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Climate Change Office  

Department of State Growth 

GPO Box 536  

HOBART TAS 7001  

Email: climatechange@recfit.tas.gov.au 

Consultation Draft Emissions Reduction and Resilience Plan – Land use, land use 

change and forestry (LULUCF) 

There are many points I would like to make regarding reducing carbon emissions in 

Tasmania’s Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry sector (LULUCF), but I am 

unwilling to make the effort at this time because of the disgraceful and 

demeaning consultation process and the degenerate and industry biased nature 

of all the current draft ERRPs. 

Given the limitations of the consultation process and the need to make so many 

criticisms of the Draft ERRPs, this submission makes few specific suggestions or 

recommendations. It is hard to make suggestions or recommendations when so 

many of the purported actions in the Draft ERRP are expressed in vague, passive, 

non-specific and non-time constrained language. 

The shortcomings of the Draft ERRPs relate mainly to the structure of the plan and 

the key elements that are missing, as articulated in the ‘general comments’ 

section. The weakness of the Draft ERRPs can be linked to the failure of the 

consultation process and the absence of any expectations from government, 

especially in terms of targets or other objectives.  

Over-arching comments about the Draft ERRP for LULUCF 

The Draft ERRP for LULUCF stands out in terms of the censoring of information about 

the amount of carbon emissions from the sector and, in particular, from the native 

forest sub-sector. This censoring occurs despite the Draft ERRP stating on page 10 

that the sources of emissions and removals from the sector includes: 

‘Harvesting of native forests and plantations on private and public lands, 

including post harvesting regeneration burns.’ 
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Clearly ‘post harvesting regeneration burns’ cause carbon dioxide emissions and in 

any given year the forest industry emits a large amount through these burns. 

While the Draft ERRP provides a net emissions figure it should provide the total 

tonnes of carbon that are emitted and removed as well as the net figure. 

This is not an academic concern. The failure to admit to there being emissions is 

linked to the failure of the plan to have any current or proposed actions to reduce 

emissions from native forest harvesting and land clearing. 

As with the ERRP for Agriculture, the Draft ERRP for LULUCF fails to reflect the very 

significant changes in emissions and sequestration in the sector over recent years. 

The Draft ERRP should at least include the graph that appears in the State of Play 

Report on page 18. The graph shows that net emissions were increasing from 2012 

to 2018 and have started to decrease until 2022. This means that Tasmania cannot 

rely as much on the LULUCF sector to remain carbon net negative. One thing that 

should be considered is the need to take action in the forestry and land clearing 

sub-sectors to reduce emissions further. Reducing the area of native forests being 

harvested should be considered as opposed to the government policy of 

increasing the area of native forest available for harvesting. 

The major change that is occurring in forest policy in Tasmania, and is highlighted 

in the Draft ERRP, is the state government’s support for Sustainable Timbers 

Tasmania to enter the Australian Carbon Credits Unit Scheme (ACCU). This has 

been progressed during the period that the Draft ERRP was developed with no 

consultation with the broader community. This is despite STT being responsible for 

managing publicly owned forest.  

The ACCU scheme is receiving increasing amount of criticism and several off-

setting schemes in Australian seem to be failing to deliver lasting carbon 

sequestration benefits. Some are seriously corrupted. 

The state government has jumped the gun, opting to proceed down the ACCU 

pathway when the Tasmanian community would prefer to stop native forest 

logging. It is the TCT’s view that the most secure way to protect the carbon values 

of forests, along with biodiversity, Aboriginal cultural heritage and community 

values such as recreation, is not schemes like ACCU but to reserve them under the 

Nature Conservation Act. 

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE DRAFT ERRPS 

The following general comments are the same points made in response to other 

Draft ERRPs. No additional points or changes are made. 

Consultation 

All the Draft ERRPs have been prepared without any input from the Tasmanian 

community. While the Climate Change Act requires that business and industry are 

consulted in the drafting of ERRPs the Act did not prevent the government from 

involving the community. The exclusion of the community from the drafting of the 



ERRPs was a deliberate policy of the state government and not a requirement of 

the act. Therefore, the community cannot be criticised if it chooses to 

energetically resist the implementation of the ERRPs and publicly targets the 

industries and businesses that may seek advantage from the ERRPs. 

