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Glossary 

Blacking out The process of extinguishing or removing burning material along, or near, a control line. Blacking 
out may also include felling stags, and trenching logs to prevent rolling and the like. The aim of 
blacking out is to make a fire safe. 

Breach A breakaway or spot over that is not readily controlled with onsite or planned resources and 
compromises the planned burn objectives. A breach is not routine, anticipated or resourced prior to 
ignition. A breach is likely to be controlled within the normal timeframes for fire response and does 
not pose a significant threat to, or have a significant impact on assets. 

Breakaway The points at which a fire, after it has been contained, escapes into unburnt areas across a fire 
control line, or fire edge. 

Brief/Briefing/SMEACS A meeting before commencing an activity with the purpose of addressing situation, mission, 
execution, administration and logistics, command and communications, safety, and questions or 
any other factors relevant to activities carried out for the day or shift. 

Burn Officer In Charge (BOIC) A Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning accredited person who is authorised to 
conduct planned burning in accordance with an approved burn plan. 

Burn plan A plan that is approved for the conduct of planned burning and contains a map identifying the area 
to be burnt. Burn plans incorporate specifications and conditions (prescriptions) under which the 
operation is to be conducted. 

Burns Controller An accredited Incident Controller with overall responsibility for final ignition approval, and the 
conduct of all planned burning operations within their area of responsibility. 

Bushfire A generic term used to describe fire in vegetation. Bushfire is the also the term used by the 
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning to classify a breach or a potential breach of 
control lines that has, or is likely to have, a more significant impact to the environment and the 
community. 

Column collapse (smoke 
column collapse) 

The atmospheric event where updraft winds, associated with fast rising hot air from fire, reach a 
vertical limit before falling back to the ground as downdraft winds. Downdraft winds can be erratic 
in direction and speed and can carry significant smoke and transport burning embers. When the 
downdraft winds reach the ground, they generally spread horizontally and blow across the ground, 
but can occasionally become entangled with prevailing winds, causing eddies and vortices. These 
winds can be stronger in strength than the prevailing winds at the time and can quickly change the 
prevailing wind direction without warning. 

Contingency area An area adjoining the burning unit for which burning is an acceptable option, if control lines around 
the planned area fail to contain the planned burn. 

Contingency plan A plan that identifies the actions to be taken if a risk treatment (mitigation measure) fails. 

Control line (fire line) A natural or constructed barrier (often mineral earth), or treated fire edge, used in fire suppression 
and planned burning to limit and prevent the spread of fire. 

Crew Two or more trained and accredited firefighters, organised to work as a unit with a nominated 
leader to undertake fire suppression, or planned burning activities, in accordance with an approved 
plan. 

Delivery partners Organisations that work with Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning to deliver 
Victoria’s planned burning program including the Country Fire Authority, Melbourne Water, Parks 
Victoria, and VicForests. 

Detection The discovery of a fire usually by individuals, fire towers, aircraft, and/or automatic devices. 

Drought index A numerical value, such as the Keetch-Byram Drought Index, reflecting the dryness of soils, deep 
forest litter, logs, and living vegetation. 
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Fire The chemical reaction between fuel and oxygen in the presence of heat. Heat is necessary to start 
the reaction. Once ignited, fire produces its own heat and becomes self-supporting so long as 
there exists sufficient fuel and oxygen. 

Fire Danger Index A relative number denoting an evaluation of rate of spread, or suppression difficulty for specific 
combinations of fuel, fuel moisture and wind speed. 

Fire season The period/s of the year during which fires are likely to occur, spread and do sufficient damage to 
warrant organised fire control. 

Fuel Any material such as grass, leaf litter and live vegetation which can be ignited and which sustains 
a fire. 

Fuel load The oven dry weight of fuel per unit area, commonly expressed as tonnes per hectare. 

Fuel management Modification of fuels by prescribed burning, or other means, including mechanical or chemical. 

Fuel moisture differential Fuel in control lines that is reliably non-flammable under fuel moisture content prescriptions. For 
example, if grass is less than 50 per cent cured. 

Fuel reduction burning The planned use of fire to reduce fuel levels in a specified area. 

G-Wagen Refer Ultra-light tanker. 

Ignition The process for starting combustion. 

Ignition pattern (lighting 
pattern) 

The arrangement of ignition points adopted by firelighters during planned burning operations, back 
burning, or burning out. 

Mineral earth  A non-flammable surface (either natural or prepared) that provides a break in understorey, litter, 
and humus fuels. This provides a barrier to fire travelling on, or near, the ground surface. The 
effectiveness of a mineral earth break is dependent upon, amongst other things, its width and the 
intensity of approaching fire. 

Patrol To travel over a given route to prevent, detect, and suppress a fire. To go back and forth vigilantly 
over a length of control line during and/or after construction to prevent breakaways, control spot 
fires, and extinguish overlooked hot spots. 

Planned burning The controlled application of fire under specified environmental conditions to a predetermined area 
and at the time, intensity, and rate of spread required to attain planned resource management 
objectives. 

Prescriptions A written statement defining the acceptable conditions for planned burning or back burning. 
Specifies the conditions of temperature, relative humidity, wind direction and speed, fuel moisture, 
and soil moisture under which a fire will be allowed to burn. This is generally described within 
acceptable ranges of the various indices for each condition, absolute measures, and the limit of the 
geographic area to be covered. 

Reconnaissance/surveillance Inspection of a fire area to obtain information about current and probable fire behaviour and 
suppression. 

Risk The exposure to the possibility of such things as economic or financial loss or gain, physical 
damage, injury or delay, as a consequence of pursuing a particular course of action. The concept 
of risk has two elements, that is, the likelihood of something happening and the consequences if it 
happens. 

Safe A term used to define the status of a burn. No further suppression action or patrol is necessary. 
There is no evidence of active fire, or smoulder, and it is clearly expected that no further mop-up, 
suppression action, or patrol will be required. 

Slash The action of mechanically cutting grass or fine fuel. 

Slash break A non-mineral earth, soft control line with vegetation structure affected by slashing. 

Slip-on unit Refer Ultra-light tanker. 
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Soft control line A group of control line classes that are not based on the presence of mineral earth to limit/prevent 
the spread of fire. This group includes control lines with minimal mineral earth, for example, 
walking tracks, hand lines and wheel tracks on unprepared vehicle tracks. 

Spot over An isolated fire ignited outside the fire area in unburnt fuel, ahead of or adjacent to the main fire, by 
sparks, embers or other ignited material, sometimes to a distance of several kilometres. 

Spotting Behaviour of a fire producing sparks or embers that are carried by the wind or convective activity 
and start new fires beyond the zone of direct ignition by the main fire. 

Ultra-light tanker A 4x4 vehicle equipped with an integrated or ‘slip-on’ firefighting unit, comprising a small water 
tank (400 or 600 litres), a pump, and length of hose. These vehicles are designed for rapid initial 
attack and patrol of fires.  

Do not delete section break below 
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Background 

Victoria is one of the most bushfire prone areas in the 
world. Bushfire fuel and risk management activities in 
Victoria aim to reduce the impact of fires on communities 
and the environment. 

Planned burning is not without its own risks. However, it 
is an efficient means of reducing the risk of bushfire to 
communities over large areas of forested land. 

The Lancefield-Cobaw Croziers Track fire in the 
Macedon Ranges Shire, occurred during October 2015. 
This fire originated from a Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) planned burn that 
breached control lines. 

That event was the catalyst for DELWP to make changes 
to how it delivers its planned burning program. It also 
resulted in the Victorian Government requesting the 
Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) to 
manage the prompt investigation and reporting of any 
future breaches of control lines by planned burns. 

IGEM and DELWP have taken a co-operative approach 
to establish a prompt, efficient, sustainable, and 
accountable process for managing the investigation of 
planned burns that breach control lines. This is in 
accordance with principles described in Victoria’s 
Monitoring and Assurance Framework for Emergency 
Management.1 

This process – now in place for more than 18 months – 
has contributed to the continuous improvement of 
DELWP’s risk assessment process for planning its 
application of fire on public land, and assisted in 
enhancements to DELWP’s internal assurance 
processes. 

                                                           
1 The State of Victoria, 2015, Monitoring and Assurance 
Framework for Emergency Management, 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/18/de730d6ae/Publication%20-
%20Monitoring%20and%20Assurance%20Framework%20for%2
0Emergency%20Management.PDF retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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DELWP’s powers and responsibilities for the prevention 
and suppression of fire on public land are established by 
the Forests Act 1958,2 and the Emergency Management 
Manual Victoria.3 DELWP and its delivery partners – 
Country Fire Authority, Melbourne Water, Parks Victoria, 
and VicForests – deliver the planned burning program on 
public land. The Code of Practice for Bushfire 
Management on Public Land sets the objectives for 
bushfire management on public land. 

This summary report, IGEM’s second, brings together 
observations, findings, and recommendations from its 
management of investigations for the period 1 July 2016 
to 30 June 2017. 

Planned burn breaches of control lines during 
2016–17 

DELWP and its delivery partners conducted 353 planned 
burns in the period 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017, reducing 
bushfire fuels over 113,499 hectares of public land. 

Of the 353 planned burns, eight breached control lines 
and on one occasion, private land was inadvertently 
ignited adjacent to a planned burn. A total of 143.2 
hectares of public and private land were affected. One of 
these breaches of control lines was significant enough for 
DELWP to declare it a bushfire under its own 
classification procedure, however no communities or 
major private assets were threatened, nor was there 
significant impact to the environment. 

IGEM recognises that DELWP is committed to identifying 
and eliminating systems errors that may result in 
breaches of control lines. DELWP is also committed to 
learning from investigations into breaches of control lines 
in order to detect opportunities for improvement, and to 
incorporate its learnings into sustainable enhancements 
to its own processes and procedures. 

                                                           
2 Forests Act 1958, 
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/Domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTO
bject_Store/LTObjSt10.nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000
A3571/26D1634B1E652DB4CA25814E0001EF03/$FILE/58-
6254aa117%20authorised.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

3 The State of Victoria, 2016, Emergency Management Manual 
Victoria, http://files.em.vic.gov.au/Backups/EMV-website/EMMV-
Combined-Parts-1-8.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

In this report, IGEM makes findings about systemic 
opportunities for improvement derived from its analysis of 
DELWP’s reported breaches of control lines during  
2016–17. Additionally, IGEM makes recommendations 
aimed at reducing the likelihood that the identified 
performance issues will happen again. 

Observations, findings, and recommendations 

DELWP reported eight breaches of control lines. 
Additionally, DELWP notified IGEM of one occasion in 
which it inadvertently ignited fire on private land. IGEM 
acknowledges that this incident did not meet the 
definition for a breach of control lines, as per DELWP’s 
Standard Operating Procedure Classification, Reporting, 
and Investigation of Breaches of Control Lines by 
Planned Burns. However, for the purposes of de-
identification IGEM will refer to all nine incidents as 
breaches of control lines. 

IGEM derived five themes, eight findings and six 
recommendations from its analysis of the nine breaches 
of control lines. These are to assist DELWP in its 
commitment to continuous improvement of its planned 
burning program. 

IGEM’s observations should be read in the context of the 
very small area (0.13 per cent of the total area treated) 
that breached control lines during 2016–17. While IGEM 
derived its observations, findings and recommendations 
from a small number of breaches, they do indicate a need 
for DELWP to adhere consistently to the implementation 
of its policies and procedures to reduce the potential for 
breaches of control lines. 
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FINDING 1 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
finds that during one planned burn that breached 
control lines during 2016–17, the Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning did not 
adequately assess the risks of it conducting two 
planned burns on adjacent burn units, at the same 
time. A major contributing factor to the subsequent 
breach of one of these burns was the combined 
effects of fire within multiple planned burns in the 
landscape. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) develops a 
process to assess the operational risks of combining 
two (or more) planned burns that are planned and 
prepared to be ignited as separate and discrete units. 
In so doing, DELWP may increase its control and 
mitigation of the risks associated with two different 
planned burns being conducted in close proximity, 
but whose combined effects DELWP and its delivery 
partners may not have considered during the 
separate planning stages. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The scope of the peer review process established 
under the Operational Quality and Assurance Review 
Plan will be expanded. During planned burn 
scheduling, District and Regional planned burning 
teams will be required to consider the location of 
current, ignited planned burns (or those scheduled to 
be ignited), with others scheduled to be ignited in the 
same vicinity in order to mitigate any effect individual 
burns may have on other burns. 

