
Emissions Reduction and Resilience Plan for Tasmania's LULUCF sector 
 
I wish to make a submission into this plan. 
 
I am a nature-based tourism operator, and the owner of a business based in the NW called 
Rare Earth Tasmania www.rareearthtasmania.com.au 
 
I take many people – private groups, special interest groups including health professionals, 
and school, college and university groups, in to mostly rainforests and mixed wet forests to 
look at the values of these very special places. These are the places that my clients from all 
around the world want to see. A big focus of my tours is how climate has changed over time 
and the drivers of climate change. In the tall wet forests of the NW I work with groups to 
assess the carbon sequestered in these carbon dense forests. 
 
I must say that I only found out about this plan this morning, the day public submissions 
close. It does not seem to have been widely communicated in the community, although I 
understand business and vested interests have been widely consulted! 
 
It has become clear to me that setting targets for carbon emissions well into the future is 
merely kicking the can down the road and a tactic to delay real action on reducing emissions 
at source. 
 
All decision making needs to be based on best available, independently funded, peer 
reviewed science. The LULUCF sector has been extensively used to hide in emissions in other 
sectors, especially energy, processing and transport. It should come as no surprise to anyone 
that Australian overall emissions are barely decreasing and yet the government is claiming to 
be able to meet a legislated 43% reduction in our greenhouse gas emissions by 2030. This is 
because governments are allowing rorted and suspect offsets to be claimed and gains in 
sequestration from the LULUFC sector. 
 
Tasmania is playing the same game, claiming carbon neutrality (even claiming being carbon 
positive!) because of offsets in the forestry sector, and especially native forestry. 
Tasmania has one of the highest rates of native forest logging and disturbance in the world. 
This is particularly disastrous because the native forests being clearfelled are some of the 
most carbon dense on the planet. 
 
Although figures vary widely from forest type to forest type, a tall wet mixed forest, like 
those remaining in the NW, NE and south can contain up to 1000 tonnes of above and below 
ground carbon per hectare. When this is clearfelled, as is happening right now in a 60-
hectare coupe at South Nietta, much less than 10% of the carbon is sequesterd in a long 
lived products. The remaining 90% is either taken to the woodchipper for export to Asia to 
become a very short-lived product of is burned on forest floor in hot “regeneration” burns. 
These burns are so hot that they convert much of the soil carbon, a significant percentage of 
forest carbon, into greenhouse gases. 
 
The government and industry try to claim that this is carbon neutral as a forest is being 
replaced with a forest. The dried-out environment that was a rich and thriving ecosystem is 

http://www.rareearthtasmania.com.au/


reduced to an even height, even age crop which evidence shows increases bushfire risk. At 
best this crop can add around 12 tonnes of carbon per hectare per year, meaning just to 
replace the carbon lost from the logging will take 80 years! How can this possibly help to 
reduce the climate crisis, which is immediate? STT and the government acknowledge that 
just the regeneration burns alone produce 2m tonnes of greenhouse gases per year, 4 
tonnes for every Tasmanian! This alone is more that the yearly emissions from a person 
living in India. 
 
Without doubt the forestry sector in Tasmania is the highest emitter of greenhouse gases 
with the transport sector in second place. 
 
Native forests are net carbon sinks. They sequester massive amounts of carbon from the 
atmosphere. As mitigators of climate change and having a massive carbon value, they should 
stay standing. 
 
The clearing of Tasmanian native forest must stop. Its not surprising to me, given the 
consultation that has clearly taken place with industry, that the draft unbelievably makes no 
reference to reducing the amount of native forest logging. With the government wanting to 
maintain, and increase the amount of areas open to native forest logging, any action to 
reduce and stop native forest logging must be included in the final plan.  
 
The draft plan concentrates on minor actions which may or may not increase carbon 
sequestration by forests. It does not address by far the largest cause of carbon emissions in 
this state, the second largest on the planet – native forest logging. Unless the final report 
includes the impacts on climate emissions of native forest logging, it will have no credibility 
within the scientific community or the community more broadly. Instead, it be yet another 
example of greenwashing and will leave our children and grandchildren with the problems 
arising emissions from the forestry sector. 
 
In the interests of clarity, one recommendation that could be made is that it become a 
legislated requirement for commercial forest operations to be independently audited for 
above and below ground carbon emissions (including regeneration burns) before logging 
and that an audit also be included on sequestration of carbon in the new crop.  
 
Paul OHalloran 
Rare Earth Tasmania 
www.rareearthtasmania.com.au 
 
 
 
Note: I am happy for this submission to be published 
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