
 

 

 

 

 

From: 
To: Climate Change 
Subject: LULUCF Sector ERRP 
Date: Thursday, 10 October 2024 6:19:36 PM 

Once more thank you to ReCFIT for inviting all sections of the community to have the 
chance to feedback to these ERRP processes. 

The concerns I have with this draft plan: 

I don’t feel there is a clear enough goal to work towards for this sector.  This 
sector does a lot of the heavy lifting for Tas emissions, but we all hope there 
can be further gains made in this sector.  To measure success we need a clear 
goal how more carbon can be drawn down through this setting 
Tasmania’s native forests should not be used for ACCUs.  With reports from 
independent bodies arranged by the government and from numerous scientific 
papers, it is clear that the ACCU process lacks integrity and effectiveness. Like 
other jurisdictions around the world, Tasmania can be a leader and opt out of 
engaging in the credit marketplace 

For a start, the remit that by not chopping down a tree, a business can 
maintain the status quo in fossil fuel use is clearly a flawed way of meeting our 
national and state goals of the Paris agreement. There is more than enough 
information available that highlights this and I am going to presume that I 
don’t need to provide links to the climate change office about that 

Measurements of foliage cover is also not reliable to have a valid 
mechanism of true value in this marketplace 

The impact of bushfires means that any potential benefits in emissions 
is easily flipped when a carbon sink becomes a carbon source 

Sustainable Timber Tas is clearly questionably sustainable. The fact that it is 
unable to achieve FSC accreditation is testament to the fact that standards are 
not being met, or addressed.  This needs to be prioritised, because having this 
will give faith to the Tasmanian people that sustainability is truly there 

Developing a LULUCF sector ERRP needs to be partnered with this 
organisation, though not dominated by them.  They are one financial 
stakeholder, but by no means the only critical voice in this ERRP 

I believe there is an urgent need for a moratorium on the native forest logging 
industry. Such a mechanism would pause the impact arising from this, while 
providing time for all stakeholders to come together and make deliberations as 
to whether or not NFL should cease, or continue and in what form 

The carbon stored in a young replanted native forest is very different to 
that stored in an untouched native reserve. Apart from the impacts on 
ecological diversity, and on the resilience to fire, native forests drawdown 
more carbon than coupes of monocultures of growing trees 
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The true cost of the forestry industry is questionable.  This includes the 
financial cost of the government giving supports and pledges in order to 
try and make this industry viable.  The number of people employed in the 
native forest logging context is small, and can be seen as a drain on the 
state budget, costing more than it brings in. 
When native forests are harvested, this has a major impact on the GHG 
profile of the state. The use of fires in this process, and the loss of the 
carbon that was stored has not seemed to be duly considered in the GHG 
emissions of this industry 
I am not sure whether there needs to be a blanket ban on NFL, but I feel 
this needs consideration.  Is there a way that selective harvesting can 
occur that doesn’t make major changes to GHG balance here in Tas 
We need to also bring awareness to the fact that it is not only the carbon 
in the vegetation that is disrupted here, but also the carbon in the soils. 
There are a lot of questions around this sector that go beyond the reach 
of ReCFIT to other departments, but I feel for the community to have 
confidence that the sector has been analysed from various perspectives 
and there has been calm and informed discussions, a moratorium is 
required.  Facilitating an open minded forum that is science informed, 
considers the costs and benefits and avoids polarisation of the 
community is required. 

The use of biochar as an energy source has been heavily critiqued.  There needs 
to be careful consideration whether the deploying of this idea will end up 
leading to us moving further away from our Paris agreement goals through the 
loss of forest required 
The benefits of Silvopasture and Agroforestry as outlined by Project Drawdown 
needs to be brought to Tas.  This can encourage farmland to increase 
protection of soils and growth of forests, to not only shelter animals, but also to 
improve carbon sinks’ potential 
The government can also have a role in education around forestry and land use 
products. There needs to be promotion that although many may want wood 
sourced for their home to be a native gum, plantation pine is much more 
sustainable to achieving net zero.  Demand drives use in all sectors, and in the 
way that the government could promote more plant based diets for society, so 
it can take a stand with forestry products to encourage consumers to consider 
the greenhouse has cost of different products 
As with all ERRPs, it would be good if there was clarity around how the state 
government is going to advocate around specific factors that are under federal 
jurisdiction in this matter. 

Thanks 
Des O’Shaughnessy 

https://drawdown.org/solutions/silvopasture
https://drawdown.org/solutions/multistrata-agroforestry



