Metropolitan Region
Bushfire Management Planning

Phase Two-A Engagement Summary
Background
As part of Metropolitan region Strategic Bushfire Management Planning (SBMP) process, fire
agencies have engaged with a range of stakeholders on bushfire management and the priorities
that should inform planning decisions.
We have built on the extensive knowledge and experience that exists within bushfire management
agencies and communities. This includes land and fire managers, local government staff,
The University of Melbourne representatives, a community advisory group, and public feedback
from Phase One and Phase Two engagement surveys.
Our engagement activities are testing what we know and seeking new ideas from a range of
stakeholders to understand how we can all work together to improve bushfire management on
private and public land.
This document outlines the results from our Phase 2a Engagement survey - our third survey of
community members in the Metropolitan region.
The summary of the feedback received in earlier phases can be found on the Engage Victoria
website at https://engage.vic.gov.au/bushfire-planning. A fourth opportunity to provide feedback
on the Metropolitan SBMP will occur later in 2019.

Engagement Process
Overview and focus
Community members provided feedback through a short survey that explored strategies for
managing bushfire risk using Priority Fuel Management Areas (PFMAs).
PFMAs provide an indication of areas across the Metropolitan region, on public or private land,
where fuel management could reduce bushfire risk to communities, assets and the environment.
Management options have trade-offs that impact different community values in different ways.
PFMAs are a tool for agencies and communities to guide vegetation management based on what is
important in that area.
The survey presented four potential strategies with different options for reducing bushfire risk in
PFMAs. The objective was to better understand how respondents made trade-offs between the
different values affected by the strategies.
Appendix 1 contains the full survey questions including the accompanying maps.
Note that there are other engagement activities underway at key points in the planning process. A
community advisory group has been convened to provide more detailed input and feedback to the
planning team.
Promotion of the survey
The survey was available on the Engage Victoria website. Members of the public were given three
weeks to complete the survey between 3 and 24 June 2019.
The survey was promoted on the social media platforms of agencies involved in the planning
process—such as the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP), CFA,
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Parks Victoria and local government. An email invitation was also sent to known community groups
and individuals with an interest in bushfire management that had provided their details to agencies
for this purpose. A media release was sent to media outlets throughout the Metropolitan region
footprint.
Participants
Overall, 180 people participated in the Phase 2a survey. Twenty-nine per cent (53) had participated
in previous phases of engagement.
Responses were received from 32 municipalities (Appendix 2, Table 6). The map below shows
distributions of responses by postcode. Almost two-thirds of respondents came from four councils:
•
•
•
•

Nillumbik (24%)
Yarra Ranges (18%)
Cardinia (13%)
Manningham (8%)

Map of respondents by postal area
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Most respondents found out about the survey through social media (38%), a ‘My CFA’ email (32%) or
through previous participation (14%; Figure 1)

Social media

38%

My CFA email

32%

Participated
previously

14%

Email

8%

Agency website

4%

Word of mouth

3%

Other

3%
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

Proportion of respondents
Figure 1. How participants found out about the community consultation survey (n=197).

Results – preferred strategies
Respondents were presented with four fuel reduction strategy options:
•
•
•
•

Strategy 1 - top 3% of localities treated for private land risk reduction.
Strategy 2 - top 15% of localities treated for private land risk reduction.
Strategy 3 - top 30% of localities treated for private land risk reduction.
Strategy 4 - top area treated for private land risk reduction in each local government area.

Each strategy had a different level of treatment, different levels of risk reduction and different
effects on key values.
Respondents’ most preferred Strategy 3 (Figure 2), with almost half (46%) identifying it as their
preferred strategy. Around one-quarter (23%) preferred Strategy 2. The remainder were roughly
evenly split between Strategy 1 (17%) and Strategy 4 (14%).
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Figure 2. Survey respondents’ preferred strategies (n=180).