 

FINDING 2 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that in all but one of the planned burns 
that breached control lines during 2016–17, the 
Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning’s (DELWP) paperwork and approvals 
included some inaccurate entries, omissions or 
quality assurance oversight. IGEM notes that these 
issues were confined to DELWP’s completion of 
Planned Burn Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) 
checklists, and PBRAT approvals forms. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) continues the 
delivery of its training program for its staff involved in 
planned burning activities that covers the correct 
interpretation and application of risk and risk 
assessment values when applying the Planned Burn 
Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) to proposed burning 
activities. Such a program will assist DELWP to 
ensure it consistently applies its risk assessment 
process. As part of this program, the PBRAT process 
would benefit from the creation of aides and 
examples to assist staff in applying risk assessment 
values against individual criteria of the PBRAT. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The outcomes of the peer review process 
established under the Operational Quality and 
Assurance Review Plan will be assessed to identify 
the prevalence of issues related to the quality and 
thoroughness of completion of planned burning 
documentation. This assessment will be used to 
inform whether further training and/or doctrine 
amendments are required. 
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FINDING 3 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that there were inconsistencies in 
contingency planning amongst the planned burns 
that breached control lines during 2016–17. Further, 
IGEM notes that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning does not provide 
adequate guidance and instruction as to what should 
constitute the minimum requirements for a sufficiently 
rigorous contingency plan, should a planned burn 
breach control lines. 

RECOMMENDATION 3 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) in consultation 
with the regions and relevant personnel, revise its 
procedure for planned burn contingency planning. 
This review should aim to provide a clear, and 
consistent, set of minimum standards (and 
examples) to guide DELWP’s staff in how to develop 
adequate contingency plans for planned burning 
activities. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning is currently revising Standard Operating 
Procedure 3.4.1 Fuel Treatment Nomination and 
supporting work instructions, to provide improved 
guidance on the requirements of contingency plans 
as part of a comprehensive risk management 
process. 

 

FINDING 4 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning’s (DELWP) Planned Burn 
Risk Assessment Tool template tends to round down 
calculated scores, and therefore may inadvertently 
assign a risk rating lower than what is required by the 
calculated scores. IGEM notes that this issue might 
lead to approvers, Burns Controllers, and Burn 
Officers In Charge underestimating the level of risk 
associated with igniting a particular planned burn. 
Furthermore, a lower risk rating than otherwise 
required by the theoretical score may lead to DELWP 
failing to consider the need for different, or greater, 
risk mitigation strategies, or approval considerations 
than otherwise required to address the lower risk 
rating. 

RECOMMENDATION 4 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning revises its Planned Burn 
Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) template to ensure it 
does not round-down calculated scores that currently 
result in risk rating values in the PBRAT template 
appearing lower than required by the derived 
theoretical scores. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning (DELWP) acknowledges that the current 
Planned Burn Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) 
template can round down in phase one  
pre-scheduling risk assessment and that the later 
phases provide additional opportunity to ensure risk 
is adequately assessed. The PBRAT is used as part 
of the risk assessment and is an interim tool, the 
functions of which are intended to be managed in the 
future within the DELWP Fuel Management System. 
The PBRAT will be reviewed to assess more broadly 
what impact the rounding down has with a view to 
amend the template to ensure the overall likelihood 
score is not under-estimated. 
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FINDING 5 

PREPARATION OF THE PLANNED BURN AREA 
PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that during one planned burn in  
2016–17, the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning inadvertently ignited fire on 
private land, outside of the planned burn. IGEM 
notes that the main factor that contributed to this was 
inadequate controls to prevent ground crews making 
navigational errors, to ensure each on-ground crew 
has an understanding of the boundary of the planned 
burn. 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) review its 
procedures to ensure that the boundaries of planned 
burns are clearly understood and can correctly be 
navigated by all on-ground resources. This should 
aim to ensure DELWP uses accurate mapping and 
on-ground navigational markers to a standard that 
confers upon crews a clear and unambiguous 
understanding of key locations of the boundary, 
lighting patterns, and treated area boundaries, even 
if crews themselves lack personal, local knowledge. 
To achieve this, DELWP may consider, where 
warranted, mandatory, guided tours of planned burn 
boundaries for ground crews, prior to ignition. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning (DELWP) will use lesson sharing tools to 
inform staff involved with the delivery of the planned 
burning program of issues related to crews not 
having a clear understanding of the boundary of 
planned burns. DELWP will reinforce the need for 
burn management teams to be cognisant of, and 
address any issues related to potential ambiguity of 
planned burn boundaries. 

 

FINDING 6 

MONITORING AND PATROLLING THE PLANNED 
BURN 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
finds that during one planned burn in  
2016–17, the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning halted patrolling activities in the 
belief that it had extinguished all spot overs, and 
therefore, the planned burn would not subsequently 
breach control lines. 

RECOMMENDATION 6 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning review its procedures for 
when crews may be released from patrolling 
activities for an active burn. This should include 
emphasis on the importance of burn security and 
patrolling, even when burn crews have extinguished 
known spot overs. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning will continue to emphasise with operational 
staff the importance of burn security and patrol. This 
includes managing the patrol phase of a burn to an 
acceptable level of risk, using the range of resources 
available and that are appropriate to a particular 
burn. 
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FINDING 7 

MONITORING AND PATROLLING THE PLANNED 
BURN 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that during one planned burn in  
2016–17, the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning (DELWP) left the burn due to a 
combination of shift length, benign fire conditions, 
and the assessment that imminent rain would mean 
there was low risk of the burn breaching control lines. 
However, this breach did occur after crews left the 
burn, and in the context of heavy rain hampering 
DELWP’s ability to examine the full extent of the burn 
and fire activity. IGEM notes that the breach may be 
attributed, in part, to DELWP’s inadequate 
assessment of fire behaviour and resource planning, 
based on a high reliance on weather forecasts, and 
rainfall predictions. 

 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning has and will continue to emphasise the 
importance of burn security and patrol during the 
planning and delivery phases of a planned burn. This 
includes managing the patrol phase of a burn to an 
acceptable level of risk, using the range of resources 
available and that are appropriate to a particular 
burn. 

 

 

FINDING 8 

ANALYSIS OF PLANNED BURN BREACHES 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
finds that the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning’s (DELWP) current Standard 
Operating Procedure Classification, Reporting, and 
Investigation of Breaches of Control Lines by 
Planned Burns (SOP 3.5.6) does not consider the 
classification of circumstances in which DELWP 
inadvertently ignites areas outside control lines. 

IGEM is aware that DELWP is currently working on 
reviewing and updating its standard operating 
procedure, SOP 3.5.6, and commends DELWP’s 
initiative in taking actions to integrate its learnings 
from planned burn breaches into its procedures 
going forward. 

 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning is revising Standard Operating Procedure 
Classification, Reporting, and Investigation of 
Breaches of Control Lines by Planned Burns (SOP 
3.5.6) to provide better guidance as to whether a 
breach of control lines should be declared a bushfire, 
based on the level of impact and the consequence. 

The issue of inadvertent ignition of land outside a 
planned burn boundary will be included as part of this 
revision. 
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Continuous improvement 

IGEM’s observations and DELWP’s commitment to 
continuous improvement outlined in this report serve to 
enhance DELWP’s existing positive actions to 
consistently implement new policies and procedures, and 
to actively engage with the community, as part of Safer 
Together: A new approach to reducing the risk of bushfire 
in Victoria, and following IGEM’s Summary of 
investigations into breaches of planned burn control lines 
(1 January to 30 June 2016).4 

IGEM also monitors, and produces an annual report on, 
the implementation of recommendations from IGEM’s 
2015 Review of performance targets for bushfire fuel 
management on public land and the 2015 Independent 
Investigation of the Lancefield-Cobaw Fire. 

DELWP recently developed an Audit and Quality 
Assurance Framework for Bushfire Management. 
DELWP is currently developing various supporting 
documents to enable it to review the delivery of the 
planned burning program in accordance with the 
framework. 

The framework will support DELWP’s approach in 
implementing a quality planned burning program, which 
ensures staff are compliant with DELWP processes and 
procedures. Furthermore, it will help identify 
shortcomings in performance that could result in future 
breaches of control lines. 

DELWP has the responsibility to ensure its staff safely 
undertake planned burning activities in accordance with 
its defined policies and procedures and to a consistent 
standard. 

As it moves into its planned burning program for  
2017–18, DELWP has the opportunity to implement, in a 
sustainable way, the lessons identified through 
investigations into breaches of control lines. Through its 
own quality assurance framework, DELWP can assure 
community and government and demonstrate its 
commitment to continuous improvement.

                                                           
4 The State of Victoria, 2016, Summary of investigations into 
breaches of planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 
2016), 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/3a/b99b3fa50/Summaryofinvesti
gationsintobreachesofplannedburncontrollines1Januaryto30June
2016.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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1.1 Purpose 

This report provides a summary of the Inspector-General 
for Emergency Management’s (IGEM) observations, 
findings and recommendations for continuous 
improvement from its management of investigations into 
breaches of control lines by planned burns conducted by 
the Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning (DELWP) during the period 1 July 2016 to 30 
June 2017. 

This report focuses on opportunities for improvement of 
the systems and procedures that support DELWP’s 
planning, preparation, ignition, conduct, and review of 
planned burning activities in Victoria and does not focus 
on the performance of individuals. This is in accordance 
with the principles set out in the Monitoring and 
Assurance Framework for Emergency Management. 5 

For these reasons, IGEM de-identified its findings and 
observations derived from specific planned burns to 
ensure its efforts remain focused on improvements of 
DELWP’s systems and processes, consistent with 
IGEM’s functions under the Emergency Management Act 
2013 (the Act). 

1.2 Background 

In December 2015, the then Minister for Environment, 
Climate Change and Water, and the then Minister for 
Emergency Services requested that IGEM manage the 
prompt investigation and reporting of any breaches of 
control lines by a DELWP planned burn, pursuant to 
section 64(1)(ca) of the Act.6 

In response to the ministers’ request, IGEM and DELWP 
developed a cooperative system to ensure DELWP 
reports any breaches of control lines during its planned 
burning program to IGEM. 

                                                           
5 The State of Victoria, 2015, Monitoring and Assurance 
Framework for Emergency Management, 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/18/de730d6ae/Publication%20-
%20Monitoring%20and%20Assurance%20Framework%20for%2
0Emergency%20Management.PDF retrieved 24 October 2017. 

6 Emergency Management Act 2013, 
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTO
bject_Store/ltobjst9.nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000A35
71/230D8A885BB3A56BCA25800200038DDC/$FILE/13-
73aa011%20authorised.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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IGEM and DELWP took this approach to establish an 
efficient, sustainable, and accountable process for 
managing the investigation process for planned burns 
that breach control lines. This process also resulted in 
DELWP making changes to its management of the review 
of breaches of control lines. 

Subsequently, IGEM published its first report, Summary 
of investigations into breaches of planned burn control 
lines (1 January to 30 June 2016)7 in late 2016. That 
report detailed IGEM’s observations of the first six 
months after it assumed responsibility for managing 
investigations of planned burn breaches. 

1.3 Inspector-General for 
Emergency Management 

IGEM is a legislated appointment established by the Act. 

IGEM’s legislated objectives are to: 

 provide assurance to government and the 
community in respect of the emergency management 
arrangements in Victoria 

 foster continuous improvement of emergency 
management in Victoria.8 

For more details about the functions of IGEM, refer to 
Appendix A. 

To read more about the involvement of IGEM in providing 
assurance and fostering continuous improvement of 
planned burning in Victoria, refer to Appendix B. 