The exclusion of the community from the drafting of ERRPs is unfair and 

discriminatory, but it also results in draft plans that omit the considerable 

knowledge, experience and interests of the community sector. The practical 

benefit of the ERRPs is considerably less than it would have been if the community 

sector had been consulted. 

The industry and business sectors had 21 months to provide input to the Draft ERRPs 

and the community now has a mere six weeks. It is not possible to make up for this 

unequal consultation through writing submissions. In the interests of fairness, the 

final ERRPs should acknowledge that the plans are primarily “industry and business 

sector plans”.  

The Draft ERRPs have included suggested actions that include possible 

government funding for industry, changes to regulations and other actions that 

may impact the community as residents, consumers and users of the natural 

environment. The community was not consulted in the drafting of the ERRPs and 

there is no mechanism proposed to involve them in implementing them. How does 

the community get a voice in the implementation? 

Targets  

Despite the former Minister Roger Jaensch promising that, in the absence of a 

legislated statewide carbon emissions reduction target, sector plans would have 

targets, none of the draft ERRPs released to date include a target.  

In the minister’s second reading speech on the Climate Change (State Action) 

Amendment Bill 2021 he said: ‘The Plans will incorporate and support existing 

targets and opportunities to reduce sector emissions, aligning our efforts with those 

directly involved in managing emissions…’. 

Minister Jaensch made it clear that the sector plans would incorporate and 

support existing targets, but the Draft ERRP for Tasmania’s Energy Sector does not 

have a target. This is a broken promise and the final ERRP should acknowledge it. 

Deceptive reference to Tasmania being 100 per cent self-sufficient in renewable 

electricity generation 

The Draft ERRP for Tasmania’s Energy Sector is being deliberately deception by 

including expressions such as: 

‘Tasmania is already 100 per cent self-sufficient in renewable electricity 

generation capacity in a typical year, due to our hydro-electric and wind 

resources.’ 



To be true Tasmania would have to disconnect the Basslink cable to prevent dirty 

coal generated electricity being imported to Tasmania or only import renewably 

generated electricity from mainland states (which is not currently possible). 

All Draft ERRPs should be rewritten to acknowledge that Tasmania is dependent on 

dirty high emissions mainland electricity.  

Energy generation target but no carbon emissions reduction target  

It is hypocritical of the State Government to insist on a target to double renewable 

electricity generation but not to commit to any carbon emissions reduction 

targets. Given the target to double renewable electricity generation is included in 

the Draft ERRPs the absence of any carbon emissions reduction target should be 

acknowledged in the ERRPs.  

Coordination, duration, timeframes and review  

It is an essential requirement of any plan that it describes who and how it will be 

implemented and reviewed, but the draft ERRPs released to date are missing both 

these elements. Unstated is the depressing fact that the community have no role in 

implementing the ERRPs. 

Given the ERRPs may, by law, endure for five years the community and other 

stakeholders have an understandable interest in knowing how the plans may be 

adapted over time in response to unexpected circumstances. The Draft ERRPs do 

not canvass the possibility of these circumstances and how and who makes this 

decision.  

The Draft ERRPs have no identified timeframes for any actions. Plans without 

timeframes are not plans. It the absence of any clear statement of timeframes the 

ERRPs should not be called plans. 

The draft ERRPs may last for up to five years before being reviewed but this fact is 

excluded from the plan title (found on the cover page and in the footer on each 

page) and is mentioned nowhere in the body of the document other than the 

introduction. Readers of the plan won’t easily realise that once finalised the ERRPs 

may be in place unchanged until end of 2029. 

Scope – deceptive reference to future opportunities 

In the ‘scope section’ of each Draft ERRP, it is explained that ‘The future 

opportunities identified in the Plans for each sector will be combined and inform 

the development of Tasmania’s next climate change action plan’. This means that 

these ‘future opportunities’ are not commitments to action but merely ideas to 

feed into another plan. It also means that any potential commitment to these 

‘future opportunities’ (let alone implementation) is further delayed until the 

completion of the new climate change action plan which is not expected until the 

end of 2025. 

 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ERRP FOR LULUF 

Scope and Tasmania’s LULUCF sector 

The ‘Scope’ section of the Draft ERRP for LULUCF outlines the general sources of 

carbon emissions and removals for the sector. However, there is no statement in 

this section or elsewhere in the Draft ERRP of the quantity of emissions (as 

standalone figures) from the LULUCF sector or sub-sectors. This is a stark contrast to 

the Draft ERRP for Agriculture which provides carbon emissions information (albeit 

only as percentages and not tonnes) in two graphs, one depicting ‘Share of 

Tasmanian emissions (excluding LULUCF) – 2022’ and ‘Agriculture emissions by sub-

sector – 2022’. 

