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Executive Summary 

Emergency Management Western Australia was tasked with coordinating the investigation of 

Recommendation 32 from the report, A Shared Responsibility – The Report of the Perth Hills 

Bushfire February 2011 Review by Mr Michael Keelty AO APM.  The recommendation 

related to adapting the Victorian Guidelines for the Operation of Traffic Management Points 

during Wildfires into Western Australia’s Traffic Management Arrangements during 

Emergencies. 

A multi-agency working group was formed and analysed WA arrangements against agreed 

best practice; the recommendations from Mr Keelty’s Report and previous reviews; and the 

emergency traffic arrangements of other jurisdictions including the Guidelines for the 

Operation of Traffic Management Points during Wildfires.   

The working group sought to determine whether WA arrangements were deficient in any 

area and, if deficiencies were identified, whether adapting the Victorian guidelines for use in 

WA would mitigate those deficiencies. 

While the working group agreed that WA arrangements were largely consistent with current 

best practice, the group identified scope to enhance the ‘Restricted Access Permit’ system to 

better address the issue of residents’ access for the purpose of actively defending their 

properties from bushfire. 

The group also recognised that there is a need for the ‘Restricted Access Permit” system to 

be examined from an ‘all hazards’ perspective.  Accordingly, it is proposed that the 

Emergency Services Subcommittee establish a project for the review of emergency traffic 

management arrangements, with a view to determining appropriate operational procedures 

for the use of response and recovery phase ‘Restricted Access Permits’ across all hazards. 

It is the considered view of the working group that adapting the Victorian guidelines for use 

in WA would not address the issues relevant to Recommendation 32. 

Recommendations 

The working group recommends that: 

1. Western Australia does not pursue the adaptation of the Victorian guidelines for use 

in WA arrangements. 

2. The Emergency Services Sub-committee, in partnership with the Interagency 

Bushfire Management Committee, establish a bushfire-specific working group to 

investigate the appropriateness of a response phase restricted access permit system 

to allow for pre-approved residents to return to their homes for the purpose of active 

bushfire defence.   

3. The Emergency Services Subcommittee implements a review of emergency traffic 

management arrangements to examine the full implications of response and recovery 

phase ‘Restricted Access Permits’ across all hazards. 

 



Traffic Management During Emergencies Report | 2012 

 

4 | P a g e  

 

Introduction 
 
The A Shared Responsibility - The Report of the Perth Hills Bushfire February 2011 Review 
(the Keelty Report) made a number of recommendations in response to the bushfires in 
Kelmscott and Roleystone on 6 February 2011. 
 
On 7 August 2011, the Premier tabled the Keelty Report in Parliament where all 55 
recommendations were endorsed.  The State Government established an implementation 
group to manage the implementation of those recommendations; with governance provided 
by the Department of Premier and Cabinet. 
 
The Implementation Group subsequently established three Interagency Working Groups: the 
State Policy Group; the Interagency Bushfire Management Working Group; and the 
Community Information Working Group, and assigned to these groups the 
Recommendations which were congruous with their stakeholder composition. 
 
The State Policy Group, in turn, tasked Emergency Management WA (EMWA) to consider a 
number of recommendations that potentially impacted on the State’s emergency 
management arrangements.  This included recommendation 32, which states:  

 
The Western Australian Police and the Fire and Emergency Services Authority jointly 
examine the Traffic Management System developed in response to the 2009 Victorian 
bushfires and seek its adaptation to use in WA with additional attention to the access 
and egress by bona fide residents to areas that are evacuated. 

Key Issues 
 
In making this specific recommendation, the Keelty Report noted: 
 

“The Special Inquiry was told of the difficulties experienced by residents who wanted to 
return to their properties, either after evacuation, or in an effort to defend and protect 
their homes. 
 
Some people were concerned that the denial of access exacerbated the trauma 
caused by the initial evacuation when it appeared unnecessary. For some residents 
concerned about the damage caused to their homes in their absence through 
evacuation the situation was made more difficult by the prospect of media coverage 
about the damage to their home. The Special Inquiry was told that for some residents 
the media coverage was the first they became aware of the extent of damage. 
 