Results were similar when respondents were asked about their reactions to each of the strategies
(Figure 3). Importantly, thus more detailed feedback indicates:
•
•

similar proportions of people either ‘liked’ or ‘could accept’ Strategy 2 (64%) and Strategy 3
(66%)
similar proportions of people disliked Strategy 1 (59%) and Strategy 4 (54%).
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Figure 3. Survey respondents' reactions to each of the proposed strategies (n=180).
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Results – reasons for preferences
Respondents identified a range of different reasons for choosing their preferred strategies as
outlined in Figure 4 and Table 1. These results largely reflect how the different strategies impact on
values and respondents’ associated preferences:
•

Strategy 1 the key preference was because of this strategy’s low-level on native flora (Figure
4). This strategy has the lowest level of fuel reduction and, therefore, the lowest level of
impact on that value. Open-ended comments reinforced this sentiment. Twenty-two
respondents noted that they picked this strategy specifically because it had the least
impact on vegetation, ten noting the particular importance of this in the context of urban
expansion and climate change. Others suggested:
o fuel reduction burns will not necessarily work to reduce risk (five comments),
o that residents of areas subject to fire need to accept the risks of living in those areas
(four comments),
o the small, targeted nature of this strategy means only the most critical/highest risk
areas would be burned (two comments).

“People choose to live in these areas (including me) and should be aware of the risk they are
accepting by making this choice. Manipulating the environment to suit ones needs is
unacceptable. If you are not willing to accept that bushfire is a risk, live somewhere else. Develop
a suitable bushfire plan for your property and be prepared to inconvenience yourself for a couple
of days a year by leaving when the risk is too high. Properties can be rebuilt - the environment
and life can't be.” (Survey respondent).
•

Strategy 2 had more of a mix of rationales. The most popular reason was because of the low
level of impact on native fauna, however a substantial proportion also indicated the
minimisation of loss of life and property (Figure 4). This strategy represents the most even
balance between these two values, with 28 respondents highlighting this as a key reason
why they chose this strategy. Seven highlighted, in particular, that it best addresses the risk
to fauna, which is important because it is much harder to replace than vegetation, property
or infrastructure.

“It's a good compromise between managing risk and still protecting the values we previously
identified as being important to us.” (Survey respondent).
•
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Strategy 3. The clearest reason for this strategy was the minimisation of loss of life and
property, followed by the extent of PFMA—which closely aligns with this value (Figure 4). Of
the 54 comments about this strategy, almost half (22; 41%) spoke directly about the
preservation of human life being paramount. Ten highlighted the need to protect property
and nine talked about infrastructure. Other comments related to:
o the strategy being best because it has the greatest level of overall risk reduction
(nine comments),
o that it provides balance in that it primarily preserves human life/property, but also
infrastructure and biodiversity to some extent (seven comments),
o three noted specifically, however, that other aspects, such as biodiversity should not
be considered when life is at risk.
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“Human life should be the first consideration above all others. Plus, reducing the risk to humans
will, for the most part, reduce the risk to wildlife and the environment on which it thrives. Living in
a bushfire prone area, one of the most fire-prone on the planet, it is imperative to me to know
that government is doing everything it can to preserve life - as recommended in the Royal
Commission following the 2009 fires.” (Survey respondent).
•

Strategy 4 – responses were more mixed here, with most focusing on the closely related
issues of PFMA extent, loss of life and property and risk to critical infrastructure (Figure 4).
Open-ended comments indicate that people valued:
o that this strategy minimises risks at the local level, including locations close to where
respondents live (six comments),
o the approach has potential benefits for communities that are less-experienced and
knowledgeable about fires, including those with high levels of tourists (two
comments).

“It is in my area of residence and we need to conduct more management of the area due to high
level of tourism and day visitations.” (Survey respondent).

50

The area of the PFMA

Number of respondents

45
Minimising loss of life
and property

40
35

Reducing the risk to
critical infrastructure

30
25

Native biodiversity
conservation (flora)

20

Native biodiversity
conservation (fauna)

15
10

Proximity of the PFMA
to where I live

5
0

Strategy 1

Strategy 2

Strategy 3

Strategy 4

Other

Figure 4. Factors that influenced survey respondents’ strategy preferences the most (n=180).
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What influenced people’s decisions
Native biodiversity conservation
(flora)
The area of the PFMA
Other
Minimising loss of life and property
Native biodiversity conservation
(fauna)
Reducing the risk to critical
infrastructure
Proximity of the PFMA to where I live
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Strategy 2

Preferred
strategy

Strategy 1

Table 1: Factors that influenced survey respondents’ strategy preferences, including other reasons identified
(n=180).
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Results – other feedback about the strategies
Suggested improvements to preferred strategies
Respondents provided open-ended responses to Question 5 of the survey - What, if anything,
would you change about your preferred strategy option?
•

Strategy 1 - There were 15 responses regarding improvements to Strategy 1 (details in
Table 2). The responses indicated that there is concern about the use of burning-off as a
management technique (9), with key categories in relation to burning-off ranging from a
reduction in frequency (4), elimination completely (3), through to the prioritisation of
traditional techniques (2). As Table 1 indicates, half of respondents selected Strategy 1
because of its focus on biodiversity conservation. Although this strategy is the most positive
for native vegetation, the comments in Table 2 suggest these respondents are still not
satisfied with the level of protection offered.