The Draft ERRP for LULUCF includes a page titled ‘Tasmania’s LULUCF sector’. The 

relevant text, on page 7, is: 

According to the latest emissions data included in Australia’s National 

Greenhouse Accounts for 2022, emissions from Tasmania’s LULUCF sector 

were minus 12.51 megatonnes (Mt) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2-e), 

which is a reduction of 211 per cent on 1990 levels. The LULUCF sector has 

been a net carbon sink for each year since 2012 and offsets the emissions 

from all other sectors.  

This only states the total net carbon emissions reported in 2022, the percentage 

change of this net figure since 1990 and a statement that the sector has been a 

net carbon sink since 2012. 

This refers only to net emission figures. No information is provided about carbon 

emissions either for the entire sector or for sub-sectors. 

This is despite the Draft ERRP identifying on page 10 the emission sources and 

removals for the LULUCF sector as including: 

Harvesting of native forests and plantations on private and public lands, 

including post harvesting regeneration burns. 

Clearly ‘post harvesting regeneration burns’ result in emissions of carbon dioxide. 

The public would like to know how many tonnes of carbon dioxide per year are 

emitted from post harvesting regeneration burns.  

One reason to include this information in the Final ERRP is that it informs the public 

debate about the potential benefits for carbon emissions reduction from reducing 

the area of native forests available for harvesting. Clearly one very effective way 

to decrease carbon emission, with immediate effect, is to reduce or stop native 

forest harvesting and therefore reduce or stop the amount of post harvesting 

regeneration burns. 

It is a concern that significant information about carbon emissions is included in the 

ERRP for Agriculture but apparently censored from the ERRP for LULUCF. 



There is a comment on page 7 (below) about the purported causes of the 

decrease in emissions in the sector since 1990.  

This decrease has largely been driven by reductions in native forest 

harvesting on private land, lower rates of clearing and conversion of forested 

lands to other land uses, and increases in carbon sequestration from post-

harvesting regeneration of forests, hardwood and softwood plantations, 

environmental plantings and regrowth of previously cleared lands. 

This includes “reductions in native forest harvesting on private land” but excludes 

public land. The State of Play Report states includes both public and private 

forests, stating on page 18 that: 

The reduction in Tasmania’s LULUCF emissions since 1990 has been largely 

driven by:  

• changes in levels of timber harvesting in Tasmania’s native forests on 

private land (4.A.1.i.d) and in public multiple-use forests (4.A.1.i.e) 

This is another clear case of information being censored in the Draft ERRP.  

The absence of information about carbon emissions impacts the entire plan. The 

ERRP is meant to be a plan for reducing carbon emissions and building resilience, 

but no information is included about the quantity of carbon emissions produced 

by the sector. It is assumed that the purpose of censoring this critical information is 

to enable the plan to focus on sequestration rather than carbon emissions 

reduction. It is no surprise that the Draft ERRP includes few actions that relate to 

reducing emissions. The other reason is to make it easier to avoid mentioning the 

government policy to increase the area of native forest available for harvesting. 

Priority areas 

The State of Play report is referenced on page 11 as informing the priority areas. 

However, how it affected the specific priority areas is not explained. The final plan 

should include references to the relevant sections of the State of Play report under 

each priority area. 

On page 11 a series of reports and plans are listed as having been used to inform 

the priority areas. Missing from this list of documents are two reports by the Forest 

Practices Authority: 

- ‘Summary of scientific expert feedback on the potential impact of climate 

change on Tasmania’s production forests and potential adaptation 

strategies Background report’, August 2022. 

- State of the Forests Report 2022. 

The Permanent Native Forest Estate Policy is listed along with other relevant acts 

and policies but the specific relevance of the policy to guiding the regulation of 

forest clearing and its imminent review pursuant to the Tasmanian Regional Forests 

Agreement is not mentioned anywhere in the Draft ERRP. 



1. Improving the data, information and knowledge needed to drive change 

This section makes only passing mention of carbon emissions reduction. The 

opening sentence sets the tone by referring only to ‘managing the risks and 

opportunities of a changing climate’. 

