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Dear NSW Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment,

Submission on Draft Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative — Improved Forest Management in Multi-use Public Native Forest) Methodology Determination 2025
 
Please accept my feedback into the proposed Improved Native Forest Management (INFM) in Multiple-use Public Native Forests method, under the Australian Carbon Credit Unit Scheme.
I welcome the recognition in the draft INFM method of the vital role native forests play in carbon sequestration and storage, and the acknowledgment of the economic cost of emissions from logging.
However, I support the following recommendations to strengthen the proposed method to ensure it delivers genuine climate and biodiversity benefits:

Recommendation 1
Remove Part 2, Section 8 - Projects to reduce timber harvesting by deferral of harvesting from the method
Rationale:
The integrity of the whole method and the credits generated would be significantly compromised by the inclusion of this high-risk activity. Logging could also be intensified in some areas, leading to increased habitat destruction. Cessation of logging has huge biodiversity benefits, but deferral of harvesting has far fewer co-benefits, due to the disturbance of ecosystems and removal of hollow-bearing trees and hollow-bearing recruitment trees. Information asymmetry is a big risk in this activity, and risks allowing credits to be generated from reductions in logging that were going to happen anyway. Forestry Corporation would most likely be the proponent in any project involving deferred logging, and has a well established track-record of misreporting and illegal activity, which only increases the probability of gaming and perverse outcomes. 
Carbon credits should only be available where a verifiable area of forest is permanently protected from logging. 
As there are no benefits from including deferral of harvesting as an allowable activity, but huge risks to the integrity of the scheme, it should be removed.

Recommendation 2
The NSW Government must publish a policy of not selling credits to entities whose carbon emissions come from producing fossil fuels.
Rationale: By generating carbon credits which are eligible for the safeguard mechanism compliance market, this method could prolong the life of coal and gas mining, which would undermine the carbon benefits of the method. Carbon credits should only be used as part of a genuine emissions reduction plan.
Recommendation 3
Division 3.3—Management plan for project area 
That the management plan is open to public scrutiny and independent review at the time of its lodgement with the Regulator.
Rationale: The ability to scrutinise the management plan will be central to being able to assess the integrity of the proposed project.

Division 5.5—Baseline harvest levels
Recommendation 4
The data provided by the proponent, in relation to the initial or revised modified sustainable yield estimate (according to Division 5.5, 29, (9)), must be made publicly available from the date it is received by the Regulator and FRAMES must be provided to an independent modeller for review.
Rationale: To have any credibility the parameters used in the modelling must be made publicly available

Recommendation 5: The determination of a baseline
INFM projects should only be based on verified and realistic, independently verified, sustainable yield estimates. Ensuring that INFM projects are grounded in credible, ecologically sound, and independently verified sustainable yield estimates to prevent over-crediting and ecological degradation.
Rationale: Using inflated baselines risks over-crediting carbon abatement and undermines the integrity of the method.
Recommendation 6
Conduct comprehensive remeasurement of forest plots affected by the 2019/20 wildfires.
Rationale: Forestry Corporation has not re-measured 659 plots in heavily burnt areas in north-east NSW. This greatly undermines the credibility of post-fire yield estimates, sustainable yield estimates and new Wood Supply Agreements signed in 2022.
Division 5.8—Leakage Prevention
Recommendation 7
Implement Robust Controls to Prevent Leakage Across Forest Tenures and Jurisdictions through:
· Require that products specified in Wood Supply Agreements are at least reduced proportionate to the volumes claimed to have avoided emissions, and greater if required to achieve sustainable yield in the project area
· Ensure baselines are established for each product (ie large high quality sawlogs, small high-quality sawlogs, low-quality sawlogs, pulplogs and other), and clear criteria for each product, to ensure substitution isn’t used to  misrepresent reductions
· Establish modified sustained yield baselines across entire forest estates
· Develop counterfactual baselines for private native forests
· Regularly monitor standing carbon stocks using LiDAR (or similar) to ensure targets are being delivered
· Apply higher indirect leakage discounts
· Include provisions to prevent logging under the guise of fire management to be automatically excluded from leakage calculations.
· Monitor and limit cross-subsidisation through the use of ACCU revenue to subsidize logging in unprofitable or ecologically sensitive areas.
Recommendation 8 
Division 6.2—Record-keeping requirements 
All records provided in relation to this Division should be publicly available.
Rationale: A history of a lack of transparency in the management of public native forests has resulted in a culture of non-compliance and poor record keeping.
Recommendation 9
First Nations handbacks 
Clarification on the implications for First Nations hand backs need to be addressed
· Clear identification of these areas must be included in references to “other reserve” (draft determination, Section 10(4)) so as to not excessively restrict First Nations hand backs
Rationale: The draft method does not explicitly mention future tenure changes, apart from a reference to “national park or other reserve or subject to any other applicable law that prevents commercial forestry use.”