These matters were considered in detail by the Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission 
and the Victorian Government subsequently developed a Traffic Management System 
to manage entry to fire grounds, including the issue of a ‘return permit’.”  

 

Accordingly, the principal focus of this project was directed on the appropriateness, 
effectiveness and efficiency of the current arrangements for the management of residents’ 
access to and egress from an emergency area. 
 

For the purposes of the project, related issues such as community evacuation arrangements, 

vehicle management (Vehicle Control Points) and vehicle escorts are not considered in 

detail.    
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Traffic Management Working Group 
 
EMWA established a multi-agency Traffic Management Working Group (TMWG) to examine 
Keelty Recommendation 32 in the context of the State’s Emergency Management 
arrangements.  The TMWG comprised representatives from: 
 

• EMWA (Principal Policy Officer - Adam Boyle; Manager Policy and Coordination -  
Darryl Ott); 

• Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia (FESA) (Rural 
Operations Coordinator – South - Malcolm Cronstedt); 

• WA Police (Senior Research & Policy Officer – Rob Horridge; Emergency 
Operations Coordinator - Cherie Sandilands); 

• Main Roads Western Australia (A/Incident Management Manager - Jim Burnett); 

• Western Australian Local Government Association (Policy Officer Road Safety – Mal 
Shervill); 

• Department of Health (Manager Disaster Preparedness and Management Unit – 
Muriel Leclercq); 

• Department of Child Protection (Project Officer, Emergency Services Unit - Jasmine 
Sergeant;  

• Department of Environment and Conservation (Trevor Howard); and 

• St John Ambulance (Manager Emergency Management Preparedness - Bill 
Thomson). 

 
The TMWG convened on 6 December 2011 and 13 January 2012 to examine the Keelty 
recommendation and make a determination on the appropriateness of adapting the Victorian 
guidelines to WA arrangements. 
 
For the purposes of this Report, this project is referred to as the “Traffic Management 
Project”. 

Traffic Management Project Description 
 
For the purposes of making a determination on the appropriateness of adapting the Victorian 
guidelines, the TMWG drafted a project description to clearly document the aim; objectives; 
scope, outputs and timeframe of the project. 

Aim 
To examine the Victorian Traffic Management System to determine its 
appropriateness for adaptation for use in WA with a focus on the access and 
egress by bona fide residents to areas that are evacuated during emergencies. 
 

Objectives 
1. To determine if current State-level traffic management arrangements during 

emergencies reflect the intent of the Victorian Traffic Management System.  
2. To provide advice and/or make recommendations to SEMC in regards to the 

appropriateness of adapting the Victorian Traffic Management System for use in 
WA’s traffic arrangements.  
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Scope 
In making this determination, consider all relevant SEMC Policy, Plans and 
Procedures; recommendations from previous Reviews and Coronial Inquests;  and 
the Victorian  Traffic Management System. 
 

Output 
A Report on the Review of the State’s Traffic Management during Emergencies 
arrangements, including appropriate recommendations for consideration by the State 
Emergency Management Committee.  
 
 

Timeframe 
The State Policy Group established a deadline of May 2012 for delivery of the Project 
Output.  This will require the TMWG Report being tabled at the SEMC meeting in 
early March, 2012. 
 

Western Australia’s Emergency Traffic Management Arrangements  

WA’s emergency traffic management arrangements (WA arrangements) are documented in 

a SEMC Policy and associated Guide.  

Policy 

SEMC Policy 4.8 Traffic Management During Emergencies provides guidance on the 

minimum considerations for agencies when conducting traffic management activities during 

emergencies. 

Amongst the many considerations outlined within the policy, it states that:  

• safety of emergency services personnel and the public (pedestrian and vehicular) is 
the overriding interest; 

• the Incident Controller has overall responsibility for traffic management; 

• traffic management strategies should be conducted in consultation with the asset 
owner and/or Main Roads; 

• a Traffic Management Point can be altered in a “life threatening situation”; and  

• public information is the responsibility of the Incident Controller. 
 

