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Are there any priorities or future opportunities missing from the draft Plan?

The largest single opportunity to reduce emissions from LULUCF in Tasmania is the cessation of
logging public native forests, yet that is missing from this plan. Subsequent protection and
restoration of such forests will then contribute further to ongoing sequestration and rebuilding
resilience in forests previously degraded by logging.

This opportunity is clear in the Tasmanian GHG inventory where it is historical fact that the
substantial reduction in native forest logging resulting from the collapse of Gunns Ltd led to a
massive decrease in emissions from the activity of Forest Management (an order of magnitude)
from 2012. The subsequent Tasmanian Forest Agreement consolidated gains in emissions
reduction via reservation of large areas in conservation reserves and taking the Future Potential
Reserves (now known as the future Potential Production Forests) out of production.

Ongoing sequestration in those areas subsequently continues to contribute to Tasmania’s net
zero emissions status.

Whilst there was some impact on private land, the large majority of this impact was in state
forests. No other action in any sector since the Kyoto Protocol came into force has had an
impact approaching this in Tasmania, and it is responsible for Tasmania’s net zero emissions
status.

This example of how Tasmania got to net zero via action on forests is cited in international
literature but ignored in Tasmania. The failure to say why and how the LULUCF sector became a
net sink in 2012 and to then attribute it to a range of other, lesser factors is dishonest and
unhelpful in generating a plan of future action.

More Clarity Required

1. The Plan should explicitly recognise the role of forest degradation in generating
emissions. Logging is one key form of forest degradation. Deforestation is also
important, but concerns are not limited to deforestation and land use change.



2. Maintaining and adding to carbon stocks is important. Knowledge of the size of such
stocks and their location in the landscape is needed. This applies to all forested lands.
In this draft Plan it seems that the need for prescriptions to maintain and enhance
carbon stocks in conservation reserves is missing, although the existence of such
reserves seems to be noted as contributing under forest management (1.255 million ha
is noted). Additionally, the potential to rebuild carbon stocks in regenerating forests is
important for resilience (which is underpinned by ecosystem integrity) as well as
sequestration. As noted above, this is a vital outcome of cessation of logging native
forests and we have already witnessed it’s potential scale and importance.

3. Distinction between carbon stocks and sinks. Sinks have the capacity to sequester
carbon, and stocks are that carbon sequestered in the landscape. The aim of having a
large carbon sink can be good or bad in terms of climate action. If it is achieved by first
making large emissions and then later recouping them over time, this is not a positive
contribution. That can be achieved by increased levels of logging with accompanying
high levels of emissions that then leaves a depleted sink waiting to be refilled. Only
when sequestration takes the equation to the level of previous stocks will it begin to
approach carbon neutrality, although the impacts on the atmosphere over that period
are irreversible. The aim has to be to increase carbon stocks in forests, whilst claiming it
is to create large carbon sinks can be perverse.

4. Conflation of emissions reduction and sequestration. It would be helpful to disaggregate
emissions and removals in each of the LULUCF activities. Netting out obscures a proper
understanding of what is occurring in the landscape. Are there large emissions and
removals or small ones? Who would know when all we get is the sum total of plus and
minus? Where are they happening? This should be pursued with the Australian
government, but there is no reason why Tasmania can’t decide to make public the gross
emissions and gross removals and use the information to inform climate action.

Promotion of Biofuels is Perverse as an Element of a LULUCF Plan

Combustion of woody biomass is at least as emissive as burning coal and usually more
emissive, per unit of energy generated. That these emissions are not recorded in the Energy
sector is a peculiarity of the Kyoto carbon accounting rules that goes unremarked in the draft
Plan. Itis not an indication of zero emissions nor of carbon neutrality, although frequently
misrepresented as such by the industry.

Promotion of biofuels ignores the emissions impact and the importance of restraining
emissions inside the Paris Agreement timeframes for action of 2030 and 2050. If the claim is
that forest biomass will regrow, that will not happen inside those time frames and in the
meanwhile combustion of woody biomass is exacerbating climate change. Further, with an
industry based in such combustion there will be ongoing logging and combustion and no
chance that later sequestration will level the impact, in addition to the fact that climate forcing
as a result of the immediate emissions is not reversible. Further, there is the opportunity cost to
continued sequestration of carbon in forest ecosystems, or in plantations in a scenario of longer
rotations. Biofuels sourced from agricultural residues can also be problematic for
emissiveness.

In relation to small dimension forestry ‘residues’ (noting that ‘residues can also be whole logs of
lower quality and in substantial volumes) and agricultural waste, it would be preferable to allow



those residues to accumulate carbon in soils and litter to build carbon in that system and enrich
productivity.

Illegal land clearing

The State of the Environment Report for Tasmania has been released since this draft Plan was
written. It reveals significant levels of illegal land clearing, especially deforestation. The
information therein is relevant to this plan and should be included. A recommendation to
educate the community and to apply penalties is needed.

Fire

Maintaining intact forests for resilience, including against fire, is important. As noted earlier in
this submission, ecosystem integrity is an important element of resilience, and this is seen in
the scientific literature. The draft Plan is quite inadequate in its consideration of these matters.
Whilst fuel reduction burning is appropriate near settlements and key infrastructure to reduce
impacts in that immediate vicinity, to apply it over large hectarages is not and adversely affects
the resilience of such forests to fire. Plantations are inevitably more fire prone, as is seeded
regeneration and degraded regrowth forests. This will only be exacerbated in the context of
climate change, making serious reductions of emissions and expansion of additional
sequestration opportunities via protection and restoration of natural ecosystems an important
element of a climate change response.

Harvested Wood Products

The draft Plan gives too much weight and credence to claims for harvested wood products. It
fails to observe that only a minor percentage of wood from any logging operation ends up in long
lasting wood products, whilst the vast majority goes to atmosphere immediately or within 3
years. Further, a long-lasting wood product is defined as lasting 30 years only. This is a minimal
contribution.

The claim that material substitution will lead to increasing use of wood to replace more
emissive products, especially in building, has yet to be shown to actually occur as a
subsititution and not simply as more things being built. There are no credible studies to show
any significant degree of substitution, nor plans for it.

Claims to better storage of carbon via logging are simply greenwashing.

Fuelwood

Regulation of commercial firewood suppliers is required. Illegal and / or unsustainable logging
for fuelwood by smaller scale operators is rife in Tasmania and government has no clear
estimate of the size of the industry and its emissions, nor ability to effectively control it.
Additional reasons for regulation relate to the degradation of natural values and impacts on
ecologically sensitive areas, as well as the effects on affected landholders who often live in fear
of those who enter land and remove firewood without permission.



Translocation of species

Translocation of species and other modifications of native forests is ill advised and has
potential to be extremely damaging to Tasmania’s natural heritage. Eucalypts are notoriously
genetically plastic and will themselves adapt to changing conditions. Introduction of alien
species is simply unacceptable.

In contrast, improved conservation measures of habitat connectivity and biodiversity corridors
are to be encouraged. They should preferentially link areas of high naturalness and primary
ecosystems to confer best resilience and carbon storage through the landscape.



