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Are there any priorities or future opportunities missing from this draft Plan?  
Soil carbon. Carbon pricing. 
Australia 2021 State of the Environment report noted that while soil quality in natural areas is good, 
soil quality in intensively managed land is very poor, and overall declining. 
 
Notional carbon price should be used for all policies.   From the 2024 Tas state of environment 
report the suggestion is that environmental losses have been equivalent to several billion dollars a 
year since last report.  A notional carbon price should ameliorate some of the non-carbon losses.  
 
The 2023-24 US EPA report assessed recent research on future damage from climate change central 
scenario calculated at something like 2024 USD $230 per T CO2e for this year, increasing over 
time. Should at least use the Australia federal safeguard mechanism price in the short term, aiming 
for climate damage figure as a minimum in medium term. 
 
For example, should not be subsiding irrigation schemes for non-regenerative farming. 
 
 
How can we collaborate to reduce emissions and build resilience in the LULUCF sector?  
 
Avoid cleafelling/burning: from various reports from a decade or two ago for Forestry Tas (used to 
be on website) suggested net emissions of some 2 T CO2 for every T of biomass sold (and that was 
prior to recent research that logging tended to increase bushfire losses) and much less than implied 
by the 2008 ANU reseearch mentioned below.  For example clearfelling and burning will release 
soil carbon initially, then reduce soil carbon additions for maybe next 50-100 years. 
Incorporating a carbon cost  - ie eliminating subsidised timber from public forests - would improve 
the viability of plantations, should also encourage value adding instead of using for woodchips or 
fence palings.  
 
Do you have any other comments or feedback?  
Relying on accounting sophistry for carbon credits is not justifiable and may not for long be 
acceptable under IPCC rules. A baseline of zero carbon uptake is an obvious fiction, the stated 
carbon sequestration in production forests is probably no greater per ha than sequestration in natural 
forests: 
"Under the UNFCCC reporting framework, forested conservation areas that have not been subject 
to human-induced disturbances, such as the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area and 
national parks, do not contribute to Tasmania’s emissions profile. Emissions from these undisturbed 
native forests are assumed to be in equilibrium as emissions from decomposing material are 
balanced by the carbon stored in growing and mature vegetation." [State of Play, p6] 
 

− The Unesco World Heritage Forests report counts Tasmania's natural forests as some of the 
most productive in the world, sequestring > 5 T CO2e per ha per year. 
(https://whc.unesco.org/en/news/2344) 

− 2008 ANU study calculated carbon stocks at average 640 T per ha for Tas (360T biomass, 
280 T soils) and net uptake at 12 T C (=33.6T CO2e) per ha per year. It also reports stocks 
up to 1200 T per ha and as Forestry Tas tended to log the best areas first, should be no 
accounting for gains until they get back to original stock. 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/news/2344
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