Consultation Questions
1. forestry region means:
Question: Is the mandatory minimum project area size for non-RFA regions (1.5 million hectares) set at an appropriate level?
The intent in setting a minimum project area size is to mitigate additionality and leakage risks by ensuring project areas cover substantial areas of public native forests, where there can be confidence in baseline harvesting levels and there is limited scope for activity shifting. Generally, the smaller the project area the greater the additionality and direct leakage risks. However, if the minimum project area size is set too high, it could exclude valid projects.
Feedback is sought on whether 1.5 million hectares strikes the right balance.
Answer: Yes. This is an appropriate project area size.


2. Relinquishment of carbon credits if harvesting resumed during permanence period
Question: Should the legislative rules be amended to require the project proponent to notify the Regulator if timber harvesting resumes? 
Section 85 of the CFI Act allows for rules to be made requiring the proponent to notify the Regulator of a matter. That section could be used in this case to make sure the proponent notifies the Regulator if harvesting resumes, thereby triggering the requirement under the enforceable undertaking to relinquish ACCUs.
Answer:
Yes. Notification should trigger:
•	Immediate review of project status.
•	Relinquishment of ACCUs as per enforceable undertakings.
•	Potential penalties for non-compliance 
This emphasises the need to only give ACCUs for stopping logging and conversion into national parks where permanence can be guaranteed.


3. Part 4—Crediting period for projects
Questions: Should the crediting period of a project be extended if, after the project starts, the project proponent: (a) adds a new carbon protection area; or (b) further reduces harvesting? If crediting periods can be extended for further reductions in harvesting (without new carbon protection areas), should the option to extend be contingent on the new reduction being greater than a prescribed minimum?
Hypothetical example: When first declared, hypothetical project X involves stopping harvesting in a 20,000 hectare carbon protection area and reducing harvesting by 25% across the remainder of the project area. 7 years into the crediting period, the project proponent wants to add a new 30,000 hectare carbon protection area. In this hypothetical, there are two potential options being considered. 
Option 1: The crediting period remains unchanged at the original 15 years, but the project receives additional credits for the remaining 8 years of the crediting period on account for the further decrease in harvesting relative to baseline harvesting levels. 
Option 2: The crediting period is extended for a specified period (i.e. 5 years) and, over this period, the baseline harvest level is reset to the lower of: 
· 20% below the average baseline harvest level of the original crediting period; and
· the average harvest levels over the first 7 years of the crediting period, excluding years in which credits were not issued. 
This option would result in the project receiving additional credits from the remaining 8 years of the original crediting period and then more credits during the extension period (assuming the other relevant requirements are satisfied).
Answer:
Option 2. To encourage further protection during the crediting period. 

4. Division 5.4— Representative model plots and baseline estate model
Question 1: Section 28 is drafted on the basis that harvest events are modelled at the coup level using FullCAM’s ‘% of the forest that is affected by the harvest event’ functionality. With this approach, if there are 100 mature trees in a 1-hectare coup and 70 of the trees are harvested, the event would be modelled as affecting 70% of the forest in the 1-hectare coup.
The alternative is to only model the areas where trees are removed during the harvest event. In the hypothetical, rather than modelling the harvesting event as occurring across 1 hectare, a 0.7- hectare area would be modelled as having trees removed (the equivalent of a clearfell harvest event over the 0.7-hectare area). 
Which approach should be used in the method? 
Question 2: The representative clearing plots assume areas cleared to facilitate harvesting do not regenerate after the event. An alternative approach to accounting for the impacts of these types of clearing events on forest recovery would be for the representative clearing plots to require a natural regeneration event to be modelled that is scheduled to occur 5-years after the clearing event.
Which approach should be used?
Answer:
Carbon credits should not be given for modified logging, for accountability and monitoring the only deferral that should be considered is where defined areas of productive forest are set aside from logging, this is the only way it can be checked and monitored.

5. Estimation of carbon stocks in harvested wood products Issue: 
FullCAM is used to model harvested wood products in the Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Plantation Forestry) Methodology Determination 2022. However, it is not used to model harvested wood products in service or landfills for the purpose of the National Inventory Report. 
Two options are being considered: 
Option 1 – use FullCAM, justified on the basis of simplicity and consistency. 
Option 2 – use an integrated harvested wood products & landfill model that better reflects the model used for the purpose of the National Inventory Report. 
Question: Which model should be used for the purpose of the method?
Answer:
A more detailed, integrated model is preferred over FullCAM for harvested wood products.


6. Private native forests leakage deduction (PNFLDi)
Question: Should years affected by major wildfire events be excluded from the baseline period when calculating the PNF leakage baseline harvest level and, if so, how should this be done robustly given data limitations?
Answer: 
Wildfire years should not be excluded; they are part of the real operating environment, given that under climate change fires are expected to become more frequent and intensive they will have similar impacts in the future,
There has still been no assessment of sustainable yields based on remeasuring of growth plots in affected forests, The fires resulted in the death of numerous mature trees and a large proportion of regrowth. The reduction in actual yields only had a direct impact for a portion of forests one year before logging resumed under normal protocols. It is considered that the actual loss of trees is still not reflected in sustainable yield estimates. 


Thank you for the opportunity to contribute this submission. I look forward to a confirmation of its receipt.

Regards,

Signed