“Reduce the frequency at which burns take place to ensure ecosystems have time to recover.
Frequent burning can lead to a reduction to biodiversity over time.” (Survey respondent).
Table 2: Suggested improvements to Strategy 1 (n=15).

Improvements to Strategy 1
Burning off

9

Reduce frequency of burning off across all strategies

4

Eliminate burning off as a management practice

3

Use traditional techniques

2

Protecting flora and fauna

2

Increase protection of native biodiversity

1

Ensure flora and fauna face minimal risks

1

Other

4

Conduct more research and base strategy on science

2

Prioritise reducing loss of human life

1

Assess land in more detail rather than using a percentage cover

1

•
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Number of comments

Strategy 2 – The main improvements in relation to Strategy 2 focused on providing
adequate support to landholders to protect their properties. The type of support ranged
from providing labour or financial support to help landholders manage fuel loads on their
own land, creating structural firebreaks to reduce the risks on private properties (2), or
providing landholders with autonomy regarding managing their own fuel load by the use of
planning levers. One respondent requested the use of legislation to impose mandatory
requirements on landholders to manage risks on their own land, which contrasts greatly with
the emerging theme of self-regulation and landholder autonomy. Clearly there is no onesize-fits-all approach.
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With regards to native flora and fauna, there was some similarity between suggested
improvements to Strategy 1 and Strategy 2, in that there were consistent themes regarding
burning-off and five respondents wanted Strategy 2 to have increased protection for local
biodiversity. Aside from these two main categories, there were no clear themes emerging
from suggested improvements. See Table 3 below for a complete list of all suggested
responses.

Table 3: Suggested improvements to Strategy 2 (n=17).

Improvements to Strategy 2
Provide support to landholders

6

Create firebreaks between properties

2

Provide support to landholders to manage fuel reduction on their land

2

Prioritise autonomy of landholders to allow them to manage their own
fire risk

2

Protecting flora and fauna

5

Increase protection of native biodiversity

3

Ensure flora and fauna face minimal risks

2

Burning off

3

Use traditional burning-off techniques

1

Eliminate burning-off as a management practice

1

Use indigenous land management practices

1

Other

7

Impose command and control policies on landowners to ensure
adequate fuel load management

1

Increase geographical scope of the strategy

1

Incorporate feasibility of accessing/managing land in strategy

1

Broaden geographic scope to include Melbourne Water catchments
and adjacent towns

1

Ensure Council keeps roadside fuel load to a minimum

1

Prioritise reducing loss of human life

1

Prevent risks to property

1

•
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Number of comments

Strategy 3 – This strategy had the largest number of suggested improvements (Table 4).
Responses in relation to improving Strategy 3 illustrate a tension between providing support
to landholders to adequately manage their land (6), protecting flora and fauna (6) and
reducing the use of burning-off (3). With regards to providing support to landholders,
respondents expressed strong views about the level of support they expect from
government.
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“I would expect Government and Council to support my choice to reduce fire fuel on my land
by any means I deem responsible. I am hamstrung by red tape and it’s impossible to get help
from any agency to do controlled burns on my private property.” (Survey respondent).
In contrast to Strategy 2, Strategy 3 responses indicate an increased focus on requiring
landholders to proactively manage their properties, whether that be by the introduction of
top-down regulation or by other command and control mechanisms (3).
“All landowners should be required to undertake appropriate works on their own land to
minimize the effect of fire across the landscape. Must be applied to broader areas not just
10/30/50 rule.” (Survey respondent).

Table 4: Suggested improvements to Strategy 3 (n=27).