                                                           
7 The State of Victoria, 2016, Summary of investigations into 
breaches of planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 
2016), 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/3a/b99b3fa50/Summaryofinvesti
gationsintobreachesofplannedburncontrollines1Januaryto30June
2016.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

8 Emergency Management Act 2013, S.62(a) and 62(b), 
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTO
bject_Store/ltobjst9.nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000A35
71/230D8A885BB3A56BCA25800200038DDC/$FILE/13-
73aa011%20authorised.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

1.4 Planned burning on public 
land in Victoria 

The Forests Act 1958,9 and the Emergency Management 
Manual Victoria10 establish DELWP’s powers and 
responsibilities for the prevention and suppression of fire 
on public land. 

DELWP’s new approach to bushfire fuel management 
focuses on reducing bushfire risk more effectively. It uses 
planned burning as a tool to decrease fuel loads, and 
therefore reduce bushfire risk. DELWP also undertakes 
other activities to mitigate bushfire risks, including 
slashing, mowing, and creating fuel breaks. DELWP 
works with communities to develop strategic bushfire 
management planning frameworks that: 

 identify values to be protected from bushfire 

 assess bushfire risk to those values 

 set out strategies to manage this risk.11 

Planned burning is an efficient means of reducing the risk 
of bushfire to communities. DELWP and its delivery 
partners undertake planned burning for the purposes of: 

 fuel reduction – to reduce fuel levels in a specified 
area  

 ecological – to achieve ecological objectives 

 regeneration burn – to regenerate particular species 
or vegetation types 

 catchment protection – to restrict the spread of 
bushfires in forested water catchments.12 

For more information about the planned burning of public 
land in Victoria, refer to Appendix C. 

                                                           
9 Forests Act 1958, 
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/Domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTO
bject_Store/LTObjSt10.nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000
A3571/26D1634B1E652DB4CA25814E0001EF03/$FILE/58-
6254aa117%20authorised.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

10 The State of Victoria, 2016, Emergency Management Manual 
Victoria, http://files.em.vic.gov.au/Backups/EMV-website/EMMV-
Combined-Parts-1-8.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

11 The State of Victoria, 2017 Managing bushfire risk, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/bushfire-fuel-and-risk-
management/managing-bushfire-risk retrieved 24 October 2017. 

12 The State of Victoria, 2017 Managing bushfire risk, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/bushfire-fuel-and-risk-
management/managing-bushfire-risk retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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1.5 Developing a cooperative 
process 

In February 2016, IGEM and DELWP commenced 
regular meetings to establish an efficient, sustainable, 
and accountable process for managing the investigation 
process for planned burns that breach control lines. 

IGEM and DELWP agreed to adopt IGEM’s risk-based 
screening process for determining how best to manage 
investigations of breaches of control lines. 

In November 2016, IGEM published its first summary 
report detailing DELWP’s planned burn breaches for the 
period 1 January to 30 June 2016.13 

For more information about the reporting and screening 
processes for breaches of control lines, refer to 
Appendix D. 

                                                           
13 The State of Victoria, 2016, Summary of investigations into 
breaches of planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 
2016), 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/3a/b99b3fa50/Summaryofinvesti
gationsintobreachesofplannedburncontrollines1Januaryto30June
2016.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

1.6 Implementing improved 
systems and processes  

In November 2015, the Victorian Government accepted 
all of the recommendations from IGEM’s 2015 Review of 
Performance Targets for Bushfire Fuel Management on 
Public Land,14 and the 2015 Independent Investigation of 
the Lancefield-Cobaw Fire.15  

DELWP introduced a risk-reduction target for fuel 
management from 1 July 2016, replacing the  
hectare-based target, to guide Victoria’s Bushfire Fuel 
Management Program. This was a key recommendation 
from IGEM’s Review of Performance Targets for Bushfire 
Fuel Management on Public Land,16 which the Victorian 
Government accepted and implemented as part of Safer 
Together: A new approach to reducing the risk of bushfire 
in Victoria17 (Safer Together). 

Through its implementation monitoring function, IGEM 
has since found all recommendations arising from the 
review have been completed or the activity has 
transitioned to business-as-usual, and that that 20 of the 
22 recommendations of the independent investigation 
and its 10 additional commitments have been completed. 

Refer to Appendix E for information about DELWP’s 
implementation of improved systems and processes 
since 2015. 

                                                           
14 The State of Victoria, 2015, Review of Performance Targets 
for Bushfire Fuel Management on Public Land, 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/d7/24d0ede21/Reviewofperforma
ncetargetsforbushfirefuelmanagementonpublicland.pdf retrieved 
24 October 2017. 

15 The State of Victoria, 2015, Independent Investigation of the 
Lancefield-Cobaw Fire, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0002/20000/In
dependent-investigation-into-Lancefield-Cobaw-fire.pdf retrieved 
24 October 2017. 

16 The State of Victoria, 2015, Review of Performance Targets for 
Bushfire Fuel Management on Public Land, 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/d7/24d0ede21/Reviewofperforma
ncetargetsforbushfirefuelmanagementonpublicland.pdf retrieved 
24 October 2017. 

17 The State of Victoria, 2015, Safer Together: A new approach 
to reducing the risk of bushfire in Victoria, 
http://www.safertogether.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/
319531/DELWP_SaferTogether_FINAL_17Nov15.pdf  retrieved 
24 October 2017. 
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2 Overview of breaches of 
control lines 
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In the period 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017, DELWP 
notified IGEM of eight breaches of control lines by 
planned burns. 

Additionally, DELWP notified IGEM of one occasion in 
which it inadvertently ignited fire on private land, adjacent 
to a planned burn. IGEM acknowledges that this incident 
did not meet the definition for a breach of control lines as 
per DELWP’s Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 
Classification, Reporting, and Investigation of Breaches 
of Control Lines by Planned Burns (SOP 3.5.6). However, 
to de-identify that incident, and in the interests of 
continuous improvement, IGEM will refer to all nine 
incidents as breaches of control lines for the purposes of 
this report. 

IGEM acknowledges that DELWP aims to prevent and 
manage all breaches of control lines, and to prevent 
escalation and declaration of a bushfire. 

2.1 Introduction 

During 2016–17, DELWP treated 113,499 hectares of 
land by conducting 353 planned burns. DELWP reported 
nine breaches of control lines that comprised a total of 
143.2 hectares. 

Therefore, DELWP had breaches of control lines in  
2.5 per cent of all planned burns, which accounted for 
0.13 per cent of the total area of land treated during its 
planned burning activities in 2016–17. 

Refer Appendix F for a summary of DELWP’s planned 
burning activities in 2016–17, and Appendix G for a 
comparison of DELWP’s planned burning activities with 
2015–16. 
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2.2 Summary of planned burn 
breaches of control lines 

Four of the nine DELWP breaches of control lines 
occurred within a 48-hour timeframe in early April 2017, 
and coincided with a period of warm temperatures, and 
unseasonably low relative humidity.18 Refer to Figure 1 
for a map showing the locations of DELWP’s reported 
planned burn breaches in Victoria from 1 July 2016 to  
30 June 2017. 

By area, the 143.2 hectares of land DELWP burnt outside 
control lines is classified as follows: 

 public land – 126 hectares 

 private land – 17.2 hectares. 

Private land accounted for 12 per cent of the total area 
DELWP burnt outside control lines during 2016–17. 
However, for the period 1 January to 30 June 2016, 
IGEM reported that DELWP burnt 28.2 hectares of 
private land outside its control lines; 39.7 per cent of the 
total area DELWP burnt during that six-month period.19 

Therefore, the reduction in the total area and percentage 
of private land affected by breaches of control lines 
demonstrates DELWP’s improved process for mitigating 
the risks associated with its planned burning activities. 

 

                                                           
18 Bureau of Meteorology, Climate Data Online, 
http://www.bom.gov.au/climate/data/ 25 September 2017. 

19 The State of Victoria, 2016, Summary of investigations into 
breaches of planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 
2016), 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/3a/b99b3fa50/Summaryofinvesti
gationsintobreachesofplannedburncontrollines1Januaryto30June
2016.pdf retrieved 26 October 2017. 

 

2.3 Summary of findings and 
recommendations 

IGEM analysed the nine breaches of control lines and 
derived from these, five themes, eight findings and six 
recommendations. These are to assist DELWP in its 
commitment to continuous improvement of its planned 
burning program. 

IGEM’s findings and recommendations should be read in 
the context of the small number (2.5 per cent of the total 
number of planned burns) of breaches of control lines 
that occurred during 2016–17. The following section 
provides examples, taken from the nine breaches 
reported to IGEM in 2016–17. IGEM’s findings briefly 
explain the opportunities for improvement, associated 
with the circumstances of each breach. 

While IGEM derived observations, findings, and 
recommendations from a small number of breaches, they 
do indicate a need for DELWP to adhere consistently to 
the implementation of its policies and procedures, to 
reduce the potential for breaches of control lines. 
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Source: Inspector-General for Emergency Management. 

 

 

Figure 1: Planned burning breach locations within DELWP regions 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017 

 



 

 

3 Observation case 
studies 
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This section contains specific, de-identified examples of 
performance gaps IGEM and DELWP derived from the 
analysis of nine breaches that occurred during 2016–17. 
For those examples that IGEM believes represent the 
best opportunities for continuous improvement of 
DELWP’s processes, IGEM makes observations, findings 
and recommendations. In addressing these matters and 
implementing solutions, DELWP may reduce the 
likelihood of future breaches of control lines. 

Two of the nine planned burns breaches during 2016–17 
each contained only one issue from the five themes (for 
example, planning and administration, or monitoring and 
patrolling). 

Seven of the nine planned burns were complex in nature, 
and contained multiple, or overlapping, performance 
issues. Therefore, IGEM and DELWP determined that in 
these cases, various combinations of several factors – to 
a greater or lesser extent – combined to cause the 
resulting breaches of control lines. 

3.1 Planning and administration 
of the planned burn prior to 
ignition 

IGEM observed gaps in DELWP’s planning and 
administration of the planned burn (prior to ignition) in 
seven of the breaches between 1 July 2016 and  
30 June 2017. 

Observation 

During the planning stages for one burn, DELWP 
attempted to contact the owners of land adjacent to the 
planned burn, via stakeholder letters, flyers and 
telephone calls. This was for DELWP to meet its statutory 
obligation to advise adjoining landowners of its intention 
to conduct a planned burn and if required, to obtain 
approval for its staff to access private land during the 
planned burn. A breach occurred on private property, the 
owner of which DELWP had not successfully contacted 
prior to ignition. 
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Observation 

In one planned burn, DELWP initially assumed during the 
planning phase that a parcel of land adjacent to the 
planned burn was public land. However, some weeks 
prior to ignition, DELWP identified that the land was, in 
fact, privately owned. DELWP could not identify the 
owner of the private property and therefore could not 
make contact with them to advise its intention to conduct 
a planned burn and if required, gain permission to access 
the land, prior to ignition. The planned burn breached 
control lines and DELWP exercised its powers to enter 
private property under section 30 of the Country Fire 
Authority Act 195820 to extinguish the breach. DELWP 
successfully made contact with the landowner afterwards. 

The consequence of the inability to make contact with the 
owner prior to ignition, was that once the burn breached 
control lines and DELWP exercised its powers of entry, it 
declared the breach a bushfire under its own standard 
operating procedures. 

Under DELWP’s standard operating procedures, a 
bushfire – as opposed to a breach – requires certain 
high-level notifications and specific investigative actions. 

Subsequently, DELWP determined this bushfire was a 
‘false alarm’ and continued to manage this incident as a 
breach. 

                                                           
20 Country Fire Authority Act 1958, 
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTO
bject_Store/ltobjst9.nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000A35
71/FEBDB20D6F321A04CA257EC900179357/$FILE/58-
6228aa151%20authorised.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

Observation 

For one planned burn, DELWP did not undertake a 
formally documented pre-ignition risk assessment in the 
days and weeks prior to ignition. However, DELWP’s 
management had approved the pre-scheduling risk 
assessment (via the Planned Burn Risk Assessment Tool 
(PBRAT) two months prior to it igniting the planned burn. 

