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Confidentiality  
All submissions will be treated as public documents, unless the author of the submission has requested 
that the submission not be published on the grounds that its publication could reasonably be expected to 
substantially prejudice the commercial interests of the author or another person. Public submissions will 
be published in full on the Department of the Environment’s website, including any personal information 
of authors and/or other third parties contained in the submission. Confidential submissions will not be 
published but will be provided to the: 

 Department of the Environment and Energy; 

 Emissions Reduction Assurance Committee; and 

 Clean Energy Regulator. 
If any part of the submission should be treated as confidential then please provide two versions of the 
submission, one with the confidential information removed for publication. 
A request made under the Freedom of Information Act 1982 for access to a submission marked 
confidential will be determined in accordance with that Act.  
 

Do you want this submission to be treated as confidential?     Yes    x  No 
 

Submission Instructions 
Submissions should be made by close of business on the day the public consultation period closes for 
the determination. This date will be specified on the website. The Department reserves the right not to 
consider late submissions.  
Where possible, submissions should be lodged electronically, preferably in Microsoft Word or other text 
based formats, via the email address – EmissionsReductionSubmissions@environment.gov.au 
Submissions may alternatively be sent to the postal address below to arrive by the due date. 
 

ERF Governance and Policy, Climate Change Division 
Department of the Environment  
GPO Box 787  
CANBERRA  ACT  2601 
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Name of draft determination: (delete one if only commenting on one determination) 

Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Savanna Fire Management—Sequestration and Emissions 

Avoidance) Methodology Determination 2018 

 AND 

Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Savanna Fire Management—Emissions Avoidance) 

Methodology Determination 2018 

 

Part A – Overall comments and potential adverse impacts 

 General/overall comments 

 

Background 
ALFA (NT) Limited is an Indigenous owned company deriving its income from the sale of ACCUs 
generated under the current Savanna Burning Methodology (2015).  Savanna fire management provides 
a critically important source of employment and is integral to the environmental, social and cultural 
fabric of Arnhem Land in which ALFA operates. The five ALFA projects registered under the Savanna 
Burning Methodology 2015 cover an area of 80,000 km2 of Aboriginal freehold land (under the 
Aboriginal Land Rights Act (NT) 1976) in Arnhem Land in the Northern Territory of Australia. ALFA (NT) 
Limited is a significant contributor to the abatement generated under the Savanna Burning 
Methodology. Together, the five ALFA projects currently account for 46 % of all ACCU issuance under the 
Savanna Burning methodology.  
 

The successful development and growth of the savanna burning industry on Aboriginal held lands clearly 
demonstrates that savanna fire management is a rare and significant opportunity for Aboriginal people 
to work on and generate wealth from their country.  Within the ALFA projects, nine Aboriginal ranger 
groups undertake the fire management activity and deliver the abatement using the innovative mix of 
customary fire management knowledge with contemporary high-tech hardware. These ranger groups 
include the Djelk Rangers based out of Maningrida, Warddeken Land Management Limited based out of 
Kabulwarnamyo and Manmoyi, Adjumarlarl Rangers in Gunbalanya, Mimal Rangers based out of 
Bulman, Jawoyn Rangers based out of Katherine, the Arafura Swamp Rangers based in Ramingining, 
Yugul Mangi Rangers from Ngukurr, Numburindi Rangers from Numbulwar and the Yirralka Rangers 
based out of Yirrkala. 
 
ALFA welcomes the development of the Savanna Fire Management – Sequestration and Emissions 
Avoidance Methodology as it undoubtedly represents a significant opportunity for the ALFA projects to 
significantly increase not only the economic returns generated from the fire projects but also the 
environmental, cultural and social returns from investment in the fire project areas.  
 
General Comments 
ALFA appreciates the continued work involved in the development of the draft methodology, however, 
we have two general concerns related to the release of the latest draft which we raise below.  
 

1. Perceived push to release the sequestration methodology 
Behind ALFAs concerns is the perception that there is an identified need to just get the methodology 
released. Whilst we understand that there are planned updates to improve the science parameterising 
the model, this does not create an environment of certainty in which current proponents will feel 
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comfortable in transitioning. The methodology represents a significant change for the savanna burning 
industry and proponents will need to be cognizant and comfortable with the long term working of the 
methodology, particularly when seeking consent for projects on Aboriginal Land and incorporating a 
permanence obligation. 
 
As a proponent, ALFA would like to stress that there is no need to rush the release of these 
methodologies. There are no adverse implications if the methodologies are delayed and there are very 
real adverse implications if the methodology is released before proponents are comfortable with its 
approach. For example, 

 There is no opportunity lost to current proponents who are planning to transition to the new 
methodology as the baseline of existing projects transitions with them to the sequestration 
methodology and the sequestration methodology credits the difference between the baseline 
and project equilibrium.  

