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Aim of presentation 

To present some of the results of the online 

survey of stakeholders’ views on the Policy 

Brief, produced from the FIRES seminar 

series  

– What does it tell us about the priorities 

of the UK WF community? 

– How does this fit government agenda? 



4 

Structure 

• Introduction to the Policy brief & 

online survey 

• (Selected) results 

• Conclusions: underlying 

differences, key priorities and fit to 

policy context 
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FIRES Policy Brief 

• 4 page leaflet written by 

FIRES seminar series 

steering group, Feb 2010 

• 3 sections 

– Key messages (KM),  

– Policy 

recommendations 

(PR)  

– Knowledge gaps (KG) 

 http://www.fires-
seminars.org.uk/downloads/FI
RES_Policy%20Brief_final.pdf 

http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/downloads/FIRES_Policy Brief_final.pdf
http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/downloads/FIRES_Policy Brief_final.pdf
http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/downloads/FIRES_Policy Brief_final.pdf
http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/downloads/FIRES_Policy Brief_final.pdf
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Centre pages: further info & policy 

recommendations 
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Purpose of the survey 

 

1.To obtain cross-sector 

feedback on KM, PR, KGs, 

(and variations between 

sectors): 

• Was document relevent? 

• What are the priorities? 

• Reasons for their choices  

• How feasible are they? 

• Any omissions? ‘ 

2.To raise awareness of UK 

wildfire 

3.To inform further research 

www.fires-

seminars.org.uk 
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• Survey Monkey Professional online survey from late 

August - mid October 2010 

• Pilot by FIRES steering group and England and 

Wales Wildfire Forum 

• Target; stakeholders involved in wildfire research, 

management, and policy development.  

• Emailed to >140 on FIRES list, >200 on IUCN UK 

Peatlands programme list  

• Advertised on stakeholder websites 

• Personal views. Option to provide name. Responses 

anonymised for reporting 

Online survey 
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1. Response rate & respondent profile 

2. Feedback on Key messages (KM) 

3. Feedback on Policy recommendations 

(PR) 

4. [Feedback on Knowledge gaps (KG)] 

5. [What we missed] 

Results 
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Format 

Multiple choice and free text response 

 

Invited to: 

• Select three most important KMs/PR/ KG -- hard to do! 

• Say why these selected – free text 

• Flag up any we missed – contradictions, polarised views 
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Quantitative 

• Descriptive statistics (% of total for each answer) 

• Cross-tabulation of key question responses against 

sector  

Qualitative 

• Analysed ‘spectrum of opinions’ in free text comments 

for KM and KG 

• ‘Barrier/Opportunity analysis’: free text comments on 

PRs classified into Agreement, Knowledge, Technical, 

Economic, Social or Political barriers or opportunities 

(Trudgill, 1990) 

Data analysis 

Only highlights here. Fuller presentation will be available 

from FIRES website www.fires-seminars.org.uk  

http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/
http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/
http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/
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High response rate 
• 154 respondents; completed by two-thirds, survey fatigue! 
• Rich data >1100 free text comments 

1. Response rate & respondent profile 

Impact 

• Reached new audience: 44% weren’t aware of 

Policy Brief before 

Relevance 

• Majority (62%) found the Policy Brief relevant or 

quite relevant to their work 
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21 
11% 

15 
8% 

13 
 7% 

12 
7% 

47 
26% 

75 
41% 

Which sector best describes your work?  

(multiple selections allowed ) 

Respondents by sector 

nQ = 154 (20 answered >1) 

Mainly government/public sector 

(41%), and academic/research (26%) 
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49 
31% 

14 
9% 

23 
15% 

11 
7% 41 

26% 

19 

12% 

Main area of responsibility in relation to wildfire was 

‘land management’, but broad class 

Respondents area of responsibility 

nQ = 97 (36 answered >1) 

(allowed multiple selections) 
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10. Partnership w orking is an effective and eff icient

approach to address the w ildfire problem

9. Research and know ledge exchange on w ildfire

need to be supported

8. Specialist equipment, training, models and

forecasting tools are needed

7. Wildfire management needs combined strategies

of f ire suppression, prevention and protection

6. The three main challenges to future management

of w ildfire risk are land and recreation management

5. Fires are costly to put out, and have long-term

cost implications for ecosystem services

4. The impact of f ire on ecosystem services is

contested

3. Managed fires and w ildfires are linked

2. Wildfire risk and its causes vary over the UK

1. The UK has an under-reported w ildfire problem
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Top Wildfire management needs combined strategies of fire 
suppression, prevention & protection (KM7) 

2nd Fires are costly to put out & have long-term cost 
implications for ecosystem services (KM5) 