IGEM notes that the PBRAT version DELWP used for 
approval was current at that time, which required only a 
pre-scheduling risk assessment. DELWP have since 
updated its PBRAT process with improved guidance and 
approval steps to ensure peer approval at three stages 
including a risk assessment immediately prior to ignition. 

The former PBRAT workflow (now superseded as 
discussed above) meant DELWP was not required to 
formally reassess and document the risks associated with 
the planned burn against changing conditions on the 
ground. 

Observation 

On the day of ignition for one burn, DELWP’s Burn Officer 
In Charge (BOIC) delayed ignition by 1.5–2 hours 
because there was a misunderstanding about what 
approval documentation the BOIC was required to have 
in their possession during the planned burn.
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Observation 

DELWP planned to undertake one burn at low intensity. 
However, DELWP’s own Planned Burn Breach Analysis 
(PBBA) indicated that due to an accumulated build-up of 
unburnt fuels over a period of 36 years, the planned burn 
was unlikely to actually burn at low intensity, given the 
extreme overall fuel hazard and the weather conditions in 
which the burn was conducted. As a result, the extreme 
overall fuel hazard contributed to increased fire activity 
within the planned burn, and combined with the effect of 
localised changes to wind patterns, led to the burn 
breaching control lines. 

In this example, the accumulation of long-unburnt stringy 
bark fuels meant they burned freely to the crowns of most 
trees. This situation resulted in burning bark and embers 
blowing into the contingency area (outside control lines). 

However, if DELWP had chosen a different planned 
burning prescription, then it may have ignited the burn in 
conditions that would reduce the likelihood of the burn 
breaching control lines. 

Observation 

DELWP planned to conduct two separate planned burns 
that had boundaries along the same road, on the same 
day. Despite the shared boundary, DELWP kept entirely 
separate risk assessments, resourcing and operations for 
the two planned burns – the only shared activity was road 
traffic control. 

DELWP’s own analysis stated that the combined effects 
of the two burns resulted in them drawing in oxygen, and 
creating localised changes to wind and weather patterns. 
DELWP’s analysis further stated that a brisk wind 
change, or smoke column collapse, led to a wind change 
that ultimately resulted in the loss of burn control, and a 
breach of control lines. 

DELWP conducted its planning for the two planned burns 
separately, with no evidence that it considered the 
combined effects, or possible risks, of simultaneous 
ignition. 

DELWP’s analysis found that edge lighting on one of the 
planned burns led to a considerable delay in its crew’s 
edge lighting of the second burn. This delay was 
identified as a factor that contributed to the later breach of 
control lines. 

FINDING 1 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
finds that during one planned burn that breached 
control lines during 2016–17, the Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning did not 
adequately assess the risks of it conducting two 
planned burns on adjacent burn units, at the same 
time. A major contributing factor to the subsequent 
breach of one of these burns was the combined 
effects of fire within multiple planned burns in the 
landscape. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) develops a 
process to assess the operational risks of combining 
two (or more) planned burns that are planned and 
prepared to be ignited as separate, and discrete 
units. In so doing, DELWP may increase its control 
and mitigation of the risks associated with two 
different planned burns being conducted in close 
proximity, but whose combined effects DELWP and 
its delivery partners may not have considered during 
the separate planning stages. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The scope of the peer review process established 
under the Operational Quality and Assurance Review 
Plan will be expanded. During planned burn 
scheduling, District and Regional planned burning 
teams will be required to consider the location of 
current ignited planned burns (or those scheduled to 
be ignited), with others scheduled to be ignited in the 
same vicinity in order to mitigate any effect individual 
burns may have on other burns. 
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Observation 

DELWP’s PBBA for one planned burn identified the 
creation of toxic smoke to be an environmental 
consequence from a breach of control lines to the north of 
the planned burn. However, DELWP did not identify this 
possibility in its risk assessment process, prior to ignition 
of the planned burn. 

Observation 

When planning for one large burn, DELWP calculated the 
Keetch-Byram Drought Index (KBDI) based on data from 
a permanent weather station at a location that did not 
accurately reflect the conditions of the entire planned 
burn area. Data from a portable weather station 
significantly closer to the burn was available at that time, 
but DELWP did not use it for the KBDI calculation as 
portable stations do not have the historic rainfall data. 
Data from the closer weather station provided more 
accurate weather observations and conditions for the 
planned burn, using similar elevations and topography. 

At the time of ignition, DELWP calculated the KBDI using 
data from the permanent weather station. This resulted in 
a figure that was potentially lower than for the area of the 
burn due to several rain events at the weather station for 
the preceding two months. DELWP’s own analysis 
indicated that the KBDI of the planned burn area 
continued to increase during the burn itself, to levels 
outside prescriptions. 

Observation 

During one planned burn that breached control lines, 
DELWP identified that it did not identify all nearby values 
to enable it to adequately evaluate the risk posed by a 
possible breach of control lines. 

For example, DELWP identified that it did not record 
assets within close proximity to the planned burn – 
including private assets – and therefore, it did not record 
these in the burn plan. This occurred even though the 
planned burn area was immediately adjacent to private 
property and both sharing a significant boundary. 

It is unclear if DELWP updated value checks for approval 
of the burn plan and PBRAT, to ensure these documents 
referenced contemporary records, and that DELWP had 
the opportunity to adequately consider, and mitigate, 
risks. 

Observation 

DELWP’s analysis of one planned burn identified that 
some fields within its burn plan template remained 
incomplete. 

Although this did not contribute to the breach, IGEM 
noted a pattern of DELWP omitting information in the 
documents it requires for risk rating and approving 
planned burn ignition. The omission of information in 
these forms may diminish DELWP’s ability to perform 
effective assessments of the risks associated with its 
planned burning activities. 

FINDING 2 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that in all but one of the planned burns 
that breached control lines during 2016–17, the 
Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning’s (DELWP) paperwork and approvals 
included some inaccurate entries, omissions or 
quality assurance oversight. IGEM notes that these 
issues were confined to DELWP’s completion of 
Planned Burn Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) 
checklists, and PBRAT approvals forms. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) recommends that the Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) 
continues the delivery of its training program for its 
staff involved in planned burning activities that covers 
the correct interpretation and application of risk and 
risk assessment values when applying the Planned 
Burn Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) to proposed 
burning activities. Such a program will assist DELWP 
to ensure it consistently applies its risk assessment 
process. As part of this program, the PBRAT process 
would benefit from the creation of aides and 
examples to assist staff in applying risk assessment 
values against individual criteria of the PBRAT. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The outcomes of the peer review process established 
under the Operational Quality and Assurance Review 
Plan will be assessed to identify the prevalence of 
issues related to the quality and thoroughness of 
completion of planned burning documentation. This 
assessment will be used to inform whether further 
training and/or doctrine amendments are required. 



18  

 

 

Observation 

For one planned burn, DELWP consulted with its land 
management partners during the planning stages. 
However, DELWP’s own analysis after a breach found 
that its land management partners had not provided 
adequate comments to assist with DELWP’s assessment 
of the risks to wilderness areas, or where its planning 
identified other significant values within the planned area. 

Additionally, DELWP found its land management partners 
did not provide appropriate conditions or exclusions 
against which it should have adhered to when it was 
burning the planned area. 

Observation 

IGEM identified inconsistencies amongst DELWP’s 
contingency planning for several of the planned burns 
that breached control lines during 2016–17. IGEM found 
DELWP’s procedures do not provide regions with 
adequate information, explanation, or assistance in 
devising the purpose, content, and form of writing 
contingency plans for planned burns. 

In some cases, IGEM and DELWP itself identified that it 
drafted carefully considered plans for it to execute in the 
case of a breach of control lines. 

In other cases, IGEM and DELWP identified that it did not 
develop sufficiently rigorous contingency plans that 
considered all reasonably possible risks associated with a 
breach of control lines. 

FINDING 3 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that there were inconsistencies in 
contingency planning amongst the planned burns 
that breached control lines during 2016–17. Further, 
IGEM notes that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning does not provide adequate 
guidance and instruction as to what should constitute 
the minimum requirements for a sufficiently rigorous 
contingency plan, should a planned burn breach 
control lines. 

RECOMMENDATION 3 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) recommends that the Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) in 
consultation with the regions and relevant personnel, 
revise its procedure for planned burn contingency 
planning. This review should aim to provide a clear, 
and consistent, set of minimum standards (and 
examples) to guide DELWP’s staff in how to develop 
adequate contingency plans for planned burning 
activities. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning is currently revising Standard Operating 
Procedure 3.4.1 Fuel Treatment Nomination and 
supporting work instructions, to provide improved 
guidance on the requirements of contingency plans 
as part of a comprehensive risk management 
process. 

Observation 

The planning for one burn recorded all control lines to be 
trafficable breaks. During analysis following the breach, 
DELWP observed that a portion of the boundary track 
was a wheel-rut vehicle track that DELWP had slashed in 
preparation for the burn and was not intended to act as a 
control line for the burn. Therefore, DELWP did not 
assess the risk of escape via this soft control line as part 
of its risk analysis during planning. DELWP later found 
that this was a key factor that contributed to fire escaping 
outside of the planned area. 

Observation 

For one burn, DELWP planned to use the fuel moisture 
differential of an adjacent parcel of private land as a 
control line for the planned burn. However, DELWP did 
not confirm the fuel moisture content of the private land 
prior to ignition. The planned burn subsequently breached 
into the private land. During analysis, DELWP observed 
that the private land was a grass paddock that was 90 per 
cent cured. This meant that the intended fuel moisture 
differential was not present and therefore was not an 
effective control line for a substantial portion of the 
planned burn boundary. 
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Observation 

During early planning for another burn, DELWP did not 
correctly fill out multiple fields of the PBRAT, resulting in 
DELWP assessing the risk of the burn as lower than it 
should otherwise have been, and reducing the number of 
required steps to approve the burn. In later planning 
stages, the risk rating for the burn increased. The 
Assistant Chief Fire Officer approved both phase one and 
phase two, but only the Burns Controller approved the 
phase three signoff, and authorised ignition. This was 
based on only some of the phase three parameters 
having a slightly increased score, but there was no 
increase in the overall risk score. This bypassed the 
requirement for an Assistant Chief Fire Officer to approve 
the burn for ignition. 

 

Observation 

For two PBRATs related to two separate planned burns, 
DELWP’s phase one pre-scheduling risk assessment 
derived risk rating scores that fell between two ranges. 
However, DELWP’s template allocated the lower of the 
two risk ratings, effectively rounding-down the derived 
scores. For example a score of 7–14 is rated low, a score 
of 15–18 is rated moderate. However, a score of 14.5 is 
rounded-down to a risk of low, even though it falls outside 
the 7–14 range. 

In these two examples, IGEM observed that the rounding 
of risk scores resulted in overall risk ratings that were 
lower than the theoretical, calculated risk. 

Although this issue did not directly result in the two 
subsequent breaches of control lines, this issue meant 
that the calculated risk levels associated with the burns 
may have been inadvertently misrepresented by the 
PBRAT to DELWP’s approvers. 

Observation 

For one planned burn, DELWP calculated the weighted 
risk likelihood score and it fell between two ratings. 
Subsequently, the PBRAT template rounded-down the 
derived score to a likelihood rating of ‘possible’ resulting 
in an overall risk value of ‘2’ that corresponds to a 
‘medium’ risk. 

IGEM notes that if the PBRAT template rounded up the 
weighted likelihood score to the nearest whole number, 
then it would have allocated a likelihood of ‘probable’ and 
assigned an overall risk value of ‘3’ representing a ‘high’ 
risk for this burn. This would have been a more accurate 
representation of the risks associated with what was a 
complex burn. 

In assessing the risks associated with planned burns, the 
PBRAT is the main tool DELWP uses for assessing and 
ranking the operational risks if it were to proceed with 
ignition of a planned burn. While the risk rating does not 
strictly determine the approval, or otherwise, of a specific 
planned burn, it is the basis by which DELWP’s burn 
planners, officers, and approvers discuss the derived 
risks, and determine appropriate mitigation, and 
contingency strategies. This ultimately is a tool to assist 
in DELWP’s decision-making process. 