SEMC Guide 

The Traffic Management During Emergencies Guide (version 2010) (the Guide) was 

developed by EMWA to assist emergency management agencies develop emergency traffic 

management plans. The Guide documents more specific traffic management planning 

considerations, including, but not limited to: 

• Establishing and maintaining Vehicle Control Points (VCP); 

• Types of VCP (Full road closure and Partial road closure); 

• Controlled transit of the incident site (including use of Restricted Access Passes); 
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• Use of detours, diversions and signage; and 

• Public information. 
 

The Guide describes two types of road closure; full road closure and partial road closure. 

Full Road Closure 

Access to an area where a full road closure is in place can only be granted to 

emergency vehicles responding to the emergency or those vehicles and/or personnel 

authorised by the Incident Controller. 

Partial Road Closure 

A partial road closure may be established to allow for the flow of traffic under 

conditions established by the Incident Controller.  This may be achieved by either ‘lane 

control’ or ‘restricted access passes’.  

Restricted Access Passes 

The Guide recognises there are circumstances where a person may wish to 

enter the emergency area where a road closure is in place. This includes, but is 

not limited to: 

• Residents returning to check on their properties; 

• Residents returning to salvage possessions; 

• People delivering relief and aid to residents and/or animals; and 

• Essential service crews. 

In these situations, a Restricted Access Permit may be provided by the Incident 

Controller.   

FESA noted that Restricted Access Passes had only been issued to local 

farmers with firefighting appliances for the purposes of response.  The passes 

are approved and managed by the Local Government Authority. 

Victorian Traffic Management Guidelines 

The Victorian Guidelines for the Operation of Traffic Management Points during Wildfires 

(the Victorian Guidelines) were developed in 2009 in response to the findings of the Victorian 

Bushfire Royal Commission. 

The Victorian Guidelines:  

• Were developed to assist in the control and management of traffic (pedestrian and 
vehicular) in the vicinity of a fire. 

• Acknowledge that travel through a fire area is dangerous and potentially fatal, so 
travel should be controlled and minimised. 

• Acknowledge certain circumstances where the impact of fire can be reduced by 
allowing certain classes of people to travel in fire area. 
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• Allow for Police to use discretion. 
 
The unique aspect of the Victorian Guidelines is that one of four ‘access levels’ can be 
assigned to a Traffic Management Point (TMP): No Entry (Emergency Services Only 
Access); Restricted Access B (Essential Services Assessment);  Authorised Access C 
(Residents, Recovery Services, Media); or Authorised Access D (C access plus others 
authorised e.g. employees). 
 
This system is monitored through the use of coloured wristbands for people authorised with 
C or D Access. 
 
Whilst the TMWG acknowledged this concept could be useful to classify certain classes of 
people as authorised to access the emergency area, there was unanimous agreement that 
such a system would be logistically overly complex and extremely difficult to manage at a 
practical level. 
 
The Department of Health representative noted, “the Victorian Permit System would be 
logistically difficult and it doesn’t address the key issue.”   
 
The WA Police representative commented, “the WA Emergency Traffic Management 
Arrangements, with two types of road closures (Full and Restricted), do everything the 
Victorian system does, but they are less complicated.  WA is currently meeting the aim of the 
Victorian system.” 
 
The Main Roads WA representative also expressed serious concerns about an emergency 
management agency’s ability to adequately control the signage for four different levels of 
TMP. 
 
It was also noted by the TMWG that the Victorian guidelines, which were drafted in response 
to the Victorian Bushfire Royal Commission in 2009, remain largely untested in an 
operational environment. 
 
For the abovementioned reasons, the TMWG was unanimous in their view that it would be 
inappropriate to adapt the Victorian guidelines for use in WA arrangements. 
  

Recommendation 1 

Western Australia does not pursue the adaptation of the Victorian guidelines for use in WA 

arrangements. 

Analysis of WA Arrangements  

There was general agreement within the TMWG that WA’s emergency traffic management 

arrangements are appropriate, effective and efficient for the management of vehicular and 

pedestrian traffic and there was no need for immediate, comprehensive reform.   

