GIPPSLAND STRATEGIC
BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN
About this Survey
Background
This survey is the second in three phases of online engagement with the Gippsland community,
regarding strategic bushfire management. General background information about strategic
bushfire management, and a report on Survey #1, is available on the same Engage Victoria page
as this document (see download links on the right side of screen).
The current survey has the following aims:
1. To find out the preferences of Gippsland community members regarding alternative draft
fuel management strategies on public land.
2. To check community opinion on which bushfire prevention and suppression actions are
most important for reducing bushfire risk.
3. To follow-up on issues raised in the first community survey (September 2018), with more
targeted questions on community needs, and barriers to action.
4. To assess whether different sections of the community (e.g. in different locations, or with
different experience of fire) have differing opinions on these topics.

Purpose of this document
The document outlines the purpose of public land fuel management strategies, how the four draft
strategies in the survey were developed and short-listed, and how their performance was
measured. The other topics listed above do not require supplementary information.

What is the purpose of a public land fuel management strategy?
The purpose of a public land fuel management strategy is to have a long-term plan that will guide
the approaches used by land and fire management agencies across Gippsland to reduce
bushfire risk on public land (e.g. State Forests, State Parks, and National Parks). It sets out fire
management zones (FMZ) that guide where fuel treatments are implemented, and how often.
This allows Forest Fire Management Victoria to make large-scale decisions about fuel treatment
across Gippsland into the future.
Fuel treatment in Gippsland is most often conducted using planned burning, but also includes
mulching, slashing, and other forms of modifying vegetation. If conducted in the right places and
at the right frequency, it reduces the risk of bushfire to human life and property. However, fuel
treatment also has ecological impacts, which can be beneficial or detrimental, depending on the
details of the treatment (where, when, and how it is applied), and the requirements of individual
plants, animals and vegetation populations.
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How were alternative fuel management strategies developed?
Step 1: Setting objectives
Designing and selecting a fuel management strategy is a complicated process that requires
considering multiple objectives for bushfire management, and making difficult trade-off decisions
between these objectives.
The first step in this process was to define a new set of objectives for bushfire management in
Gippsland. This was done via a series of workshops in June 2018, involving 67 attendees from
16 different land and fire management agencies across Gippsland.
Below are the objectives agreed upon at these workshops:
•
•
•
•
•

Minimise human life loss and serious injury
Minimise social, livelihood and economic disruption
Minimise disruption to essential services and critical infrastructure
Minimise loss of community and cultural assets
Minimise decline in native plant and animal populations.

Feedback from our first community survey in September 2018 confirmed that these objectives
are viewed as highly important by members of the public. More detail is available in the Survey
#1 Report.
Step 2: Developing alternative strategies
A second series of workshops was held to develop and evaluate alternative public land fuel
management strategies. This was conducted between July and October 2018, and included 63
participants from 15 agencies.
Workshop participants provided input that determined the ‘playing field’, i.e. the realistic ranges
of different strategy considerations, including:
•
•
•

•

the amount of fuel reduction done annually on public land
the frequency of fuel reduction in different fire management zones
the extent to which fuel management is concentrated on reducing risk in the most highly
populated ‘at risk’ towns or spread to a greater number of localities at risk across the
landscape
the balance of ecological values and risk-reduction values in different locations.

This information was used to develop 11 computer-designed strategies, which included future
projections of planned burning and bushfire under these strategies from 2019 to 2050.

Step 3: Evaluating the effectiveness of alternative strategies
Computer modelling was used to measure the performance of each strategy against the five
objectives listed above. For human risk-related objectives, this was done using Phoenix Rapidfire
software to simulate bushfires across Gippsland under different weather conditions. Real data on
bushfire likelihood, suppression success and weather patterns across Gippsland were taken into
account. For the ecological objective, an equivalent modelling process was used to assess the
impact of each strategy for fauna species (using field data from the Victorian Biodiversity Atlas)
and Tolerable Fire Intervals for different vegetation types.
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Workshop participants then used the outputs from computer modelling to evaluate the relative
performance of the 11 alternative strategies, using a structured decision-making process. This
process is too detailed to be replicated via an online survey. Instead, a short-list of 4 strategies
has been selected to provide community members with a simplified decision task that still
represents the major trade-offs across the full set of strategies.

What are the four alternative fuel management strategies in this survey?
Alternative fuel management strategies are different ways of prioritising fuel management across
public land in Gippsland. The final strategy will be formalised into fire management zones, but at
this draft stage, the alternative strategies consist of how much fuel treatment will be conducted,
and computerised ‘rules’ for how this treatment will be distributed geographically. For the
purpose of this survey, the descriptions and maps below provide an indication of how much fuel
treatment would occur under each strategy, and where it would be focussed (at a broad scale).
However, this will still be subject to review by local fire management and land management staff
before final zoning and fire intervals are confirmed.

Alternative
strategy

Description of strategy

1

The total amount of fuel treatment on public land would be approximately the same
as it was between the 1980s and 2009. This is the lowest amount of fuel treatment
considered among these strategy options. Compared to the other strategies,
implementing this strategy would involve less fuel treatment at short intervals around
towns, and minimal fuel treatment at long intervals in the broader landscape.

2

Compared to the other strategies, Strategy 2 is based on an intermediate amount of
fuel treatment each year. A moderate amount of fuel treatment would be conducted
at short intervals around towns, and a moderate amount would also be conducted at
longer intervals in the broader landscape.

3

This strategy, along with Strategy 4, features the highest total amount of fuel
treatment among the alternatives considered. Based on the last few years, this
is roughly the amount of fuel treatment that is practicably achievable in
Gippsland, within real-world constraints. Compared to the other three strategies,
Strategy 3 contains a moderate amount of fuel treatment in the broader
landscape but involves the highest amount of planned burning at short intervals
around towns.

4

This strategy, along with Strategy 3, features the highest total amount of fuel
treatment among the alternatives considered. Based on the last few years, this
is roughly the amount of fuel treatment that is practicably achievable in
Gippsland, within real-world constraints. Strategy 4 involves spreading more fuel
treatment into the broader landscape than the other three strategies. However,
compared to Strategy 1 and 2, Strategy 4 would still involve a higher amount of
planned burning at short intervals around towns.
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Using a star-rating system
The most important consideration about the alternative strategies is: to what extent do they meet
our five objectives for strategic bushfire management planning?
Unfortunately, there is no single option that achieves the best possible performance on all
objectives. This means that survey participants need to consider strategy performance on each
objective, and how important each objective is to them.
The raw computer outputs used to assess strategy performance in agency workshops required a
substantial amount of interpretation and discussion before they were evaluated (the total duration
of workshop content was more than 20 hours).
For this survey, a star-rating system represents the relative performance of each alternative
strategy for each objective. Star ratings consider both the raw data and the importance of each
score, and are scaled so that there is sufficient variation in ratings to represent the underlying
trade-offs. A five-star rating defines the top of the scale, but does not mean perfect or ideal
performance.

What is the value of community input?
In the coming months, we will be working with DELWP and Parks Victoria representatives (and
other stakeholders) to adapt a selected draft public land fuel management strategy into revised
fire management zones.
Your assessment of these four strategies will help us produce a final public land fuel
management strategy, and help us understand how community members interpret the underlying
trade-off decisions involved in selecting a strategy.
Importantly, this public survey is not simply “voting for the winner”; the most popular option will
not necessarily be implemented because: (i) survey respondents do not represent a random
sample of Gippslanders, and (ii) it is not possible to communicate the full complexity of this
decision in an online survey.
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