FINDING 4 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
PLANNED BURN PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning’s (DELWP) Planned Burn 
Risk Assessment Tool template tends to round down 
calculated scores, and therefore may inadvertently 
assign a risk rating lower than what is required by the 
calculated scores. IGEM notes that this issue might 
lead to approvers, Burns Controllers, and Burn 
Officers In Charge underestimating the level of risk 
associated with igniting a particular planned burn. 
Furthermore, a lower risk rating than otherwise 
required by the theoretical score may lead to DELWP 
failing to consider the need for different, or greater, 
risk mitigation strategies, or approval considerations 
than otherwise required to address the lower risk 
rating. 

RECOMMENDATION 4 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning revises its Planned Burn 
Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) template to ensure it 
does not round-down calculated scores that currently 
result in risk rating values in the PBRAT template 
appearing lower than required by the derived 
theoretical scores. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning (DELWP) acknowledges that the current 
Planned Burn Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) 
template can round down in phase one pre-
scheduling risk assessment and that the later phases 
provide additional opportunity to ensure risk is 
adequately assessed. The PBRAT is used as part of 
the risk assessment and is an interim tool, the 
functions of which are intended to be managed in the 
future within the DELWP Fuel Management System. 
The PBRAT will be reviewed to assess more broadly 
what impact the rounding down has with a view to 
amend the template to ensure the overall likelihood 
score is not under-estimated. 

These observations highlight the importance of careful 
planning, risk assessment, peer review, and approval 
processes for planned burns. 

In six of the cases discussed in this report, IGEM 
observed that deficiencies in planning, including the 
provision of incomplete and/or inaccurate and outdated 
information, together with a tendency to underestimate 
risk likelihood, may have allowed for risks to go 
unmitigated by DELWP, and ultimately contributing to 
breaches. 
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3.2 Preparation of the planned 
burn area prior to ignition 

IGEM observed that DELWP experienced performance 
issues associated with its preparation of planned burn 
areas prior to ignition, in only one of its reported nine 
breaches during 2016–17. 

The following example provides details about the 
circumstances associated with one planned burn that 
breached control lines. 

Observation 

DELWP constructed a new control line for the 
management of a planned burn on public land, near a 
private land boundary. During the ignition of the planned 
burn, DELWP crossed this control line and ignited in error 
public land and a small area of private land outside of the 
planned burn area. DELWP quickly identified its mistake 
and extinguished the fire before it took hold.  

DELWP addressed the new control line in its pre-ignition 
SMEACS briefing with its crew on the day of ignition. 
Some of DELWP’s crew members, but not all, toured the 
burn boundary prior to ignition. Although DELWP did 
follow normal practice and used navigational aides 
around the boundary to identify key locations (for 
example, junctions, intersections), no aides were used to 
identify the newly constructed control line. 

In its first summary report concerning the investigation of 
planned burn breaches, IGEM also observed a 
performance issue associated with DELWP’s correct 
navigation and identification of planned burn 
boundaries.21 

                                                           
21 The State of Victoria, 2016, Summary of investigations into 
breaches of planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 
2016), 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/3a/b99b3fa50/Summaryofinvesti
gationsintobreachesofplannedburncontrollines1Januaryto30June
2016.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

FINDING 5 

PREPARATION OF THE PLANNED BURN AREA 
PRIOR TO IGNITION 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that during one planned burn in  
2016–17, the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning inadvertently ignited fire on 
private land, outside of the planned burn. IGEM notes 
that the main factor that contributed to this was 
inadequate controls to prevent ground crews making 
navigational errors, to ensure each on-ground crew 
has an understanding of the boundary of the planned 
burn. 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) review its 
procedures to ensure that the boundaries of planned 
burns are clearly understood and can correctly be 
navigated by all on-ground resources. This should 
aim to ensure DELWP uses accurate mapping and 
on-ground navigational markers to a standard that 
confers upon crews a clear and unambiguous 
understanding of key locations of the boundary, 
lighting patterns, and treated area boundaries, even if 
crews themselves lack personal, local knowledge. To 
achieve this, DELWP may consider, where 
warranted, mandatory, guided tours of planned burn 
boundaries for ground crews, prior to ignition. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning (DELWP) will use lesson-sharing tools to 
inform staff involved with the delivery of the planned 
burning program of issues related to crews not 
having a clear understanding of the boundary of 
planned burns. DELWP will reinforce the need for 
burn management teams to be cognisant of, and 
address any issues related to potential ambiguity of 
planned burn boundaries. 
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3.3 Resourcing, ignition, 
conduct, and management 
of the planned burn 

IGEM drew the following observations from three of 
DELWP’s breaches of control lines that occurred between 
1 July 2016 and 30 June 2017. These instances highlight 
issues with DELWP’s resourcing of equipment, and 
management of planned burns following ignition. 

Observation 

One planned burn that breached control lines, while 
adequately resourced for predicted conditions, became 
temporarily under-resourced because DELWP’s crews 
were unable to keep up with a high volume of spot overs, 
caused by burning bark and embers that blew into 
contingency areas. This occurred due to an un-forecast 
change in weather conditions. 

IGEM notes that the breakdown of a tanker resulted in 
crews losing valuable time while attending to the vehicle, 
contributed to DELWP not having sufficient resources 
available at the planned burn to respond to the high 
volume of spot overs. 

Observation 

DELWP identified that mapping provided for a planned 
burn aerial ignition operation lacked adequate details for 
the identification of lighting patterns. Additionally, these 
maps lacked adequate details of the specific areas that 
DELWP was required to treat within the planned burn, or 
landscape features to allow for delivery of the operation 
to a high level of confidence. 

IGEM notes this caused DELWP to delay the aerial 
ignition component of the burn to later in the first day in 
order to obtain further information, and add this to its 
aerial maps. 

Observation 

For one planned burn that breached control lines, 
DELWP recorded weather observations 41 minutes prior 
to, and 11 minutes following, ignition. 

The observations DELWP made prior to ignition were 
right on the limit of its burn prescriptions. Then, the 
observations DELWP recorded after ignition for both 
temperature and relative humidity were outside 
prescriptions. 

IGEM considers it possible that if DELWP made weather 
observations at the time of ignition, it may have recorded 
temperature and relative humidity outside of 
prescriptions. In such an instance, the planned burn may 
have been cancelled or delayed, with any delay in ignition 
requiring an assessment as to whether the burn 
objectives for the day could be achieved within the time 
remaining. 

These examples illustrate the unforeseen risks 
associated with planned burning, and show that despite 
careful planning, unforeseen conditions and 
circumstances can, and do, occur and may result in 
changing fire behaviour and/or create a reduced 
capability and capacity to respond effectively. 
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3.4 Monitoring and patrolling 
the planned burn 

IGEM identified monitoring and patrolling to be an issue 
for seven of the nine breaches of control lines DELWP 
reported during 2016–17. 

Observation 

During three planned burns, DELWP’s analysis of the 
breaches identified that heavy smoke hampered  
on-ground patrolling efforts, and likely delayed crews’ 
detection of spot overs that subsequently grew in size. 

During one of these occasions, DELWP acknowledged 
that increased wind speed blew a significant amount of 
smoke across the control line. The breach developed in 
taller grass, and a large number of scattered rocks away 
from DELWP’s slash break control line made access and 
direct attack unsafe for vehicles. 

In another burn, thick smoke obscured DELWP’s efforts 
to identify and extinguish some spot overs. One crew 
reported a spot over to bulldozer operators with an 
approximate grid reference only (due to the smoke), 
delaying the time it took for the dozer crew to locate the 
breach. 

Observation 

For one planned burn, the PBRAT listed the need for a 
swing-shift crew for night patrol of the burn. The PBRAT 
also featured five statements, within authorisation 
comments, relevant to the importance of patrolling the 
burn. Consequently, a swing shift crew did patrol the 
burn, and extinguished multiple spot overs throughout the 
night following ignition. 

During that burn, spot overs occurred in the area of the 
breach for much of the evening, due to intense fire 
activity within the planned burn. The BOIC made the 
decision that it was safe to leave because they assessed 
the minor spot overs as extinguished, and fire activity was 
very low. 

The BOIC released the swing shift crew at 12.40am on 
the second day as planned, after assessing that they had 
extinguished minor spot overs. Therefore, DELWP did not 
have anyone on site to patrol for approximately eight 
hours until 8.50am on the second day. It was during the 
intervening time that a spot over outside control lines 
became active. 

DELWP’s investigation found that the burn had stopped 
spotting while crews were on site and that there was no 
risk of further spotting from the burn when crews 
departed. The breach was either from a poorly blacked 
out spot over, or from an ember that had not been 
identified when the spotting occurred. A more thorough 
check of the minor spot overs may have prevented the 
breach. 

FINDING 6 

MONITORING AND PATROLLING THE PLANNED 
BURN 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
finds that during one planned burn in  
2016–17, the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning halted patrolling activities in the 
belief that it had extinguished all spot overs, and 
therefore, the planned burn would not subsequently 
breach control lines. 

RECOMMENDATION 6 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
recommends that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning review its procedures for 
when crews may be released from patrolling activities 
for an active burn. This should include emphasis on 
the importance of burn security and patrolling, even 
when burn crews have extinguished known spot 
overs. 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning will continue to emphasise with operational 
staff the importance of burn security and patrol. This 
includes managing the patrol phase of a burn to an 
acceptable level of risk, using the range of resources 
available and that are appropriate to a particular 
burn. 

Observation 

During another planned burn, DELWP outlined planned 
aerial support in its PBRAT and contingency plan. 
DELWP relied heavily on air support for successful 
delivery of the burn objectives, in addition to surveillance 
of fire activity, and assistance in the event of breach. 

DELWP’s strategies to detect and contain any breaches 
into the contingency area for this burn, relied heavily 
upon aircraft. This was because of the inaccessibility of 
part of the planned burn boundary that was in a remote 
wilderness area, devoid of tracks. 

Following ignition, DELWP’s observations of fire activity 
and control lines were impeded when aircraft allocated to 
the planned burn were re-tasked to respond to a higher 
priority bushfire. This was because DELWP was 
conducting the burn at the end of the fire season when 
the contracts for many aircraft used for fire suppression 
had finished. Smoke had already significantly reduced 
visibility from a nearby observation tower and by crews 
on the ground. 

The burn subsequently breached control lines. This 
occurred within one hour of the last aerial observation, 
prior to redeployment of the aircraft. 
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In its review of this planned burn breach, DELWP 
highlighted the importance of air support to maintain 
situational awareness and response capability. Further, 
DELWP indicated that the redeployment of these 
resources contributed to the delay in its identification of 
the breach of control lines. 

Observation 

During another burn, crews had difficulty accessing an 
internal track due to waterlogging following heavy rain. 
For this reason, DELWP restricted its post-ignition patrols 
to an outer track only. 

Saturated soils, slope, and instability created a significant 
risk of death or injury to patrolling crews from potential 
falling trees. As a result, DELWP was unable to conduct 
sufficient on-ground assessments of the whole planned 
burn area. Instead, DELWP assessed the burn in the 
days following from vantage points along the eastern 
perimeter of the burn and nearby roads to the west. 
DELWP found that that there was no smoke within the 
burn area at this time. DELWP deemed this assessment 
of fire behaviour acceptable, given the low likelihood that 
the planned burn would breach control lines after 
significant rainfall which had resulted in widespread 
regional flooding. 

It was on this basis that DELWP declared the burn ‘safe’, 
approximately four weeks after the last day of ignition, 
without identifying that a control line had been breached 
prior to the heavy rainfall. DELWP detected the breach 
approximately eight weeks after the burn, when it 
obtained aerial imagery of the burn for analysis. 

DELWP conducted this planned burn in very wet, wintry 
conditions that resulted in benign fire behaviour and 
posed a very low risk of a breach. IGEM recognises that 
even if unlikely in such circumstances, there is still risk of 
a breach that DELWP needs to mitigate adequately. 

