
 
 

 
Dear Inspector-General for Emergency Management, 
 
Please find below my submission to the Victorian Bushfire Inquiry. 
 
 
I am a retired scientist who began carrying out academic research in the field of environmental 
science in 1958.  I have a Doctor of Philosophy degree and am a Fellow of the Australian Institute of 
Physics; a major part of my subsequent scientific career was related to environmental science.  I 
have lived in rural Nillumbik for almost 50 years. 
 
I find that the Victorian legislation relating to the management of vegetation is too simplistic and is a 
case of "one law fits all" with the conditions in urban and semi-urban Victoria being taken as the 
model.  Consequently, large rural blocks in bushfire-prone areas where long-established residences 
and natural bushland are in close proximity are covered by the same legislation as applies to a 
typical housing block in Coburg.  In Nillumbik, which has a long record of disastrous bushfires, there 
is a small but misguided minority of vocal fanatical residents whose creed is "every tree is sacred" 
and thus they influence Nillumbik Council to apply the State legislation strictly, This places the more 
knowledgeable residents of rural Nillumbik in unnecessary increased danger whenever a bushfire 
threatens. 
 
A year or two ago, an official of Trust For Nature declared in their magazine that research had shown 
that maximum diversity of flora and fauna was achieved when there were about fifty trees per 
hectare in a typical Victorian bush environment.  When the density of trees exceeds this,guideline, 
some trees grow in a stunted fashion and die before reaching maturity and insufficient sunlight 
reaches ground level thus discouraging the growth of plants that would flourish in strong sunlight.  I 
fully agree with this conclusion having observed these deleterious effects throughout my career. 
 
A retired very senior official of the Country Fire Authority, with whom I discussed the matter, 
considered the same situation from the bushfire hazard point of view and came to a similar 
conclusion in terms of the separation of bush canopy as the compromise between a vibrant bush 
environment, a restriction on the uncontrollable spread of a bushfire and the safety of residents on 
the property. 
 
I also believe that the 10 metre limit of clear space between a residence and a mature tree which 
can be controlled by a resident without the necessity of applying for a Council permit is far too 
restrictive when the Council (as in the Nillumbik case) is so strongly influenced by the fanatical few 
that they are reluctant to vary State legislation to fit the circumstances.  It is a simple physical fact 
that the hot air produced by a raging bushfires rises and that cooler air blows in from all directions to 
fill the vacuum thus created. The velocity of such winds can be far greater than that which occurs in 
normal circumstances and the hurricane-force winds can snap off or uproot mature trees.  
Eucalyptus trees in Victoria commonly grow to twenty, thirty or even forty metres in height and if 



one is only ten metres from a dwelling, it can destroy the dwelling and kill any residents if it falls 
during bushfire conditions. 
 
Consequently, I would recommend that the Victorian and other State and Territory legislation be 
amended to allow for more lenient application in bushfire-prone areas and that, for those areas, the 
amended legislation should not require residents to apply for a permit to reduce the density of 
mature trees to fifty trunks per hectare and to remove trees from the surrounds of a residence for a 
distance from the house equal to the height of each tree. 
 
Such simply amendments as outlined above would not reduce attractiveness of the natural bush 
with its flora and fauna, would reduce the fatal consequences of bushfires and would allow residents 
to sleep more peacefully at night. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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