
Outcome 18 in the draft plan. It is not clear whether this covers tracks that still exist (in fact), 
even if they are nominally “closed” or proposed for closure. Also, if an existing track does not 
“assist in fire management and bushfire response within the TWWHA” (or SWCA) as 
mentioned in management action 18.1, or contribute to the protection or presentation of the 
world heritage values of the TWWHA, it should not be maintained, but should be closed and 
rehabilitated.  

Emergency response plans 

11 Given the evacuation of walkers over the past decade from some fire-threatened areas 
that are of comparable popularity to those mentioned in table 8 in section 6.1.4 of the draft 
plan, there is good reason for emergency response plans to be prepared for areas such as the 
Western and Eastern Arthur Range, Mt Anne, Lake Rhona and the Franklin River. Table 8 
should be expanded accordingly and all plans should be publicly available. 

Impacts assessment and evaluation 

12 Management Action 6.7 in the draft plan should be changed to ensure comprehensive 
evaluation of all planned burns with adverse outcomes (as described on page 34 of the draft 
plan). Also, the description of the action should be changed to clarify how the 10% is to be 
worked out, given that planned burns may vary widely in size, so that 10% of the number of 
burns may differ greatly from 10% of the area burnt, and different lessons may be learnt from 
burns of different sizes. 

Moorland burning 

13 The TNPA has grave concerns about the provisions of the draft plan relating to the 
proposal (the 5% moorland proposal) to burn (at least) 5% of moorland (within the TWWHA or 
each landscape fire region) each year (on average). The TNPA believes that there is no 
reason for distinguishing moorland from other treatable vegetation types (of which it is 
proposed that less than 20% should remain outside tolerable fire intervals). Given resource 
constraints and other priorities, the  crude numerical 5% moorland proposal is likely to distort 
management action away from the much more justifiable aims (mentioned on page 36 of the 
draft plan) of ensuring “different moorland age structure across the TWWHA” (and presumably 
SWCA) and fewer and less extensive fires in the TWWHA (and presumably SWCA). 
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Experience in other States with crude numerical planned burning targets suggests that areas 
that are most conveniently burnt will be burnt very frequently and other areas may not be burnt 
at optimal frequency. Further, the varying formulations in the draft plan of the proposal to burn 
(at least) 5% of moorland (within the TWWHA or each landscape fire region) each year (on 
average) give no assurance that an optimal burning frequency will be achieved. For example, 
it is not clear whether the same area could be burnt in many years within a decade, and 
counted towards the 5% target in each of those years. Therefore the TNPA suggests 
removing the 5% moorland proposal from the draft plan (and relying on the more general 
proposal to ensure that no more than 20% of treatable vegetation is outside tolerable fire 
intervals). Any proposals specifically to burn moorland should focus on achieving a justifiable 
aim relating to protecting the natural, cultural and historic values of the TWWHA and SWCA 
rather than achieving an arbitrary numerical target. 

Sprinklers for huts 

14 The TNPA strongly endorses the desirability (reflected in Key Desired Outcome 28 and 
Management Action 28.1 of the draft plan) of minimising the clearance of vegetation for huts 
and associated infrastructure. However, it is important to minimise the intrusiveness of 
additional infrastructure associated with sprinkler systems.  

Interagency cooperation 

15 According to the TWWHA Management Plan 2016, the TWWHA includes the following: 

 FPPFL (unallocated Crown Land) ... 25,428.4 ha 

 FPPFL (Hydro Tasmania) ................. 9,734.9 ha 

 PTPZL ................................................. 942.3 ha 

Some of this is currently proposed for reservation https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/about-the-
department/reservation-of-future-potential-production-forest-land and the government’s stated 
intent (TWWHAMP pages 214-5) is that all the Crown Land will eventually be reserved. The 
TNPA suggests that the PWS should immediately be given sole responsibility for fire 
management on all the Crown Land FPPFL and PTPZL within the TWWHA. This will be the 
situation once all the Crown Land is reserved and transferring responsibility immediately 
would potentially simplify fire management activities. Consideration should also be given to a 
similar approach to fire management on Hydro Tasmania land, especially in light of the 
statement in s8.4.6 of the draft plan: “Hydro Tasmania does not have the capability to 
undertake fire management activities on land they manage, therefore they work with PWS to 
identify and facilitate asset protection burning”. 

Yours sincerely, 

  

Nicholas Sawyer, President, TNPA 

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/about-the-department/reservation-of-future-potential-production-forest-land
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/about-the-department/reservation-of-future-potential-production-forest-land