FINDING 7 

MONITORING AND PATROLLING THE PLANNED 
BURN 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that during one planned burn in  
2016–17, the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning (DELWP) left the burn due to a 
combination of shift length, benign fire conditions, 
and the assessment that imminent rain would mean 
there was low risk of the burn breaching control lines. 
However, this breach did occur after crews left the 
burn, and in the context of heavy rain hampering 
DELWP’s ability to examine the full extent of the burn 
and fire activity. IGEM notes that the breach may be 
attributed, in part, to DELWP’s inadequate 
assessment of fire behaviour and resource planning, 
based on a high reliance on weather forecasts, and 
rainfall predictions. 

 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning has and will continue to emphasise the 
importance of burn security and patrol during the 
planning and delivery phases of a planned burn. This 
includes managing the patrol phase of a burn to an 
acceptable level of risk, using the range of resources 
available and that are appropriate to a particular 
burn. 

Observation 

The PBRAT for one DELWP burn featured multiple 
comments that addressed the need to ensure adequate 
patrolling of the control lines on the second day  
(post-ignition). Specifically, the PBRAT indicated that 
crews were to “patrol and conduct ignition of any edges 
along the eastern boundary”. 

On the second day of the burn, the BOIC and one slip-on 
unit (SOU) crew ignited unburned patches along the 
eastern boundary of the planned burn. These resources 
did not fulfil the patrolling facet of their objective at that 
time. This was because of unsatisfactory ignition of lines 
on the previous day and the need for crews to firm-up the 
eastern boundary with edge ignition. 

As the following illustrates, DELWP’s resources for 
patrolling were inadequate, given the operational need for 
them to both patrol and conduct ignition on the second 
day. This occurred in the context of a planned burn 
boundary that took vehicles more than 50 minutes to 
navigate. 

During ignition activities on the eastern boundary, 
DELWP subsequently became aware of smoke sighted 
near adjoining private land, and reported this to the Burns 
Controller. 
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The BOIC then deployed the SOU to that area, but 
remained at the eastern boundary because they assumed 
that the smoke originated from earlier edge ignition, and 
not from a potential breach of control lines. 

Fifteen minutes after the initial report of smoke, a private 
landowner rang the BOIC directly and reported that fire 
had breached onto private land. 

The BOIC responded, joining the SOU crew. However, 
they were unable to bring the fire under control and called 
on additional crews from another nearby planned burn. 

Ultimately, a private SOU and a CFA SOU responded to 
assist in extinguishing the breach. 

In reviewing the breach, DELWP identified that a 
contributing factor to the breach was the lack of regular 
patrols around the extent of the burn boundary 
throughout the day. 

Additionally, in reviewing weather conditions for day two 
of the planned burn, DELWP stated that as the day 
warmed and fuels dried out, this should have triggered 
the requirement to patrol the perimeter at regular 
intervals. 

These examples highlight opportunities for DELWP to 
improve its monitoring and patrolling procedures.  

DELWP management should be prepared to vary 
planned monitoring and patrolling activities for burns in 
order to meet unforeseen changes in dynamic 
environments. Managers should continuously revisit their 
assumptions about the likely course, or results of a 
planned burn, and should carefully consider and plan for 
worst-case scenarios. 
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3.5 Analysis of planned burn 
breaches 

During 2016–17, IGEM derived the issues from its 
analysis of DELWP’s nine planned burn breaches. The 
following opportunities for improvement do not concern 
DELWP’s planning, conduct, or management of planned 
burns themselves. Rather, these observations concern 
DELWP’s SOP Classification, Reporting, and 
Investigation of Breaches of Control Lines by Planned 
Burns (SOP 3.5.6). 

Observation 

During one burn in 2016–17, DELWP inadvertently 
ignited a small parcel of private land. This occurred 
because of confusion over the planned burn boundary 
line. 

This incident tested DELWP’s application of SOP 3.5.6. 
This was because DELWP’s procedure does not list this 
type of event as a criterion. Instead, DELWP’s current 
SOP defines breaches of control lines as being caused 
by a breakaway, or a spot over – not an unintentional 
ignition outside control lines. 

Therefore, in order for DELWP to ensure it does not miss 
the opportunity to incorporate this observed issue into its 
future practice, nor miss future opportunities for 
improvement there is an opportunity for DELWP to 
incorporate this kind of breach into its existing standard 
operating procedures. This will also assist DELWP in 
ensuring its education, and training of staff who work on 
planned burning, in addition to staff who analyse 
breaches of control lines work within procedures that 
accurately reflect the complex nature of such activities. 

Observation 

DELWP initially characterised another breach as a 
bushfire, under SOP 3.5.6. This was because the crews 
entered private property to extinguish the breach, as 
DELWP had not successfully contacted the owner of the 
property prior to the ignition. 

Subsequently, an Assistant Chief Fire Officer made the 
decision to change the ‘bushfire’ classification because 
the consequences of the breach were minor and the 
owner of the property (once contacted) was not 
concerned about the breach. 

IGEM found that due to the absence of permission from 
the private landowner, DELWP’s fire suppression 
activities in the area of the breach – on private property – 
occurred using powers under section 30 of the Country 
Fire Authority Act 1958.22 Therefore, any breaches that 
occurred in the context of DELWP’s use of these powers 
must be classified as a ‘bushfire’ under SOP 3.5.6. 

FINDING 8 

ANALYSIS OF PLANNED BURN BREACHES 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) finds that the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning’s (DELWP) current 
Standard Operating Procedure Classification, 
Reporting, and Investigation of Breaches of Control 
Lines by Planned Burns (SOP 3.5.6) does not 
consider the classification of circumstances in which 
DELWP inadvertently ignites areas outside control 
lines. 
IGEM is aware that DELWP is currently working on 
reviewing and updating its standard operating 
procedure, SOP 3.5.6, and commends DELWP’s 
initiative in taking actions to integrate its learnings 
from planned burn breaches into its procedures going 
forward. 

 

DELWP’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning is revising Classification, Reporting, and 
Investigation of Breaches of Control Lines by 
Planned Burns (SOP 3.5.6) to provide better 
guidance as to whether a breach of control lines 
should be declared a bushfire, based on the level of 
impact and the consequence. 

The issue of inadvertent ignition of land outside a 
planned burn boundary will be included as part of this 
revision. 

                                                           
22 Country Fire Authority Act 1958, 
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTO
bject_Store/ltobjst9.nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000A35
71/FEBDB20D6F321A04CA257EC900179357/$FILE/58-
6228aa151%20authorised.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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In November 2015, the Victorian Government released its 
Safer Together policy and program.  

Safer Together encompasses the recommendations from 
IGEM’s 2015 Review of performance targets for bushfire 
management on public land, in addition to those made in 
the 2015 Independent Investigation of the Lancefield-
Cobaw Fire.  

IGEM monitors, and produces an annual report on, the 
implementation of recommendations from the 2015 
review and the independent investigation. 

In its 2017 annual report of implementation of 
recommendations on bushfire fuel management, IGEM 
found that all recommendations from the review had been 
completed or transitioned to business-as-usual. 

IGEM also found that all but of two recommendations 
from the independent investigation remained ongoing. 

The monitoring of these two ongoing recommendations 
will be incorporated into IGEM’s annual summary of 
investigations into breaches of planned burn control lines 
from 2018. 
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4.1 Commitments from 2015–16 

In addition to these reform actions, DELWP reported to 
IGEM on completion of commitments it made in response 
to the Summary of investigations into breaches of 
planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 2016).23 

DELWP’s commitments were: 

 DELWP will reinforce through verbal and written 
briefings and directives, the risk management 
accountabilities of all leadership roles in the 
planning and delivery of the planned burning 
program, with a particular focus on improving the 
quality and consistency of documentation, and the 
timely completion of all approval requirements prior 
to ignition. 

 DELWP will reinforce the use of the PBRAT to 
ensure robust peer review of the burn plan. This will 
verify that the time identified for delivery of planned 
burn elements, such as ignition and blacking out, 
can be realistically achieved and that contingency 
planning is well planned. 

 DELWP will review and update the PBBA so that 
the analysis takes into account the scope of activity 
in progress at the time, level of complexity of the 
burn, response actions to the breach and additional 
subject matter expertise that is necessary to 
undertake root cause analysis. 

 DELWP will refresh its communications process to 
raise awareness of the new procedures for reporting 
breaches of control lines, targeting operational staff 
in particular. 

 DELWP will reinforce with BOICs and Burns 
Controllers through verbal and written briefings and 
directives, the requirement that they keep up-to-date 
with the latest information, lessons, procedures, 
requirements, and systems. 

                                                           
23 The State of Victoria, 2016, Summary of investigations into 
breaches of planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 
2016), 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/3a/b99b3fa50/Summaryofinvesti
gationsintobreachesofplannedburncontrollines1Januaryto30June
2016.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

 DELWP will provide written and verbal updates to all 
staff and delivery partners on the requirement to 
comply with the Planned Burn Control Line 
Preparation Standards. The updates will emphasise 
the need for planned burn boundaries to be safe, 
practical, efficient, and effective in satisfying the fire 
control requirements of the particular planned burn. 
They will also emphasise management of tree 
hazards to ensure firefighter safety in the conduct of 
planned burns including control of breakaways or 
spot overs. 

 DELWP will reinforce through written and verbal 
briefings and directives, the requirement that BOICs 
and Burns Controllers formally exchange 
information and situational awareness about risks 
throughout the conduct of a burn, particularly during 
hand-overs. The process for escalating equipment 
requests will also be reinforced in these briefings 
and directives, to ensure the right equipment is used 
for the safe conduct of a burn, and that no burn is to 
be conducted if the right equipment is not available 
for it to be done safely and effectively. 

 DELWP will review and improve the implementation 
of new procedures relating to the patrolling of 
planned burns to ensure that all planned burns have 
adequate, effective and risk based patrolling 
focussed on the early detection and suppression of 
breakaways or spot overs, and that firefighter safety 
is improved, particularly during night operations. 

 Following its successful trial of Remotely Piloted 
Aircraft Systems in land and fire management that 
was conducted in the first part of 2016, DELWP will 
continue to build on its traditional ground-based 
monitoring through the use of new and innovative 
technologies such as satellite and aircraft systems 
fitted with thermal infrared sensors to provide timely 
data to assist in the early detection of spot overs 
and breakaways. 

It is clear to IGEM that DELWP has implemented a 
significant number of improvements following the 2015 
independent investigation, and the investigation and 
analysis of the 17 relatively minor breaches of control 
lines it has reported to IGEM since 1 January 2016.  

A number of the recommendations from the independent 
investigation addressed some of IGEM’s observations 
made in its Summary of investigations into breaches of 
planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 2016). 
Refer to Appendix E for more information about 
DELWP’s implementation of improved systems and 
processes since 2015. 
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Given Victoria’s major strategic change to a risk-based 
fuel reduction model, it is not unexpected that DELWP 
and its delivery partners will undertake more fuel 
reduction burning in more complex, urbanised, and high-
risk areas into the future. 

From 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017, DELWP reported 
eight breaches of control lines and one additional 
incident, accounting for 0.13 per cent of the total area of 
land treated during that period. 

During that time, IGEM identified a range of issues 
through analysis of the reported breaches. The types of 
issues and their nuances underscore the complexity and 
challenges faced by DELWP and its delivery partners in 
reducing the overall risk that bushfires pose to Victorian 
communities. 

Although none of the breaches adversely affected the 
health of people, nor resulted in damage to infrastructure 
and property, nor significantly affected the environment, 
IGEM identified clear areas in which DELWP can improve 
its application of new processes and procedures for 
conducting planned burning on public land. 

IGEM identified eight findings and made six 
recommendations under five themes that provide DELWP 
with opportunities to improve its conduct of planned 
burning in Victoria, including: 

 planning and administration of the planned burn prior 
to ignition 

 preparation of the planned burn area prior to ignition 

 resourcing, ignition, conduct, and management of the 
planned burn 

 monitoring and patrolling the planned burn 

 analysis of planned burn breaches. 