The TMWG determined there is scope within the existing arrangements to enhance the 

“Restricted Access Permit” system to allow for residents to return to the emergency area 

under specified circumstances.  There was further agreement for improved communication 

strategies to inform the public about such permits. 
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The TMWG examined a number of the typical scenarios faced at traffic management points 

during an emergency and how these were currently managed under WA arrangements.  

These scenarios included, but were not limited to: 

Residents wanting to collect children and/or elderly relatives 

A common scenario faced by personnel at traffic management points is that of frantic 

residents returning from work and attempting to access the evacuated emergency area 

to collect a dependent relative such as a child or elderly relative who remains within 

the evacuated emergency area.   

The TMWG noted there is an established procedure for collecting dependent relatives 

who may be in danger.  Residents concerned for the welfare of dependent relatives 

within the emergency area should report their concerns to the officer in charge of the 

traffic management point so that WA Police or another emergency services agency 

can be dispatched to collect them or to check on their wellbeing. 

In such circumstances, the TMWG agreed the current arrangements that strictly 

restrict access to residents wanting to collect dependent relatives are appropriate and 

did not need reform.   

Residents wanting to bring aid or supplies to relatives and/or animals 

As in the above scenario, the TMWG is of the view that the current arrangements are 

appropriate and residents should not be permitted access to deliver aid or supplies.  

The emergency services have a responsibility for ensuring the safety of any residents 

remaining in the emergency area.  

In regard to animals; i.e. pets and livestock, residents should ensure the wellbeing of 

their pets and livestock is considered in the planning stages of their bushfire 

preparedness responsibilities and those plans should be activated prior to the 

evacuation. 

There is currently no policy for the retrieval/rescue of pets and livestock by emergency 

services personnel.  

Residents wanting to return to assess their property for damage 

As noted in the Keelty Report, there was much criticism from residents who had been 

denied access through a traffic management point for the purpose of assessing their 

property for damage only to see vision of their damaged/destroyed property on the 

television news. 

This unfortunate circumstance is recognised by all emergency management agencies 

and is currently being addressed through a number of channels.  This includes 

Incident Controllers organising buses1 to convey local residents through the 

emergency area during the recovery phase to assess damage to properties. 

                                                           
1
 In the recent Margaret River fire, a bus was chartered by FESA, which collected residents of the affected area 

and drove through the site to survey the damage. 
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The TMWG supports the continued examination of this important community issue 

through the development of agency-specific policy and plans.  

Residents wanting to return for the purpose of defending their property 

The other major criticism from the Roleystone-Kelmscott fire was from residents who 

were not permitted access through a traffic management point to go and actively 

defend their property. 

Some residents, who were away from their properties at the time of the ignition of the 

fire were denied access to the incident area when they attempted to attend and defend 

their property.   

The TMWG agreed that there was sufficient scope within WA arrangements for the 

existing ‘Restricted Access Pass’ system to be enhanced to allow for pre-approved 

residents to return to their properties to actively defend from the threat of a bushfire.  

This is consistent with the community safety policy: Prepare. Act. Survive.  Those 

residents, who have prepared their properties for the bushfire season and have a 

bushfire plan in place that includes staying to actively defend their property, should be 

able to access their property for that purpose. 

Accordingly, the TMWG propose that a bushfire-specific working group comprising 

representatives from FESA, DEC, Local Government and WA Police investigate the 

appropriateness of such a pre-approved response phase permit system.  The system 

should only allow access by those residents who have sufficiently demonstrated their 

preparedness to defend their property and would be subject to the discretion and 

direction of the Incident Controller. 

It is suggested this permit system could be managed by the Local Government 

perhaps though their existing bushfire brigades. Such a system would need to be 

carefully considered as it will have significant resource and management implications 

for Local Government. 

 

Recommendation 2 

The Emergency Services Sub-committee, in partnership with the Interagency Bushfire 

Management Committee, establish a bushfire-specific working group to investigate the 

appropriateness of a response-phase permit system to allow for pre-approved residents to 

return to their homes for the purpose of active bushfire defence. 
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Restricted Access Permits – All Hazards 

In recognizing the scope for a bushfire-specific ‘Restricted Access Permit’ system, the 

TMWG acknowledge that similar arrangements should be reviewed from an all-hazards 

perspective. 