Under ‘Current action’ there are eight separate points but only one mention of 

carbon emissions, which relates only to measuring emissions and not reducing 

them. 

The ‘Future opportunities’ section includes a minority of points that are relevant to 

carbon emissions reduction. 

The last three points are not specifically relevant to carbon emissions reduction.  

The second point includes five sub-points but only two are relevant to carbon 

emissions reduction. The first sub-point relates to sequestration, the third relates to 

adaptation and resilience and the fifth relates to sequestration and resilience.  

Only the second sub-point (bushfire risk mitigation) and forth sub-point (drivers of 

unauthorized land clearing) relate to carbon emissions reduction, but it is not 

explicitly mentioned.  

The first point refers to understanding the reasons for land use conversion.  

It is acknowledged there are two ‘Future opportunities’ related to important areas 

of research looking into the reasons for land use conversion or land clearing (one 

dealing with unauthorized and one with authorized land clearing). It is however 

noted that there are no actions in the Draft ERRP relating to taking action to 

reduce land clearing, either authorized or not authorized.  

It is noted that the Forest Practices Authority has reported on the increasing 

problem of unauthorized land clearing in its annual reports for the last three years. 

The FPA has made public comments about the potential reasons, limitations of 

current approaches to prevention and regulation and made changes to how it 

responds to it. The Final ERRP could benefit from responding to the FPA reports. 

As previously noted, the Draft ERRP should refer to the impending review of the 

Permanent Native Forest Estate policy.  

It is noted that native forest harvesting is not referred to at all in the ‘Current action’ 

section. In ‘Future opportunities’ native forest harvesting is only explicitly mentioned 

in the last point in relation to the potential to improve carbon emissions reporting. It 

is unclear what this point means. Point two, sub-point two, includes mention of 

‘enhanced silviculture practices’, but it is unclear what this means and if it refers to 

native forest or plantations or both. 

 

 



2. Supporting practices and technologies that will reduce emissions and 

increase carbon storage 

On page 15 of the Draft ERRP it is stated that: 

There are a range of existing and emerging opportunities to reduce LULUCF 

emissions and increase carbon sequestration, for example:  

• reducing the conversion of forested lands and plantations to other land 

uses  

• increasing commercial plantations, including agro-forestry 

• increasing the proportion of forestry logs directed to long-term wood 

products and increasing domestic processing capacity  

• introducing measures to reduce the risk of major bushfires 

It is very disappointing that while land clearing (‘reducing the conversion of 

forested lands and plantations to other land uses’) is included, there are no 

‘Existing or emerging opportunities’ related to native forest logging. It is therefore 

unsurprising that there are no actions related to the potential to reduce carbon 

emissions by reducing the area native forest available for harvesting.  

This omission diminishes the integrity of this ERRP as it indicates that reference to 

native forest harvesting has been censored.  

In the ‘Current actions’ section there are no actions related to reducing land 

clearing or native forest silviculture. The grants programs mentioned are all very 

small and the potential benefit in terms of tree planting and other carbon 

sequestration very small. It is noted that the Landcare Action Grants Program has a 

total of $463, 500 to allocate between 2023-25. The Stems for CO2 program has 

$450,000 over one year. The Carbon Farming Advice Rebate Pilot Program was 

funded with $250,000 in 2021 but it is unclear how many years the funding is to be 

allocated over. 

The ERRP is the right place for the state government to reflect on these types of 

programs and, if they are to continue, to decide on the objectives for the future in 

terms of scale of planting and carbon that is sequestered. 

This section would be the most appropriate place in the ERRP to address the state 

government policy to increase the area of forests available for harvesting, but 

there is no mention of it. Again this reflects badly on the integrity of this plan  by 

censoring any mention of a very relevant and controversial policy. 

On page 15 it is stated that the: 

Tasmania’s emissions profile is largely due to the carbon sink in our managed 

forest estate. The size of the carbon sink is not guaranteed into the future due 

to the natural plateau of carbon sequestration as forests mature. 



This quote makes an important point that the size of Tasmania’s carbon sink is not 

guaranteed into the future. However, it incorrectly asserts that there is a natural 

plateauing of carbon sequestration occurring and fails to document what the 

changes have been. The changes that are occurring should be properly depicted 

and described in the Final ERRP and used to inform policy decisions. 