DELWP recently developed an Audit and Quality 
Assurance Framework for Bushfire Management. 
DELWP is currently developing various supporting 
documents to enable it to undertake planned burn audits, 
in accordance with this framework. The framework helps 
to identify shortcomings in performance that may lead to 
future breaches of control lines. 

If DELWP takes advantage of these opportunities for 
continuous improvement, it will be in a position to reduce 
the likelihood of future breaches of planned burn control 
lines, and subsequently, reduce the overall risk to people, 
property, and the environment. 
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Appendix A Functions of the Inspector-General for Emergency 
Management 

 

Under the Emergency Management Act 2013, the 
Inspector-General for Emergency Management’s (IGEM) 
key functions include: 

 developing and maintaining a monitoring and 
assurance framework for emergency management, 
including measures for assessing the capacity, 
capability and performance of the emergency 
management sector 

 undertaking system-wide reviews, including 
reviewing the emergency management functions of 
responder agencies and departments in relation to 
the monitoring and assurance framework 

 at the request of the Minister for Emergency 
Services, providing advice to, or preparing a report 
for, the minister on any matter relating to the IGEM’s 
functions 

 evaluating state wide training and exercising 
arrangements to maintain and strengthen emergency 
management capability 

 monitoring and reporting to the Minister for 
Emergency Services on the implementation of the 
Strategic Action Plan by: 

 responder agencies 

 departments 

 the Emergency Services Telecommunications 
Authority (ESTA) 

 Emergency Management Victoria 

 monitoring, reviewing and assessing critical 
infrastructure resilience at a system level 

 monitoring and investigating the performance (in 
non-financial matters) of ESTA regarding the 
provision of services to emergency services and 
related organisations.24 

 

                                                           
24 Emergency Management Act 2013, 64(1)(a), (b), (c), (d), (e), 
(ga), and (f), 
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/LTO
bject_Store/ltobjst9.nsf/DDE300B846EED9C7CA257616000A35
71/230D8A885BB3A56BCA25800200038DDC/$FILE/13-
73aa011%20authorised.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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Appendix B Providing assurance of planned burning in Victoria 

 

Review of performance targets for 
bushfire fuel management 

In February 2015, the Victorian Government requested 
the Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) to review matters relating to bushfire fuel 
management on public land and make recommendations 
in the form of future performance targets for the State’s 
fuel management program. 

In May 2015, IGEM published its Review of Performance 
Targets for Bushfire Fuel Management on Public Land, 
making four recommendations.25 

The most significant was IGEM’s recommendation to 
introduce a risk-reduction target, replacing the  
hectare-based fuel reduction target. The risk-reduction 
target prioritises fuel reduction in areas of Victoria most 
at-risk from bushfires. 

In November 2015, the Victorian Government accepted 
all of IGEM’s recommendations to be implemented 
through Safer Together: A new approach to reducing the 
risk of bushfire in Victoria26 (Safer Together). 

Safer Together is a five-year plan for a broader approach 
to bushfire management. It considers the full range of 
options to manage bushfire risk across public and private 
land across prevention, preparedness, response, and 
recovery activities. 

IGEM monitored the Victorian Government’s 
implementation of the four recommendations made in 
Review of Performance Targets for Bushfire Fuel 
Management on Public Land and delivered annual 
progress reports. 

                                                           
25 The State of Victoria, 2015, Review of Performance Targets 
for Bushfire Fuel Management on Public Land, 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/d7/24d0ede21/Reviewofperforma
ncetargetsforbushfirefuelmanagementonpublicland.pdf retrieved 
24 October 2017. 

26 The State of Victoria, 2015, Safer Together: A new approach 
to reducing the risk of bushfire in Victoria, 
http://www.safertogether.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/
319531/DELWP_SaferTogether_FINAL_17Nov15.pdf retrieved 
24 October 2017. 

Lancefield-Cobaw Croziers Track 
fire 

On 30 September 2015, the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) commenced the 
Lancefield-Cobaw Croziers Track planned burn in the 
Macedon Ranges Shire. Three days later, the planned 
burn breached control lines and was brought under 
control that night. After a further three days, additional 
breaches occurred and the Lancefield–Cobaw Croziers 
Track fire burned for a further 10 days. 

The fire was contained on 13 October 2015, after burning 
over 3,000 hectares, destroying a number of dwellings, 
sheds, and many kilometres of fencing. 

On 8 October 2015, the Victorian Government 
announced an independent investigation to be led by  
the Director of Western Australia’s Office of Bushfire Risk 
Management. 

The State of Victoria published the investigation report, 
Independent Investigation of the Lancefield-Cobaw 
Fire,27 in October 2015. 

The investigation report contained 22 recommendations 
to improve the management of planned burns in Victoria. 
DELWP accepted all of the report’s recommendations. 

DELWP made ten additional commitments to improve the 
delivery of the Bushfire Fuel Management Program, as 
described in its Response to the recommendations of the 
independent investigation into the Lancefield-Cobaw 
fire.28  

                                                           
27 The State of Victoria, 2015, Independent Investigation of the 
Lancefield-Cobaw Fire, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0002/20000/In
dependent-investigation-into-Lancefield-Cobaw-fire.pdf retrieved 
24 October 2017. 

28 The State of Victoria, 2015, Response to the 
recommendations of the independent investigation into the 
Lancefield-Cobaw Fire, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0032/19994/D
ELWP-response-to-independent-investigation.pdf retrieved  
24 October 2017. 
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IGEM provided independent oversight of DELWP’s 
implementation of the 22 recommendations, and the 
additional 10 commitments. IGEM published its Progress 
Report: Implementation of recommendation and 
commitments following the Independent Investigation of 
the Lancefield-Cobaw Fire in August 2016.29 This was 
IGEM’s third and final progress report on DELWP’s 
implementation of the investigation recommendations. 

IGEM found DELWP responded swiftly to the 
observations of the independent investigation of the 
Lancefield-Cobaw Fire, and satisfactorily implemented 20 
of the 22 recommendations and all of the 10 
commitments. 

On 8 December 2015, the Victorian Government wrote to 
IGEM requesting it manage the prompt investigation and 
reporting on any future breaches of control lines by 
DELWP planned burns. In accordance with the 
government’s request, any such report will be made 
publicly available. 

 

                                                           
29 The State of Victoria, [August] 2016, Progress Report: 
Implementation of recommendation and commitments following 
the Independent Investigation of the Lancefield-Cobaw Fire, 
https://www.google.com.au/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=
web&cd=5&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiWoYPNo4jXAhXG
wrwKHZERCswQFgg8MAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ffm.vic
.gov.au%2F__data%2Fassets%2Fpdf_file%2F0023%2F51755%
2FFINAL-Lancefield-Cobaw-Fire-August-2016-Progress-
Report.PDF&usg=AOvVaw0dSQJ9bdCWUjlIX-N4eWvs 
retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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Appendix C Planned burning in Victoria 

 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning’s (DELWP) powers and responsibilities for the 
prevention and suppression of fire on public land are 
established by the Forests Act 1958, and the Emergency 
Management Manual Victoria. DELWP and its delivery 
partners carry out planned burning for purposes in 
addition to fuel management, including: 

 ecological – to achieve ecological objectives 

 regeneration burn – to regenerate particular species 
or vegetation types 

 catchment protection – to restrict the spread of 
bushfires in forested water catchments.30 

In performing these functions, DELWP works with 
delivery partners including: 

 Country Fire Authority 

 Melbourne Water 

 Parks Victoria 

 VicForests. 

Planned burning to reduce fuel loads on public land is 
only one approach to managing bushfire risk. 

Other fuel management activities listed in the Code of 
Practice for Bushfire Management on Public Land 
include: 

 ploughing 

 mulching 

 herbicide 

 chain rolling 

 grazing 

 mowing 

 slashing.31 

                                                           
30 The State of Victoria, 2017 Managing bushfire risk, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/bushfire-fuel-and-risk-
management/managing-bushfire-risk retrieved 24 October 2017. 

31 The State of Victoria, 2012, Code of Practice for Bushfire 
Management on Public Land, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/21300/Co
de-of-Practice-for-Bushfire-Management-on-Public-Land.pdf 
retrieved 24 October 2017. 

While fuel management activities can reduce the risks 
associated with bushfire, none can permanently eliminate 
bushfire risk. In DELWP’s Bushfire Fuel Management 
Program, planned burning on public land is the largest 
fuel reduction activity by total area treated. 

DELWP’s Chief Fire Officer is accountable for planned 
burning activities. DELWP’s command and control 
structure for planned burning reflects that used for fire 
suppression. 

Figure 2: DELWP planned burning approvals and 
delivery structure 

Source: Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning. 
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Appendix D Reporting and screening processes for breaches of 
 planned burn control lines 

 

Reporting process 

The reporting process agreed between the  
Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) 
and the Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning (DELWP) for breaches of planned burn control 
lines follows: 

Breach 

1. DELWP reports to IGEM all breaches of planned 
burn control lines. 

2. DELWP will conduct a Planned Burn Breach 
Analysis (PBBA) for breaches. 

3. IGEM analyses DELWP’s preliminary evidence, of 
which the PBBA forms a part. 

4. IGEM identifies the risks associated with the breach 
and determines if further investigation is required 
and if so, which organisation should investigate. 
This may be a DELWP internal-investigation, with 
IGEM providing management oversight, or IGEM 
may lead its own investigation. 

5. IGEM monitors DELWP’s implementation of 
management actions to reduce the likelihood of the 
recurrence of issues identified. 

Bushfire (a serious breach of control lines) 

1. DELWP immediately reports to IGEM that a breach 
(or potential breach) of control lines resulted in 
declaration of a bushfire. 

a. DELWP may declare a breach of control lines 
to be a bushfire if it believes that without 
immediate suppression, there may be 
unacceptable risks to the community, and the 
environment. 

2. DELWP arranges for a fire investigator to conduct 
an investigation and complete a bushfire 
investigation report within 48-hours of it declaring 
the breach of control lines to be a bushfire. 

3. IGEM leads an investigation into the bushfire that 
stemmed from an initial breach of control lines. 

IGEM’s screening process 

IGEM’s screening process is founded upon the principles 
outlined in the Monitoring and Assurance Framework for 
Emergency Management. The framework provides the 
following four key principles that support the intent and 
procedures of its screening process: 

1. Continuous improvement 

The sector supports a culture of continuous improvement 
by: 

 sharing results of assurance activities and 
information on contemporary, better practice in 
emergency management 

 focusing on systems of work – and not individuals – 
to ensure that assurance is non-adversarial 

 understanding that the sector requires time, 
resources, and the opportunity to identify and 
implement sustainable solutions. 

2. Collaboration and coordination 

The sector works together, and with Victorian 
communities, to ensure a coordinated approach to 
assurance to reduce unnecessary duplication by 
leveraging shared information and systems. 

3. Adding value 

Assurance is proportionate and considers risk-based 
approaches. The results provide evidence-based, 
meaningful, and timely information for the sector, 
government and the community about the performance of 
the sector and opportunities for improvement. 

4. Reducing burden 

Assurance activities should be conducted in the most 
efficient way possible taking into account the need to not 
create unnecessary burden for organisations. 32 

                                                           
32 The State of Victoria, 2015, Monitoring and Assurance 
Framework for Emergency Management, 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/18/de730d6ae/Publication%20-
%20Monitoring%20and%20Assurance%20Framework%20for%2
0Emergency%20Management.PDF retrieved 24 October 2017. 
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Additionally, the Monitoring and Assurance Framework 
for Emergency Management inspired the design of 
IGEM’s screening process by clearly delineating the roles 
and responsibilities of IGEM and other emergency 
services organisations in the context of a broad sector. 
Specifically, the Monitoring and Assurance Framework for 
Emergency Management sets out the following, 
concerning expected assurance roles and responsibilities 
for continuous improvement in Victoria: 

Where a performance issue is identified through 
organisational or system level assurance 
activities, accountable organisation(s) should be 
provided with the first opportunity to implement 
sustainable solutions. 