Improvements to Strategy 3

10

Number of comments

Provide support to landholders

6

Create firebreaks between properties

2

Provide support to landholders to manage fuel reduction on their land

2

Prioritise autonomy of landholders to allow them to manage their own
fire risk

2

Protecting flora and fauna

6

Ensure flora and fauna face minimal risks

3

Increase protection of native biodiversity

2

Provide a more accurate representation of biodiversity loss within
each strategy

1

Burning-off

3

Use traditional burning-off techniques

2

Reduce frequency of burning-off

1

Other

14

Impose command and control policies on landowners to ensure
management

3

Increase geographical scope of the strategy

2

Conduct more research and base strategy on science

1

Include public land management within the scope

1

Analyse land more specifically rather than looking at percentage
cover

1

Remove all survey options that indicate loss of life is not paramount

1

Increase the maximum coverage

1

Ensure Council keeps roadside fuel to a minimum

1

Reduce fuel loads in specific geographical areas

1

Prioritise reducing loss of human life

1

Prevent risks to property

1
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•

Strategy 4 – There were few suggestions for improving this strategy, most relating to use of
traditional fuel management techniques to reduce the impact of fuel management on
biodiversity (Table 5).

Table 5: Suggested improvements to Strategy 4 (n=5).

Improvements to Strategy 4

Number of comments

Use traditional burning off techniques

3

Facilitate revegetation

1

Reduce fuel loads in specific geographical areas

1

Impose command and control policies on landowners to ensure
management

1

Additional (general) comments about strategies
Survey respondents were given a final opportunity to make comments about the proposed
strategies or the associated consultation process. In relation to Strategy 1, any additional comments
left by respondents tended to reinforce earlier suggestions i.e. a general dissatisfaction with the
strategies. Respondents typically noted that fuel reduction burns are not appropriate at the levels
indicated in the proposed strategies. Instead, people suggested the need to:
•
•
•

prioritise research (one comment),
educate and encourage individuals to take responsibility for their own safety (two
comments),
recognise that large-scale burning will result in landscape-scale change in vegetation
communities (one comment).

Comments in relation to Strategy 2 were more mixed and included suggestions about:
•
•
•
•

the need for greater attention to roadside verge management (supported by commenters
in other strategies, five comments in total),
consideration of how burning may have been done by Aboriginal groups (supported by
commenters in other strategies, three comments in total),
an interest in seeing a strategy that has similar outcomes to Strategy 2, but that has fewer
impacts on native biodiversity flora (one comment),
mixed views about whether more, small-scale burns would be better (one comment) or
whether fewer larger-scale burns should be targeted (one comment).

A range of comments (10) in relation to Strategy 3 were critical of any of the other strategies that
prioritised values other than human life. Some of these comments—as with those made by
supporters of Strategy 1—were made with strong, passionate language, highlighting the stark
contrast between these viewpoints. In addition to highlighting the importance of roadside burning
(noted above), other comments related to this strategy emphasised the need to support landholders
manage their own properties (three comments).
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Comments on Strategy 4 included both:
•
•

criticism of it not addressing areas that residents saw to be high risk (three comments),
criticism of it being too locally focused as compared to addressing risk at a regional level
(one comment).

General comments across the strategies included:
•
•

concerns raised by respondents that the information provided in the survey did not provide
sufficient detail for them to fully understand and consider each of the strategies,
questions raised by respondents about whether and how these strategies would be funded.

Next Steps
The results of this survey will be used by the planning team in developing strategy options to reduce
bushfire risk. A more detailed explanation of the results, and where they have been included in the
planning process, will appear in the final engagement report for this project later in the year.
The next stage of engagement will give members of the public the opportunity to provide feedback
on the bushfire management strategies currently being developed. There will be further
opportunities to participate between 29 July and 12 August 2019 on Engage Victoria.
The Metropolitan SBMP and Engagement teams would like to thank all respondents for sharing their
time, experience and expertise in responding to this survey.

More information
Online: https://www.safertogether.vic.gov.au/understanding-risk
Email: forestfire.planningpp@delwp.vic.gov.au

