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Climate Tasmania thanks the Tasmanian Government for the opportunity to provide comments
on the Draft Emissions Reduction and Resilience Plan — Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry (ERRP-LULUCF)| Our main concerns are described in the following numbered sections.

1. The First Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was
published in 199(ﬂ. This was followed by five more IPCC Assessment Reports, in 1995, 2001,
2007, 2013 and 2021. In 2006, Sir Nichols Stern published the Stern Reviemﬂ in the UK, followed
closely by the publication of Ross Garnaut's first Climate Change Review]]in Australia in 2008.
In 2021, the sixth Assessment Report of the IPCC warned that ‘limiting warming to around 1.5°C
(2.7°F) requires global greenhouse gas emissions to peak before 2025 at the latest, and be
reduced by 43% by 2030'E] and that ‘all global modelled pathways that limit warming to 1.5°C
with no or limited overshoot, and those that limit warming to 2°C, involve rapid and deep and in
most cases immediate GHG emission reductions in all sectors' ﬂ (emphasis added).

In the Tasmanian context, the State Government has, since 2007, prepared seven climate change
‘strategies’, ‘action frameworks' or ‘action plans’, over which time Tasmanian gross emissiond’] in
all sectors excluding Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) have barely changed.
Emissions from LULUCF, however, declined markedly from about 2005, becoming negative in
2012, primarily due to a reduction in native forest logging by around 65%f} which was unrelated
to any Government policy or plan. This fortuitous change in the emissions-intensive practice of
native forest logging has resulted in Tasmania’s net emissiong’| being negative since 2013.

Summarising the above:

e Three decades have passed since the world first became informed of the scientific basis of
anthropogenic climate change.

e Substantial cuts in emissions in all sectors are required before the end of this decade.

It therefore seems inconceivable that, after decades of delay, when we are now left with only a
matter of years to act, the ERRP-LULUCEF is not a plan for any real action, but rather a plan to
develop an action plan. Here are examples of verbs and phrases that preface some of the ‘Future
opportunities’: examine, understand, support, explore options, continue to ..., develop an

... action plan, develop strategies, explore opportunities, collaborate with, review ... legislation,
establish a ... forum — hardly the actions that will guarantee substantial cuts in emissions within
the next six years.

!Consultation Draft — September 2024.
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2. After 2005, a roughly 65% contraction of Tasmanian native forest logging resulted in a large
reduction in LULUCF emissions ((1), above), leading to Tasmania's present negative net
emissions status. This indicates that there is still potential for significant further reduction in
emissions through, for example, ceasing native forest logging altogethed™'] This option, which

would greatly enhance Tasmania’s mitigation actions, should be seriously considered and
discussed in the ERRP-LULUCF.

3. It is impossible to forecast future LULUCF without a detailed plan for future Tasmanian

forestry operations (e.g. including logging intensity and location), covering the same period.
Mechanisms need to be put in place for the provision of such a forestry plan for at least the
duration of the ERRP-LULUCF.

4. It is important that the condition of Tasmania’s forests under a future changing climate is well
understood, because the accompanying LULUCF emissions (positive or negative) will
undoubtedly dominate net emissions, as they have done in the past and will continue to do so.
This can only be accomplished through LULUCF modelling coupled with regional climate
projections provided, for example, by Tasmania's Climate Futures projecﬂT_Z]. A crucial result of
this modelling would be an indication of how long the LULUCF emissions will remain negative.
As far as we are aware, the most recent (and quite rudimentary) modelling of this type was
performed by Point Advisory and Indufor as part of Tasmania's Emissions Pathway Review[™]
Therefore, the following should be included in the ERRP-LULUCF:

e A brief summary of the LULUCF modelling described by Point Advisory and Indufor!?.

e A proposal for more sophisticated LULUCF modelling extending to at least 2050.
5. Any plan for future emissions reduction requires the following:

e A planned emissions trajectory into the future (in this case for LULUCF). This would, by
definition, involve an ‘end’ target (e.g. at 2050), but would preferably also involve regular
(e.g. 5-yearly) targets.

e A plan, supported by LULUCF modelling, for how this emissions trajectory is to be
achieved (e.g. by changing harvesting levels).

e Regular monitoring (in this case, through annual LULUCF inventoriesED, for comparison
with the target(s), in order to detect whether the emissions reduction plan requires
adjustment.

These items should all be discussed in the ERRP-LULUCF.
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6. Finally, we have a comment on style. LULUCF is a complex subject, even to experts, so it is
important that nomenclature is clear and simple. Broadly, there are four key descriptors of the
transfer of greenhouse gases, two of which may be thought of as ‘processes’ and two as ‘actors’.
The two ‘processes’ are normally called:

e emissions — the transfer of carbon to the atmosphere

® sequestration or removals — the transfer of carbon from the atmosphere

and the two ‘actors’ are normally called:

e 3 source — which causes emissions

e a sink — which causes sequestration or removals

While a source causes emissions, and a sink causes sequestration, source is not a synonym for
emissions, so the words shouldn’t be used interchangeably. Similarly, sink shouldn’t be used
interchangeably with sequestration.

Also, while sequestration and removals are both perfectly acceptable words, it is confusing
(especially to non-experts) to use them interchangeably in the same document.

Therefore it is suggested:

e that instances such as ‘emissions sources and sequestration (emissions removals or carbon
sinks)’ (on page 9) are terribly confusing — ‘emissions’ should either be replaced by
‘carbon’ or omitted altogether, and the whole phrase could simply be replaced by ‘carbon
emissions and sequestration’ or ‘carbon sources and sinks’, and

e that either sequestration or removals is used, but not both.

Finally, the words that are chosen to be used in the ERRP-LULUCF (emission, sequestration,
removals, source, sink) should be included in the Glossary.