As a general principle, the identification of areas 
for improvement and associated assurance 
activities should occur at the organisational level 
where the issue is specific to the organisation. 
The Framework provides an avenue to further 
examine an issue where it becomes evident that 
its resolution will have sector-wide implications 
or implications for multiple organisations. 

It should be emphasised that the general 
principle outlined above does not preclude the 
conduct of system or independent assurance 
activities at any level, including by direction of 
the minister. Ongoing consultation and 
engagement across organisations is essential to 
ensure that there are no gaps and to minimise 
duplication in assurance activities. 33 

Therefore, prior to committing IGEM resources to detailed 
enquires, a preliminary assessment, or an investigation, it 
is necessary for IGEM to undertake an initial screening 
process to ensure its focus and resources are directed to 
apparent systemic failures, or acute incidents with high 
potential learning value. This is also in accordance with 
the vision articulated in the Victorian Emergency 
Management Reform White Paper.34 

                                                           
33 The State of Victoria, 2015, Monitoring and Assurance 
Framework for Emergency Management, 
https://www.igem.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/embridge_cache/e
mshare/original/public/2017/07/18/de730d6ae/Publication%20-
%20Monitoring%20and%20Assurance%20Framework%20for%2
0Emergency%20Management.PDF retrieved 24 October 2017. 

34 The State of Victoria, 2012, Victorian Emergency Management 
Reform White Paper, 
http://www.dpc.vic.gov.au/images/images/featured_dpc/victorian
_emergency_management_reform_white_paper_dec2012_web.
pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

When conducting a screening, IGEM’s focus is on the 
causal factors and root causes that underpin breaches of 
control lines. The objective for IGEM is to assess 
DELWP’s management of the planned burn in the context 
of the risks to: 

 employees and delivery partners 

 the Victorian community 

 the environment 

 property 

 infrastructure 

 government 

 the economy. 

The screening is not a substitute for a formal 
investigation. The screening compares the circumstances 
and consequences that were realised in the breach of 
control lines against known risks to determine how many 
risks it encroached upon. This enables the  
Inspector-General to make a risk-based decision 
regarding a recommended action, including (but not 
limited to): 

 agreeing to await completion of a DELWP internal 
investigation report within a specified timeframe 

 requesting further information about a completed 
DELWP investigation 

 authorising an IGEM-led investigation into the breach 
or bushfire. 



38  

 

 

IGEM’s screening process for DELWP planned burns that 
breach control lines comprises the following steps: 

 Notification – DELWP notifies IGEM of a breach of 
control lines that resulted in DELWP declaring the 
incident a breach, or a bushfire 

 Screening – IGEM screens and analyses 
preliminary evidence 

 Risk rating – IGEM identifies the risks associated 
with the breach or bushfire 

 Recommendation – IGEM uses its screening of the 
circumstances of the breach, and the associated risk 
profile, to determine how best to investigate the 
incident 

 Investigation – IGEM will lead any investigation into 
breaches of control lines that DELWP declare to be 
bushfires: 

 depending on the number of risks associated 
with a breach of control line, IGEM may opt to 
maintain management oversight of a DELWP 
internal investigation 

 DELWP has two levels of review: the PBBA for a 
breach, and the investigation for a bushfire 

 Reporting – written reporting of observations and 
recommendations for continuous improvement 

 Review – IGEM reviews all DELWP PBBAs and 
investigations to ensure they meet the agreed 
standards, and address any terms of reference 

 If IGEM is not assured by DELWP’s processes, 
it may opt to undertake its own independent 
investigation 

 Implementation monitoring – IGEM monitors 
DELWP’s implementation of management actions to 
reduce the likelihood of the recurrence of issues 
identified through investigations of breaches of 
control lines. 

 When DELWP reports to IGEM a breach of control 
lines from a planned burn, it provides a suite of 
documentary evidence to assist the screening 
process. This evidence may include: 

 burn plan 

 Planned Burn Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) 

 Planned Burn Breach Analysis (PBBA) 

 contingency plans 

 log books 

 spot-weather or other predictive weather reports 

 maps 

 charts 

 photographs 

 any other relevant records or information. 

Where DELWP completes a PBBA or investigation report 
and addresses issues IGEM raised in its screening, IGEM 
will prepare a report to close its screening process into 
the breach of control lines. Before closing a screening, 
IGEM must satisfy itself DELWP has: 

 established the facts of the breach of control lines by 
analysis of all appropriate evidence and by following 
relevant lines of inquiry 

 identified the causal factors and/or root cause of the 
issues/errors/omissions identified in the screening 

 identified areas for actions aimed at eliminating or 
reducing the likelihood and/or consequence of a 
repeat incident and in doing so, reducing the overall 
risks determined in the screening process 

 considered other actions the organisation may be 
taking to reduce risks more broadly across its 
business. 

The screening process developed by IGEM and DELWP 
draws upon an established process IGEM uses in its 
legislated role of monitoring the non-financial 
performance of the Emergency Services 
Telecommunications Authority (ESTA).35 

IGEM developed standards against which it reviews the 
quality, appropriateness, and rigor of ESTA/DELWP 
investigations. These standards are intended to provide 
guidance and understanding in both the level of detail 
and analysis IGEM expects of its own investigations, and 
the criteria by which IGEM assesses internal 
investigations conducted by other organisations. 

 

                                                           
35 The Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority 
(ESTA) is a statutory authority responsible for providing 
emergency and non-emergency call-taking and dispatch 
services to Ambulance Victoria, Country Fire Authority, 
Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board, Victoria 
Police, and Victoria State Emergency Service. 
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Appendix E Implementing improved systems and processes 

 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management 
(IGEM) previously found the Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) acted swiftly in 
response to the recommendations of the Independent 
Investigation of the Lancefield-Cobaw Fire. DELWP 
implemented many of the recommendations during the 
autumn 2016 planned burning season. This work 
addressed, in part, some of IGEM’s observations in its 
first report Summary of investigations into breaches of 
planned burn control lines (1 January to 30 June 2016). 

On 1 March 2016, DELWP introduced the Planned Burn 
Risk Assessment Tool (PBRAT) for all planned burns. 
This tool supports DELWP’s decision-making through a 
robust, peer-reviewed, risk-based approach to planning 
burning on public land. DELWP continues to develop the 
tool and the associated guidance document. 

The PBRAT records DELWP’s risk management 
considerations in the days prior to ignition, through to the 
planned burn being ignited. This includes an approval 
process at local district, regional and when warranted, 
state level prior to ignition. 

The PBRAT and approvals process requires DELWP to 
consider longer-term weather factors, including rainfall 
deficiencies, and the Keetch-Byram Drought Index. 

Contingency planning for managing a potential breach of 
control lines is a key component. The PBRAT requires 
DELWP to confirm it developed a contingency plan and 
requires details of any elements of the contingency plan 
that would create significant issues, or require regional or 
state support, aircraft resources, or inter-agency 
cooperation. 

DELWP invited IGEM to observe the use of the PBRAT 
and associated processes at the State Control Centre, in 
addition to a field observation at a planned burn in the 
Warby Ranges, near Wangaratta. These opportunities 
provided IGEM with first-hand evidence of the changes 
DELWP was introducing to its risk management and 
approvals processes for planned burning activities. 

DELWP has finalised a risk management  
awareness-training module, focusing on the 
fundamentals of risk management. Completion of this 
training is a prerequisite to undertaking operational fire 
roles and applies to DELWP, Country Fire Authority, 
Melbourne Water, Parks Victoria, and VicForests staff, 
including all existing and new fire fighters. 

DELWP has reviewed the training provided to staff in the 
interpretation and use of weather information. This 
follows DELWP's appraisal of weather products and its 
development of a user guide for weather and fire 
behaviour analysis products for planned burning. 

DELWP also released its Audit and Quality Assurance 
Framework for Bushfire Management.36 To implement 
the audit element of the framework, DELWP also 
developed a Bushfire Management Audit Program37 that 
sets out a rolling four-year plan of internal audits and 
operational quality and assurance reviews. 

To further support continuous improvement, DELWP has 
developed a lesson sharing process and resources for its 
fire and emergency management programs. The aim is to 
promote a consistent approach to how lesson-sharing 
products are developed, reviewed, approved, 
disseminated and used. 

DELWP revised and re-issued its 2012 Fire Management 
Manual. Effective 1 August 2016, the revised manual 
comprises standard operating procedures including the 
following: 

 Standard Operating Procedure [SOP] 3.4.1 Fuel 
Treatment Nomination. This specifies the 
involvement of a Burn Officer In Charge (BOIC) with 
experience commensurate with the complexity of the 
proposed planned burn in assessing the risk of 
planned burn escape and the appropriate resourcing 
and contingency planning required 

 SOP 3.5.2 Planned Burn Control, Command and 
Coordination Procedure (Interim). This outlines the 
process for scheduling, resourcing, risk 
management, approvals, and accountabilities for 
planned burns from the point at which the burn plan 
is approved, to the transfer of management of the 
planned burn to the Burns Controller 

 SOP 3.5.6 Classification, Reporting and Investigation 
of Breaches of Control Lines by Planned Burns (SOP 
3.5.6). This SOP supports the timely recognition of 
when DELWP should classify a breach of a control 
line from a planned burn as a breach, or as a 
bushfire. This standard operating procedure also 
describes response arrangements, and initiation of 
the formal analysis/investigation process for 
breaches of control lines. 

                                                           
36 The State of Victoria, 2016, Audit and Quality Assurance 
Framework for Bushfire Management, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0027/25695/Au
dit-and-Quality-Assurance-Framework-for-Bushfire-
Management-17_07_2016.pdf retrieved 24 October 2017. 

37 Ernst and Young, 2016, Bushfire Management Audit Program, 
https://www.ffm.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0028/25696/Bu
shfire-Management-Audit-Program-17_07_2016.pdf retrieved  
24 October 2017. 
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SOP 3.5.6 provides for the following: 

 allocates responsibility to the BOIC for the prompt 
management of any breakaway or spot over, breach 
or potential breach of control lines during planned 
burn operations to minimise the risk of bushfire 

 provides a framework for classifying minor 
breakaways and spot overs, breaches, and bushfires 
arising from planned burns 

 sets-out DELWP’s process for escalating notification 
of any breach of control lines, or potential bushfire 

 requires DELWP’s State Agency Commander to 
immediately advise IGEM of bushfires arising from 
planned burns and forms DELWP’s actions prior to 
IGEM’s screening process 

 requires DELWP‘s Assistant Chief Fire Officer (or his 
or her delegate) to arrange for a DELWP-led internal 
investigation of all breaches and of all bushfires 
arising from planned burning. 

This process forms DELWP’s basic level of investigation 
into a breach of control lines. A suitably qualified and 
experienced person performs the investigation. That 
person is always independent of the conduct of the 
planned burn under investigation. 

DELWP documents its observations from breaches using 
its Planned Burn Breach Analysis report template. 
Following analysis, DELWP provides this to IGEM – in 
addition to a suite of other documents – for consideration 
during the risk-based screening process. 

 



Summary of investigations into Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning breaches of 
planned burn control lines 2016–17 

 
41

 

 

Appendix F Summary of DELWP’s planned burning activities for 
 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017 

Table 1: Number of DELWP and delivery partner planned burns by DELWP region, including area of land treated, and 
difference from 2015-16 percentage of state wide area treated 

REGION 
NUMBER OF 

PLANNED BURNS 
CONDUCTED 

AREA TREATED 
(HECTARES) 

PERCENTAGE (%) OF 
STATE WIDE AREA 
TREATED (2016–17) 

DIFFERENCE ON 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

STATE WIDE AREA 

Barwon South West 20 3484 3.1% -2.8% 

Gippsland 128 69,338 61.1% 15.7% 

Grampians 47 8527 7.5% 5.1% 

Hume 83 25,527 22.5% -17.0% 

Loddon Mallee 29 3569 3.1% -7.1% 

Port Phillip 46 3054 2.7% 0.5% 

STATE WIDE TOTAL 353 113,499   

Source: Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning. 
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