 There is no opportunity lost to proponents wanting to start an emissions avoidance project as 
the 2015 Savanna Burning Methodology currently provides for such an opportunity. 

 There is however a massive loss of opportunity if the method is released and proponents miss 
the 5 year transition window whilst waiting for the science to be updated. Operationally, this 
would mean that the crediting period and permanence period for sequestration projects no 
longer align as they would not be eligible to start a new 25 year crediting period. For the ALFA 
projects that started in 2011, this would also result in a lost opportunity of over ten extra 
emissions avoidance crediting years. 

 
  

2. Significant new approach in the methodology between releases of the two consultation drafts 
 
The addition of seasonality in the latest draft release is a new addition to the version of the 
methodology released in the last consultation period. Along with the new version of the methodology, a 
new and extended technical guidance document and a new version of SavBAT3, there is also a 
seasonality paper and subsequent reviews of the paper. ALFA would like to note, that this is a large body 
of material in which to digest and comment within a very short (2 week) consultation period.  
 
In particular, the inclusion of seasonality is a major new addition to the draft and given the differences in 
moving from a data based methodology in which seasonality was included (2015) to a modelled 
methodology, two weeks is not sufficient time in which to evaluate and comment on these additions to 
the model. 
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Do you consider this determination may have any adverse environmental, economic or 
social impacts? If yes, are there any existing or new measures that could be adopted to 
mitigate those impacts? 

 

ALFA (NT) Limited saw a number of issues in the first draft of this methodology determination that could 
have had an adverse environmental, economic or social impact particularly related to engagement of 
Indigenous fire projects.  Many of these have now been addressed including the definition of the 
activity, the decoupling of the sequestration and emissions avoidance credits (if the CFI Act 
Amendments are enacted), a longer time frame for transitioning projects to take up the new 
methodology and more flexible arrangements for changing a project area. 
 
However, ALFA reiterates key points of the methodology as they relate to current draft. 
 

1. Complexity of Methodology 
ALFA commented in the first consultation around on the increased complexity of the draft Savanna Fire 
Management – Emissions Avoidance and Sequestration Methodology. The draft methods include links to 
spatial data layers, references to factors and parameters from external sources, links to a technical 
document, the production of a fire plan as well as introducing weed monitoring and management. All 
these are additional to what is required under the current emissions avoidance methodology. The 
methodology is now trying to cover and include a range of external factors and the possibility that these 
may change over time rather than simple carbon accounting.  
 

2. Reduction of Emissions Avoidance Abatement 
As identified in the first consultation round, ALFA is concerned about the significant decreases to the 
emissions avoidance abatement calculations in the draft Savanna Fire Management Methodology using 
SavBAT3. Indeed, the decreases have doubled between the releases of the two versions of SavBAT3. This 
is addressed further in the seasonality section below in Part B. 
 

3. Savanna Technical Guidance Document 
ALFA expressed concern in the first consultation round about the implications of updates within the 
proposed savanna technical guidance document. These are further discussed in the relevant section 
below in Part B. 
 

4. Permanence period for sequestration 
ALFA noted in the first consultation round that the two permanence period options (25 versus 100 
years) presented in the methodology do not reflect operational capacity to commit to the permanence 
periods or adequately allow proponents to maximise the carbon storage opportunity to its full potential. 
In addition, as a result of the limited choice, the methodology also overestimates the risk of reversal to 
the carbon store. For example, ALFA does not consider the option of a 100 year permanence period on 
Aboriginal Land a possibility. The maximum precedent for similar long term agreements is 99 years. As 
such proponents who operate on Aboriginal Land will necessarily only be able to choose a 25 year 
permanence period. This does not reflect any decision of the proponent regarding the long term 
commitment to undertaking the project activity nor does it encourage or enable the proponent to 
maximise their carbon storage commitments. 
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Part B- Questions on general elements of the draft documents 

The methods include the use of a subsidiary document, the Savanna Technical Guidance 
Document, which outlines some of the requirements and approaches to implement in the 
method.  

Are the draft legislative instruments and the Guidance document clear and readable? Could the 
Explanatory Statement or Guidance be expanded or refined to further clarify anything? 

 

ALFA understands that the development of a savanna technical guidance document is to allow for 
greater flexibility in updating the methodology. However, as noted in the previous consultation round, 
ALFA is concerned that this will create uncertainty for project proponents particularly when committing 
for long permanence periods and the requirement to relinquish credits if a change to a sequestration 
project is made. Previously, updates to the methodology have occurred in such a way that proponents 
can choose to transition to the new methodology or stay on their existing determination.  
 
