Response to the LULUCF Emissions Reduction & Resilience Draft Plan

Firstly, | applaud the Tasmanian government’s production of these plans for the different
sectors, and recognition that climate change is the major existential threat to our way of life, our
environment and our wellbeing.

| am disappointed in the process used to produce and consult on these plans:

e The only parties consulted during the production of the plans, appears to be businesses
and peak bodies within the relevant industries. It puzzles me that the primary
stakeholders in Tasmania’s future, ie ordinary residents from all walks of life, have not
been consulted on what future they want to see in each of these sectors. They are the
people who will suffer from the effects of climate change. Large businesses and
industries have more capital, assistance from government and greater leverage to seek
compensation from insurance companies, than the average citizen. Therefore, we have
excluded the people most likely to be harmed by climate change, from the process of
ERRP development.

e |t seems that scientists were not consulted, which appears to be an extraordinary
oversight. Surely, researchers and scientists are the people most able to advise us on
how to adapt to and mitigate climate change.

e Secondly, the release of 4 draft plans, with such short consultation periods, seems
deliberately designed to exclude non-government and non-business participation. How
Tasmania tackles climate change (and indeed how the entire world responds) is in my
view, the most important short and long-term issue facing us all. Therefore, | feel the
process has been decidedly negligent in not engaging the wider public, surveying their
views and hopes for the future, and providing multiple and easily accessible routes to
comment.

The short time scale given for comments seems particularly unjustifiable given it has taken
government almost a year to produce a Transport ERRP after its release for consultation last
year.

Comments on the LULUCF Draft ERRP
Native Forest Logging

The fact that only industry has been consulted in the production of this draft plan, is evident, as
it appears to be completely orientated to enabling greater industry based on forestry, rather
than using our forests for carbon sequestration, bushfire resiliency and their ecological
services.

The only reason Tasmania can boast net zero status, is owing to the Tasmanian Forestry
Agreementin 2013, which scaled back native forest logging and put an additional 256,000ha of
forest into reserves. While the deal was scrapped by the Liberals on their election win in 2014
and the reserves relabelled ‘Future Production Timber Zones’, they have thus far escaped
logging (despite recently announced plans to open up 40,000ha in the North for logging). Itis
these very reserves which have been allowed to keep growing and keep sequestering carbon,
that have enabled the government to claim net zero.

Additionally, the recently released Tasmanian State of the Environment Report notes that
forestry operations and regeneration burns have degraded soil, water and riparian corridors
across the state.

Given this background, it makes no sense to assume that increasing logging of native
forests will somehow help us retain this tenuous net zero position —as appears to be
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proposed by the draft plan. Also, it is only by over-exploitation of our forest estate in the
decades leading up to the Tasmanian Forest Agreement, that scaling back logging thereafter
could make such a big difference to our net status. As John Hunter, ex-CSIRO climate scientist
noted in a Mercury Talking Point article, our Premier might advise other jurisdictions thus:
“Firstly, do nothing to reduce your gross emissions over a quarter of a century. Secondly, heavily
log your forests for a few decades (resulting in world-leading per-capita emissions), then
substantially reduce logging and take credit for the drawdown of carbon dioxide from the
atmosphere that will inevitably follow.” https://www.themercury.com.au/news/opinion/talking-
point-unpicking-the-climate-forest-furphy/news-story/4bef942fdcfa2e2f86e7b315¢c73c537b

Also, as John Hunter further pointed out, the calculation of LULUCF emissions is highly
uncertain and is often changed historically. Owing to this uncertainty most countries tend to
exclude LULUCF from their reported emissions. However, were Tasmania to go down this road, it
would be highly embarassing for government, given our per capita emissions are worse than
most countries, and equivalent to those of the US.