3rd  Partnership working is an effective and efficient 
approach to address the wildfire problem (KM10) 

nQ = 113 

Top three Key Messages 
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7. Regular, frequent monitoring and policy review

6. Fund research to address the know ledge gaps

identif ied in the Policy Brief

5d. Support partnership w orking through capacity

building at the national level; including training

5c. Support partnership w orking w ith the reseach

community

5b. Support partnership w orking through Local Fire

Groups, e.g. to coordinate best practice

5a. Support partnership w orking through a national

funding framew ork for delivering a w ildfire strategy

4. Establish a combined w ildfire strategy of

prevention &suppression incl. risk&fuel reduction   

3. Include economic&social value of ecosystem

services; in calculating costs/benefits of w ildfire

2. Establish a cross-sector w ildfire risk assessment;

w ith risk integrated into m'g'ment plans

1. Establish a nationally consistent w ildfire evidence

base
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6 

Top Establish a cross-sector wildfire risk assessment so that 

wildfire is integrated into management plans (PR2) 

2nd Support partnership working though Local Fire 

Groups (PR5b) 

3rd Establish a combined wildfire strategy of prevention 

& suppression, risk and fuel reduction (PR4) 
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"Establish a cross-sector wildfire risk assessment"; so that 

wildfire risk is integrated into management plans 

Feasibility of top rated Policy rec, PR2 
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Number
nQ = 107 

8 of the (effectively) 10 

recommendations were 

considered as more feasible 

than difficult.   
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Feasibility of second-ranked, PR5b 

"Support partnership working through Local Fire Groups, e.g. 

to coordinate best practice" 
• Almost twice as many 

thought support at local level 

was feasible than a national 

funding framework for 

delivering a wildfire strategy. 

• No difference between 

respondents’ sectors 
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9. Know ledge exchange and partnership research

betw een academics and stakeholders

8. Technical tools suited to UK w ildfire conditions

(fire danger rating, f ire behaviour models, etc)

7. Stakeholders attitudes to w ildfire

6. Appropriate costing tools for ecosystem services

5. Synergies and conflicts betw een policies

4. Appropriate f ire regimes for each ecosystem

service

3. Regional variation in f ire regimes, including

relationship betw een prescribed burning and

2. Multi-disciplinary criteria for assessing and

measuring f ire severity

1. Data and procedures to improve the evidence

base
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Top 3 Knowledge Gaps 

Top Data & procedures to improve evidence base (KG1) 

2nd Regional variation in fire regimes, including 

relationship between prescribed burning & WF (KG3) 

3rd Appropriate fire regimes for each ecosystem 

service (KG4) 
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Closing remarks 

 
Key differences in views 

Key priorities and fit to policy 

context 
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Too pro-prescribed burn 

• Not enough emphasis on 

positive aspects of 

prescribed burning 

• Undervalued (subjugated) 

local knowledge of land 

managers  

• Fire can be good. ‘PB and 

WF are not linked’ [in a 

negative way] 

 

Too anti-prescribed 
burn 

• Not enough 
emphasis on 
negative impacts 
(especially 
biodiversity and 
carbon).  

• Driver for prescribed 
burn is economic, not 
WF fuel reduction. 

vs 

Conflicting views… and implications 

… evidence of the challenge of superimposing a cross-cutting 

issue onto multiple land uses and separate policy sectors 

Criticisms of the Policy Brief as….. 
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• National strategy & 
coordination 
favoured to protect 
national assets 

 
• Localism favoured 

(local fire groups, 

partnerships) 
vs 

Spectrum of views… 

Different approaches favoured: 
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Sectoral differences were not statistically significant.   

 

Recommendations most strongly associated with direct 

management were preferred over those on increasing 

understanding or theoretical aspects.  



Survey priority Policy context Challenge () opportunity () 

Partnership 

working  

Localism, Big 

Society 

Govt response to Fire Futures 

consultation 

       National 

        Local 

 

 

 

Combined 

strategies  

 & cross-sector 

approach 

Single lead 

Dept, DCLG  

Fragmented governance of the 

WF hazard chain between Fire 

and land management sectors. 

‘Policy silos’ 

 

Evidence base  Transparency 

agenda  

DCLG user consultation on 

reporting and access to fire 

statistics  

 

Understanding 

regional fire 

regimes 

Climate change Data, cross-sector knowledge, 

funding 

Engage DECC 

 

 
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Do survey priorities fit policy context? 
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• Cross-tabulate between sectors and 
questions. Test significance of differences 

• Larger, broader sample, less biased 
towards uplands and peatlands 

• Follow-up interviews 

• Analysis of theoretical and policy context 

 

Taking it further? 

Thank you to all survey respondents 

A fuller version of this presentation will be 

available from www.fires-seminars.org.uk 

 

http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/
http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/
http://www.fires-seminars.org.uk/