With significant methodological material now in the technical guidance document, any updates even 
with consultation and oversight from ERAC, take away the ability for proponents to be able to make 
informed operational and business decisions. For example updates to the document may change the 
operational capacity of projects (i.e. through decreasing issuance of ACCUs) to the extent where a 
proponent may have made a different decision in engaging with the methodology in the first place. 
 
A changing document also has direct implications for projects on Aboriginal Land and the consultation 
process with Traditional Landowners. For example, the technical document might change to include 
particular activities that were not consulted upon with Landowners prior to project commencement.  
 
As a proponent, ALFA is required to comply with the legislation and supporting guidance documents 
are intended to provide clarity around legislation rather than to alter it. ALFA strongly recommends 
that content in the savanna technical guidance document that warrants oversight and a consultation 
process should remain within the methodology. 
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Project activity 

The project activity has changed considerably since the last public consultation version, in 
response to feedback received during public consultation and at two workshops on the 
methods. The Department would appreciate feedback on whether the revised description of the 
project activity allows projects to successfully undertake savanna fire management that reduces 
greenhouse gas emissions and increases stored carbon. 

 

The revised definition is better than in the first version of the draft methodology in that it refers to 
planned versus unplanned burning and is not prescriptive in relation to what that looks like for an 
individual project area. It also clearly links the purpose of the planned burning to expectation of 
avoided emissions and the sequestering of carbon. 
 
The definition in the determination does not make reference as to whether planned burning must only 
occur in the early dry season, however, in the “Key questions with the changes for savanna fire 
management projects” document states that it may not be possible to undertake planned burning in 
some years, for example if it is raining for most of the early dry season. This is confusing as it infers that 
planned burning can only be undertake in the EDS.  
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The project management plan 

The requirements for the project management plan (formerly the fire management plan) have 
changed since the last public consultation versions of the methods in response to feedback 
received at that time. Do you think that the requirement for a project management plan, as 
described, will help to ensure proponents undertake the project activity in accordance with the 
method (demonstrate compliance), and will minimise the risks to neighbouring properties from 
poor fire management practice? If not, can you suggest other ways these risks could be 
mitigated? 

 
 

The requirement to have a project management plan may help to ensure proponents undertake the 
project activity in accordance with the method. However, it must be noted that a plan is just a plan and 
the actions undertaken by a proponent demonstrate compliance more than the provision of a plan. 
Similarly, a plan in itself will not minimise the risks to neighbouring properties from poor fire 
management practices. In the Northern Territory, the existing Bushfires Act framework is most likely to 
minimise these risks whilst enabling effective fire management. 
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The proposed approach to seasonality 

The effects of seasonal differences in fine fuel loads on the estimation of emissions abatement 
has been included in these draft methods. The proposed approach is described in a report by 
CSIRO, which has been provided for your information along with the other consultation 
documents. The report was subject to review by three independent and anonymous experts 
and a summary of that review is also available for download on the Department’s website. 

a) Do you have any comment on whether the proposed approach provides sufficiently 
robust and conservative estimates of abatement? 

b) Do you have any data you would be willing to provide, or are you aware of any existing 
data held by others, to improve the calibration of the seasonal fuel accumulation model 
proposed by CSIRO? 

c) If you disagree with the proposed approach, can you please describe an alternative 
approach (with supporting evidence) that is also consistent with Australia’s National 
Inventory?  

 
 

It is difficult for ALFA to comment directly on the science and data involved in developing and 
parameterising the models in this methodology. ALFA is a proponent operating under the 2015 
methodology and our approach to examine the new methodology necessitates that we look at it 
alongside the methodology with which we are familiar. It has been confusing for the industry to not 
have consensus between expert scientists on the approach for the new methodology. Our 
understanding is that the development of the former savanna burning determinations were of a more 
collaborative nature. 
 
ALFA notes that in the seasonality report, the rationale for inclusion was because “stakeholders were 
concerned that failure to include seasonality would have a direct impact on reducing the magnitude of 
project emissions abatements compared with the 2015 methodology”. ALFAs concerns in the release of 
the first draft was that we observed significant decreases in both baseline emissions and project 
reporting abatement. A lack of seasonality was given as the most likely reason why these decreases 
were being observed.  
 