As with the ERRP for Agriculture, the Draft ERRP for LULUCF fails to reflect very 

significant changes in emissions and sequestration in the sector over recent years 

and the likely future changes. The Draft ERRP should at least include the graph that 

appears in the State of Play Report, page 18, along with a short description of the 

major changes that have occurred. The graph shows that net negative emissions 

were consistently and rapidly increasing from 2012 to 2018 and decreased until 

2022. This means that Tasmania cannot rely as much on the LULUCF sector to 

remain carbon net negative.  

The Point Advisory and Indufor (2021) report ‘2021 Update of Tasmania’s Emissions 

Pathway Review – technical report’, Figure 19, page 33, provides a projection that 

the net negative emissions will continue to gradually decrease into the future.  

In response to this pattern of change the state government should set policies to 

reduce emissions and increase sequestration from non-LULUCF sectors. It should 

also set polices for the LULUCF sector that do not make things worse in terms of 

increasing carbon emissions.  

There is a need to consider actions to reduce carbon emissions from forestry and 

land clearing. Reducing the area of native forests available for harvesting should 

be considered as opposed to the government policy of increasing the area of 

native forest available for harvesting. Actions to further reduce land clearing, both 

authorised and unauthorised should also be considered.  

3. Supporting the LULUCF sector in the transition to a low emissions economy 

The major change that is occurring in forest policy in Tasmania, and is highlighted 

in this section, is the state government’s support for Sustainable Timbers Tasmania 

to enter the Australian Carbon Credits Unit Scheme (ACCU). This has been 

progressed during the period that the Draft ERRP was developed with no 

consultation with the broader community. This is despite STT being responsible for 

managing publicly owned forest.  

The ACCU scheme is receiving an increasing amount of criticism and many off-

setting schemes in Australian seem to be failing to deliver lasting carbon 

sequestration benefits. Some are seriously corrupted. The introduction to this 

section (page 17) points to some carbon credit schemes having high integrity, 

which presumably means others may have low integrity. How does the Tasmanian 

community have a say to ensure the right choices are made? One of many 

concerns we have is that STT intends to have areas of forest covered by the ACCU 

scheme which will continue to be subject to some harvesting.  



The state government has jumped the gun, opting to proceed down the ACCU 

pathway when the Tasmanian community would prefer to stop native forest 

logging. It is the TCT’s view that the most secure way to protect the carbon values 

of forests, along with biodiversity, Aboriginal cultural heritage and community 

values such as recreation, is not schemes like ACCU but to reserve them under the 

Nature Conservation Act. 

The Draft ERRP acknowledges that the state government has already amended 

the STT Ministerial Charter to provide it with a new function which formalizes STT to 

participate in carbon markets. It did this without community consultation and prior 

to the release of this Draft ERRP.  

The ‘Future opportunities’ section states that the state government intends to 

‘Review relevant legislation for STT to explore opportunities and identify carbon 

sequestration projects to participate in the ACCU Scheme. There is no explanation 

of what the intent of this legislative review is and if the Tasmanian community will 

be involved. 

4. Building resilience to the impacts of climate change 

As noted previously, a vital research report produced by the FPA has not been 

referenced as part of the development of this Draft ERRP, ‘Summary of scientific 

expert feedback on the potential impact of climate change on Tasmania’s 

production forests and potential adaptation strategies Background report’. 

The Draft ERRP does not present a clear picture of the climate stresses that 

Tasmania’s forests and forest industry are currently facing and may face into the 

future. The introduction to this section presents the likely impacts of climate 

change in terms of ‘long-term changes’ and ignores the current impacts that are 

documented in the FPA report. 

The ‘Current actions’ do not include any actions specific to the forestry sector. 

Three of the four ‘Future opportunities’ are general climate resilience related 

actions which are not concerning. The first opportunity is interesting as it relates to 

‘improving conservation measures, habitat connectivity and biodiversity’. 

However, ‘translocation of species, enhanced natural selection, seed collection 

programs and seed banks’ are concerning. Where does this come from? Why are 

these potential actions raised and not others? 

5. Driving action through partnerships and collaboration 

There is are a considerable number of partnerships and collaborations occurring 

(many involving formal alliances and organisations being developed) in the 

forestry industry but there is virtually no involvement of the general community. This 

is additionally concerning given the large area of publicly owned forestry in 

Tasmania that is subject to forestry. 

Yours sincerely 



Peter McGlone 

CEO 

Tasmanian Conservation Trust 

PO Box 374 

Hobart 7000 