Multiple studies have now shown that untouched native forests are less flammable and
more resilient (eg to bushfire and severe weather events) than regrowth forests. This is
especially true for Tasmania’s wet tall eucalypt forests and rainforests. For someone that has
walked our forest estate for two decades, this is self-evident. Regrowth forests are densely
packed with flammable eucalypts and the ground underfoot has been sucked dry by the fast-
growing trees. Mature and old growth forests (including those that were selectively logged in the
past) have open understoreys and thick mossy humous underfoot that holds vast reservoirs of
moisture. Eucalypts are widely spaced, and layers of tree ferns and minor species further
produce shade and lock in moisture. Walking from a 30yr old clearfelled coupe, into an old
growth one, you notice an immediate drop in temperature, and can breath the moisture in
the air.

The most recent comprehensive research reveals: “Disturbance [eg logging] sometimes
initiates a shortinitial period of low flammability, but then drives an extended period of
increased flammability as vegetation regrows” Lindenmayer, Zylstra, Dec 2023. In the UTAS
webinar entitled ‘Forging a Fire-Ready Future’ (available on YouTube on the Island of Bright
Ideas Channel), David Bowman, respected fire and forest researcher, noted the increased
flammability of regrowth forest and the difficulty of controlling wildfires under such conditions.
A paper on the fire resilience of mature and old growth wet eucalypt forest in the Huon Valley,
reveals: “Our results showed that mature TWEF were resilient to these wildfires, with
overall eucalypt survival of 75%”; “Fire resistance ... increased markedly with tree
diameter” “clearfell logging ... creates a vulnerable, even aged stand of young regrowth,
and ... also reduces average tree size, reducing overall resistance to fire.” Prior, Foyster and
Furlaud, Feb 22.

Forestry operations are also the largest emitter of carbon in Tasmania by far, equivalent to 1.1
million cars (non-EV), or close to 2.5 times our total transport emissions (which account for
20% of our emissions excluding LULUCF) — at 4.6 million tonnes of CO, equivalents. The
industry argues that the amounts emitted are re-sequestered through growing trees, not
mentioning that there is a decades-long lag for these trees to drawdown the equivalent
amount of logged carbon. There are also uncalculated amounts of carbon being released from
the fallen, charred debris in regrowth coupes, from harvests years’ past. The vast majority of
the harvested timber is converted into woodchips and thus short-term uses such as
printer paper, newsprint and toilet paper. These single-use, rapid turnover products quickly
degrade and release their carbon into the atmosphere.
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Therefore an immediate end to native forest logging (including logging by other names such as
‘salvage logging’ and ‘thinning’ — both of which reduce resiliency and the ecological services
provided by forests), would provide Tasmania with a massive emissions reduction bonus as well
as greatly improving our forest estate (and thus our people) with greater resiliency against the
unstoppable effects of climate change. Forestry employs a relatively small number of people in
Tasmania (around 1,100 in the 2021 census), few of which would be completely reliant on native
forestry. Such people would have skills appropriate for plantation forestry, onshore processing
of plantation timber and agroforestry (the increase of which is supported).

Using forestry ‘residues’ for biomass, bioenergy and biofuels is not supported, expect for very
limited applications where electrification is not feasible or practical. The use of ‘residues’
invariably ends up driving more logging and taking feedstock from onshore processors who
could better use such product to make engineered structural long-lasting products. Here in the
Huon, sawmillers have stated that the woodchip drive headed by Gunns, reduced the amount
of good quality timber they could access and drove many small operators out of business. The
same will happen if we persist down the path of biomass, biofuels and bioenergy.

| am extremely alarmed at the number of proposals for using forest biomass to generate
electricity, make ‘green’ hydrogen or power industry. There are almost no scholarly reports
which support forest biomass as a renewable source of energy generation. In fact back in 2022
Australia excluded biomass as a renewable energy source, from the RET scheme. Burning
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biomass is hugely inefficient and releases far more greenhouse gas emissions per unit of energy
produced, than burning fossil fuels. Plus, while forests might regrow (although this is uncertain
in a changing climate) there is a decades-long lag for the carbon released during burning, to be
re-sequestered by growing vegetation. We cannot afford this borrowing from the future —itis this
mistake which has landed us in the situation we currently face. For the same reasons the
production of ‘green’ or ‘renewable’ gas is not carbon-free, and its use just so we can keep doing

the same things and - : .
retain the same Forest biomass is not clean energy because burning it releases CO2

megalithic and emissions and so does not contribute to a decarbonization pathway.
antiquated The emissions from burning biomass are instantaneous, but their
businesses and fuela |removals from the atmosphere are not and take a long time|
greenwashed export
industry, is
unconscionable:

Griffith University
https://www.griffith.edu.au » BiomassPaper_finalAK PDF i

BURNING FOREST BIOMASS FOR ENERGY - Griffith University

Most climate scientists and environmentalists oppose the

burning of most wood for energy for two reasons. The first is

. . . The second reason that most scientists oppose burning wood is
that wood - like all organic matter — has a high carbon content PP =

but is less energy dense than the fossil fuels for which it is often that wood is taken from forests and forests are the world's

substituted. This means that, per KNh of energy generated, largest carbon sink, removing and storing many million tonnes

wood emits around 18% more CO2 even than the most commeon ©f carbon from the atmosphere each year. Anything that reduces

forms of coal - a figure confirmed by the IPCC’s 2006 inventory the rate at which forests remove carbon from the atmosphere

of greenhouse gases(3]. In this sense, coal is simply more has the same net effect as an emission of CO2 into the

efficient as an energy carrier than wood - both in terms of atmosphere. Harvesting wood for bioenergy not only releases

power and in terms of emissions. There is a reason why the the stock of carbon previously stored in soil and plant biomass

Industrial Revolution was underpinned by a widescale shift into the atmosphere but also — generally - reduces the annual

from wood to coal. flow of carbon into the forest per year.

https://www.landclimate.org/the-problem-of-bioenergy-in-the-eu/

Additionally the use of mature native forests for biomass is worse still than using plantations,
because of the inherent ability of mixed native forests to continue to sequester and fix carbon:

Large, old trees do not act simply as senescent carbon
reservoirs but actively fix large amounts of carbon compared
to smaller trees; at the extreme, a single big tree can add the
same amount of carbon to the forest within a year as is

contained in an entire mid-sized tree...

The apparent paradoxes of individual tree growth increasing
with tree size despite declining leaf-level and stand-level
productivity can be explained, respectively, by increases in a
tree’s total leaf area that outpace declines in productivity per
unit of leaf area and, among other factors, age-related

reductions in population density.

Rate of tree carbor -umulation increases

continuously with tree size' Nature 507, pp.90-93

It is also not true to say that bioenergy and biofuels are somehow net zero. The cost to the
environment of harvesting the vegetative matter and subsequent drying and heating of land
while said vegetation regrows, is not factored into the cost of the feedstock; neither is the diesel
and other inputs used for harvesting and freighting.
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The ready availability of native forest timber is also a driver of poor quality air in most rural
valleys in Tasmania, in which wood-stoves are the man source of heat, and which emit smoke to
sit under inversation layers and increase the incidence of respiratory and other illnesses.

Recommendations

e Stop native forest logging (under any name) and provide a fair transition and training for
those reliant on the industry.

e Ban forest biomass for the purpose of producing energy or biofuels, especially for the
production of export products and highly inefficient hydrogen.

o |egislate to make wood stoves and fossil fuel connections to new build houses obsolete
and provide grants to enable people to electrify and insulate older properties.

e Greatly limit reliance on offsets which simply enable the prolongation of heavily
polluting industries and thus hold back innovation and true emissions reduction.

e Extend the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area to include our tall mature wet
eucalypt forests and rainforests, plus other world class natural assets.

e Undertake a consultative review (including independent scientists and the community)
to establish areas of degraded land suitable for new mixed plantations or agroforestry
and recommend planting regimes which also maximise biodiversity, water storage and
shading.

e Provide grants to landholders (including small private freeholders which comprise a
large section of Tasmania’s landholdings), to establish small plantations and
agroforestry; providing additional assistance for the use of fencing or tree guards during
the early years, rather than poisons and shooting to control native browsing animals.

e Divert government finances currently set aside for propping up STT, supporting
greyhound and horse-racing and for building a new stadium, into sensible climate
change mitigation and adaptation projects across the state.

Jenny Cambers-Smith
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