12

Metropolitan Region
Bushfire Management Planning
Phase Two-A Engagement Summary

Appendix 1: Phase 2a survey
What is a Priority Fuel Management Area (PFMA)?
PFMAs provide an indication of areas across the Metropolitan region, on public or private land,
where fuel management could reduce bushfire risk to communities, assets and the environment.
Not all land within PFMAs can or should be treated for a variety of reasons. Management options
have trade-offs that impact different community values in different ways. PFMAs are a tool for
agencies and communities to guide vegetation management based on what is important in that
area. More information about PFMAs can be found in the document library.
Strategy Selection
Below are four strategy options showing PFMAs where bushfire risk reduction would be most
effective based on our technical bushfire modelling.
Each option represents a different balance of impacts to the values identified in phase one of this
engagement process. We want to know how you prioritise these values, when you can see the impact
of management actions across them all.
Each option has different implications for human life and private property, infrastructure, and
ecology, represented by a rating system. A lower rating means the strategy is less effective at
meeting that objective, a higher rating means the strategy is more effective. You will notice that
many of these objectives are interdependent - that a higher rating for one category may mean a
lower rating for another.
Please choose a strategy option that you prefer and complete the following questions.
Your answers, along with feedback from government agencies and our community reference group
will be presented to the governance committee for their review and consideration. High resolution
versions of the strategy maps can be views from the document library.
Please note: The Metropolitan region recently undertook a wide scale review of Fire Management
Zoning on public land that classifies the amount and frequency of fuel management used to reduce
bushfire risk in PFMAs on public land. Therefore, this current engagement phase focuses on
reducing bushfire risk on the private land component of PFMAs. Areas identified in the 2017 zoning
changes as Asset Protection (Zone 1) or Bushfire Moderation (Zone 2) are already included in these
strategies as the PFMAs on public land. Therefore, they are not part of this engagement.
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Strategy Consultation
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Privacy Collection Notice
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning is committed to protecting personal
information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
Purpose
This Privacy Collection Statement relates to all submissions collected in relation to the strategic
bushfire management planning process being conducted across Victoria. Agencies involved in fire
management across Victoria have been charged with undertaking a strategic planning process to
guide bushfire management actions on public and private land into the future. The agencies
involved in this process are Forest Fire Management Victoria (FFMVic), CFA, Local Government and
Parks Victoria.
Forest Fire Management Victoria is providing administrative services to the consultation. FFMVic is
part of the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (the Department) and
submissions will be managed in accordance with the Department’s Information Privacy Policy.
The Department’s Information Privacy Policy can be viewed at www.delwp.vic.gov.au/privacy.
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Use of your submission
The information you provide will be made available to the Strategic Bushfire Management Planning
Teams involved in the planning process, including representatives from FFMVic, CFA, Local
Government and Parks Victoria.
This consultation is intended to give the community an opportunity to be involved in the strategic
bushfire management planning process by providing information that informs the development of
bushfire management strategies across Victoria. The consultation will be conducted in three
phases:
•
•
•
•

Phase 1: Strategic planning objectives
Phase 2: Fire management strategies and actions
Phase 2A: PFMA strategy options
Phase 3: Feedback on final results of planning process

If you freely and voluntarily provide any sensitive information under the Act in your submission
DELWP will consider that provision to be consent to collect the information and will then protect it
under the Information Privacy Principles in the Act. Sensitive information is information relating to
racial or ethnic origin, political opinions, membership of a political association or trade
association/union, religious or philosophical beliefs or affiliations, sexual preference or criminal
record.
You have the right to access and correct your personal information about you that is held by DELWP.
Requests for access should be sent to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002.

19

Metropolitan Region
Bushfire Management Planning
Phase Two-A Engagement Summary

Appendix 2: Location of participants
Table 6. Location of survey participants

Municipality
Nillumbik Shire Council
Yarra Ranges Shire Council
Cardinia Shire Council
Manningham City Council
Banyule City Council
Casey City Council
Murrindindi Shire Council
Whittlesea City Council
Frankston City Council
Greater Dandenong City Council
Macedon Ranges Shire Council
Melton City Council
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council
Boroondara City Council
Brimbank City Council
East Gippsland Shire Council
Hobsons Bay City Council
Kingston City Council
Knox City Council
Ballarat City Council
Baw Baw Shire Council
Colac Otway Shire Council
Darebin City Council
Glen Eira City Council
Greater Geelong City Council
Greater Shepparton City Council
Maribyrnong City Council
Mitchell Shire Council
Moira Shire Council
Monash City Council
Moonee Valley City Council
Wyndham City Council
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Number of respondents

Percentage

43
33
23
14
8
8
6
4
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

24%
18%
13%
8%
4%
4%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
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Accessibility

If you would like to receive this
publication in an alternative format,
please telephone the DELWP Customer
Service Centre on 136186,
email customer.service@delwp.vic.gov.a
u or via the National Relay Service on
133 677 www.relayservice.com.au.
This document is also available on the
internet at www.delwp.vic.gov.au.