Conversely, the addition of seasonality into this version of the methodology has seen a doubling of the 
decrease in baseline emissions and project reporting abatements. For example, the baseline for ALFAs 
four high rainfall projects decreases by an average of 23.5 % whist the net abatement from the 2016 
reporting year decreases by an average of 30.1 %. For ALFA in the 2016 reporting year, this would have 
resulted in 266,102 less credits than were issued under the 2015 methodology. This is significant both in 
terms of the loss to the project areas, but even more so for the reputation and integrity of the savanna 
burning industry.  
 
There are other stakeholders better placed to comment on the science, however, from an industry 
perspective, the following elements of the model seem to counter lay observations.  
 

1. Estimating seasonal fine fuel loads based on the known distribution of fire activity. 
To estimate fine fuel loads at the time of fire, the researchers have examined 28 years of monthly fire 
scar data for Northern Australia to determine the proportion of area burnt in each fire season that 
burnt in each month. They then weight the average fine fuel loads for the time that fires occur using 
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this historical data. This seems problematic as they are looking at fire within an existing anthropogenic 
managed system across northern Australia and using generalised past fire regimes to predict future 
trends. This could affect projects such as those in Arnhem Land which in recent years were so 
undermanaged for fire they exhibited catastrophic late dry season fires – hence the reason they have 
been so productive as fire projects when EDS burning was reintroduced. 
 
Savannas are highly flammable and the probability that an area will burn increases throughout the dry 
season. The only time that fire is unlikely to occur in the savannas is in the wet season. Question 28 in 
the “Key questions with the changes for savanna fire management projects” document states that the 
extent of the change in emissions abatement will vary between projects due to differences in the 
combination of fuel types and the fire activity during the baseline and project periods. Isn’t this the very 
premise of the whole methodology?  
 
ALFA also does not understand the approach of moving a monthly proportion figure (Table 8) to a 
weighted seasonal figure (Table 9). The authors describe two peaks in fire activity based upon Table 9, 
however, this seems artificial and if you look at the actual figures in Table 8 there is not two peaks but 
rather one peak in Sept/Oct.  
 

2. Decay rates constant throughout the year 
The rate of decay in the model is assumed to be constant across the landscape and throughout the 
year. In reality you would expect that rates of decay would be more pronounced throughout the wet 
season and that decay would also vary between vegetation types and fine fuel loads (e.g. between grass 
and litter). Indeed, the authors acknowledge that their estimation of decay is a first approximation.  
 

3. Fuel accumulation in unburnt years 
ALFA notes that the fine fuel accumulation tables in the paper (Tables 10 and 11) differ from those in 
the Savanna Burning Methodology 2015. (Table P).  In particular, there is much less fuel accumulation in 
the vegetation types with increasing time since fire. These tables are derived from utilising the seasonal 
fire probabilities and decay rates as described above. Observations from fire practitioners is that 
unburnt fuel loads are significant and particularly with increasing time since fire.  
 
 
A number of research institutions have been involved in the development of the savanna burning 
methodologies to date. ALFA recommends that consensus is reached on a collaborative science road 
map prior to the method being finalised. This should include mechanisms for the inclusion of all 
available data and the collaboration of scientists from different institutions to be able to inform the 
new modelled approach. 
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The proposed approach to updating subsidiary material 

A proposed procedure for updating material that is subsidiary to the draft determinations, such 
as the savanna technical guidance document and various spatial data layers, has been 
provided for your comment with the draft determination and other documents on the 
Department’s website. 

Do you think this procedure will help:  

a) to ensure abatement estimates in the draft determinations remain consistent with  

a. those reported on as part of Australia’s international greenhouse gas reporting 
requirements; and  

b. the offsets integrity standards in the Act; and 

b) minimise the risk of business uncertainty and onerous regulatory burden? 

 

ALFA recognises that the savanna burning methodologies need to remain consistent with Australia’s 
international greenhouse gas reporting requirements and the offsets integrity standards in the Act.   
 
ALFA is concerned with the quantity and different types of information within the savanna technical 
guidance document that could be subject to updates. For example, there are updates that link directly 
to the National Inventory, proposed updates as new scientific data comes to hand, updates to the 
management of weeds as well as to the start and end date of the EDS/LDS through the use of a spatial 
data layer. 
 
ALFA notes that even with the suggested procedures, the final decision rests with ERAC rather than the 
project proponent who are legally required to comply with the legislation. A supporting guidance 
document should provide clarity around the determination but should not be able to alter the 
legislative instrument.  
 
ALFA also notes that a methodology in which material changes to key project values (such as average 
baseline emissions), can occur routinely as supporting documents change creates both uncertainty and 
complexity. Whilst this approach is trying to ensure that the science remains most accurate, it actually 
creates an environment where the results never seem “real”. 
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Part C - Specific comments – please insert your specific comments below, 
listed against the draft determination and specific section or part of that 
determination to which they apply. 