Whilst the hazard of bushfire is unique, in that, appropriately prepared and resourced 

residents can play an active role in the response phase where they have made a decision to 

stay and defend their property, there may be circumstances in other hazards; such as floods, 

tsunami, earthquakes or pandemics, where restricted access can be permitted for residents, 

media and other service providers during the response and/or recovery phase. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that a review of the State’s emergency traffic management 

arrangements be undertaken to examine the full implications of a ‘Restricted Access Permit’ 

system across all hazards.  

Recommendation 3 

The Emergency Services Subcommittee implements a review of emergency traffic 

management arrangements to examine the implications of response and recovery phase 

‘Restricted Access Permits’ across all hazards. 

Recommendations of Previous Reviews  

In the process of investigating the appropriateness of adapting the Victorian guidelines in 

WA, the TMWG considered the recommendations of previous Coronial Inquests, Royal 

Commissions and major incident reviews.  (Refer Appendix A) 

These included: 

• Boorabbin Coronial Inquest;  

• Victorian Bushfire Royal Commission; and 

• Toodyay Major Incident Review (WAPOL) 
 
The TMWG determined these previous recommendations were congruous with the 
objectives of the project and did not impact the TMWG’s recommendations.  

Conclusion 
 

The Traffic Management Working Group carefully considered WA’s emergency traffic 

management arrangements in the context of Recommendation 32 of the Keelty Report and 

does not recommend that WA adapt the Victorian Guidelines for the Operation of Traffic 

Management Points during Wildfires. It is considered the current WA arrangements (full road 

closure and partial road closure) as managed by the Incident Controller adequately deal with 

the issues posed during fire emergencies. 

Notwithstanding, the Working Group considered a response-phase permit system be 

explored to address the issues resulting in Recommendation 32 in the Keelty Report that are 

specific to fire emergencies; and the emergency traffic management arrangements also be 

reviewed for application across all emergency incidents in Western Australia. 
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Appendix A 
 
Recommendations of Previous Coronial Inquests, Royal Commissions and 
Major Incident Reviews 
 
Boorabbin  
Recommendation 3: It is recommended that where fires occur in the vicinity of major roads, 
which are classified as Level 2 or Level 3, and have the potential to impact the major road, a 
WA Police representative is appointed to the Planning Section of the IMT to assist with the 
development and implementation of a Traffic Management Plan for the incident.  
 
Recommendation 4: For fires occurring in the vicinity of major or minor roads which have the 
potential to cause the implementation of traffic management early identification of resource 
requirements should be made in consultation between the HMA and relevant combat and 
support agencies.  
 
Recommendation 6: It is recommended that WA Police formulate a policy stating that (WA 
Police) do not participate in escorts through ‘fire grounds’  
 
Recommendation 7: The Road Closure Guidelines be formalised further with incorporation 
into SEMC Policy and Procedures  
 
Recommendation 8: WA Police implement measures in the Districts that are compliant with 
the new SEMC Road Closure Guidelines.  
 
Recommendation 32: WA Police continue with Blackboard (Vehicle Control Points) training 
and support EMWA to develop a multi-agency course regarding the new Procedure.  
 
Recommendation 33: Districts ensure that relevant frontline staff complete the blackboard 
course – Vehicle Control Points. (WAPOL training on VCPs).  
 
Toodyay 
ID45: Police Vehicle Control Points (VCP) procedures were too restrictive and at times, 
hampered operational response.  
 
There is a need for clear communication between VCPs and the Incident Management 
Team and well documented procedures to ensure that operational vehicles are allowed into 
restricted areas, while appropriate controls remain in place to protect community safety.  
 
Revise State Emergency Management Procedures Manual: All Hazards Road Closures (OP 
20) to ensure sufficient guidance is provided for vehicle control points. Consider issuing 
identification cards for the purpose of identifying authorised vehicles that can clear vehicle 
control points.  
 
Victoria Bushfire Royal Commission  
Recommendation 19: The Country Fire Authority provide to all CFA volunteers an 

identification card or similar to facilitate their passage through roadblocks established in 

accordance with the 2009 Guidelines for the Operation of Traffic Management Points during 

Wildfires. 