(See Part D for specific comments on other documents). 

# Document  
reference: 
[insert name 
of 
determination: 
SEQ or EA or 
BOTH] 

Section  
reference: 
[insert relevant 
part of 
determination] 

Comments 

1 BOTH  
 

ALFA supports the current fixed LDS start date of August 1st. Whilst 
noting that there is annual and regional variation across northern 
Australia, a fixed LDS start date is seen to be a simple and effective 
option. Changing the annual definition of EDS and LDS from year to 
year would be confusing for on-ground fire management. The use 
of a spatial data layer to vary the LDS start date across northern 
Australia also provides another element of complexity and 
uncertainty in year to year fire management and engagement with 
the methodology. 
 
ALFA recommends keeping a fixed start date rather than 
incorporating a variable spatial layer. 
 

2 BOTH  
9 (1) 
 
 

There are now four documents sitting outside the determination 
that will be updated from time to time. As noted previously, this 
increases complexity and uncertainty in the operation of a fire 
project. 
 
ALFA recommends that content that warrants oversight and a 
consultation process should remain within the methodology. 
 

3 BOTH  
16 (1) – (4) 
 
 

Unclear as to whether planned burning refers only to EDS burning 

4 BOTH  
26 (2a) 
 
 

Does this also include projects transferring from previous versions 
of the emissions avoidance methodology (e.g. Savanna Burning 
Methodology 2013)? 

5 BOTH 14 (2) 
 

The primary focus of the methodology should be the accounting of 
carbon. It should not be the role of the methodology to prescribe 
actions that are already included in a variety of state and territory 
legislation relating to the management and reporting of weeds. 
Local state and territory agencies are best placed and equipped to 
monitor proponents for compliance with relevant weed controls. 
 
Additionally, ALFA notes a number of issues with the way weed 
management is prescribed in the methodology: 

 Current weed prescriptions only take into account Gamba 
Grass 
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 Current weed prescriptions reliant on remote sensing 
technologies that have not yet been developed 

 Much of the current registered fire project areas are 
relatively weed free 

 The treatment of weeds in the landscape under the 
methodology should be based on carbon accounting. For 
example, is there evidence to suggest that there is no 
difference in emissions between EDS and LDS burning of 
Gamba Grass? 

 
ALFA recommends that the treatment of weeds is removed from 
the method until there is further information in relation to carbon 
accounting associated with applicable weed species. 
 

6 BOTH  
Schedule 1 
 
 
 

ALFA notes that the table defining the uncertainty buffer 
contribution is particularly onerous and hard to follow. ALFA also 
notes that creating a methodology in which material values such as 
the average baseline emissions are likely to change throughout the 
crediting period overly complicates calculations such as the 
uncertainty buffer contributions. 
 
ALFA recommends that the uncertainty buffer is simply capped at 
5 % of baseline emissions and any amount remaining in the 
uncertainty buffer at the end of the crediting period be returned 
to the proponent. 
 

7   
 
 
 

 

8   
 
 
 

 

9   
 
 
 

 

10   
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Part D - Specific comments – please insert your specific comments below, 
listed against the document and specific section or part of that document to 
which they apply. 

(Use this table for comments on the Savanna Technical Guidance 
Document, SavBAT 3, or other documents). 

# Document  
reference: 
[insert name 
of document] 

Section  
reference: 
[insert relevant 
part of 
document] 

Comments 

1 Savanna 
Guidance 
Document 

 
 
 
 

Given the short amount of time available for the consultation, ALFA 
has focussed on the methodology determination and the 
seasonality paper. 
 
As stated above, ALFA recommends that content within the 
savanna guidance document whose change warrants oversight 
and a consultation process should remain within the methodology. 
 

2 SavBAT3  
 
 
 

Aside from running reports to compare the emissions avoidance 
results between versions of SavBAT3 and SavBAT2, ALFA has not 
been able to go through the SavBAT3 reports in any detail. 
 
ALFA is not sure how SavBAT3 treats projects with a retrospective 
baseline and a transition period before the start of the project 
activity. For example, WALFA has a baseline of 1995 – 2004 with a 
transition period of 6 years 2005 – 2010. The WALFA project start 
date as a CFI project was the 1st January 2011.  
  

3   
 
 
 

 

4   
 
 
 

 

5   
 
 
 

 

6   
 
 
 

 

7   
 
 
 

 

8   
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9   
 
 
 

 

10   
 
 
 

 

 
 


