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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that the submission not be published on the grounds that its publication could reasonably be expected to 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 Confidential submissions will not be 
published but will be provided to the: 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  

The KLC welcomes the Government’s continued investment in savanna burning methods, which 
offer an important contribution towards Australia’s international emission reduction target, as well as 
delivering environmental, social and cultural benefits, and facilitating adaptation outcomes.  
 
The KLC has a long history of engaging in climate change policy, working with the Australian 
Government on the development of the Carbon Farming Initiative, the Direct Action Plan and 
Emission Reduction Fund, and sharing experience in implementing carbon offset projects, most 
recently through the launch of the international savanna fire management project.  

The KLC facilitated the registration of the first four indigenous Carbon Farming Initiative projects in 
the Kimberley in 2013, which we understand to be the only projects registered on the basis of 
exclusive possession native title. These projects demonstrate how native title rights and traditional 
Indigenous practices can form the foundation for innovative projects, generating social, environmental 
and economic benefits in remote communities. 

The KLC continues to work with native title holder and Indigenous groups throughout the Kimberley 
region to increase knowledge and understanding of the opportunities provided by carbon projects, 
and to register new projects, so that more native title holders are able to benefit from these 
opportunities. 
 
The KLC has a number of overall comments regarding the revised draft methods and supporting 
documents: 
 

1) The reliance of the method on a number of supplementary documents that can be 
changed throughout the life of projects presents considerable risks to project 
proponents.  
 
The savanna sequestration method presents increased opportunities for Indigenous peoples 
to participate in the carbon economy, and create meaningful social and economic initiatives 
on native title land. However these opportunities can only be adopted if the risks are known, 
understood and can be effectively mitigated. The potential for changes to be made to key 
project parameters such as EDS start dates may have profound impacts upon projects – 
and without the method defining a threshold for permissible change, projects may not have 
the risk appetite to engage with such a method. 
 
 

2) The combination of the Act, Rules, methods, supporting tools and supplementary 
materials make for an incredibly complex process to engage with and communicate. 
 
Indigenous project proponents in the Kimberley need to not only understand the methods 
and their associated opportunities and risks, but communicate them to their membership. In 
the case of projects transitioning to sequestration this will include engaging with native title 
holders to seek an Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA). 
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This is an incredibly challenging undertaking, particularly in the case of potentially variable 
elements of the supplementary materials – and gaining the informed consent of native title 
holders for projects require concerted and long-term engagement. 
 
The complexity is likely to result in project proponents placing considerable reliance, and 
trust in third parties to advise them and their members.  
 
Any efforts to simplify the requirements of the methods and associated suite of materials 
would be welcomed.  
 

3) The two week consultation period has not been sufficient to adequately consider and 
respond to the new draft methods and other materials, particularly without advance 
warning of the date the methods would be released for comment. 

 
This does not give the KLC confidence that we, or other parties who are reviewing the draft 
methods have been given the opportunity to adequately identify any material issues with the 
draft methods.  

 
4) We understand that a number of organisations have significant reservations about 

some technical aspects of the method, particularly regarding the seasonality of fine 
fuel loads.  
 
KLC urges the Department to reach consensus with relevant parties before finalising the 
method, as there is no material benefit to project proponents from early adoption of the 
methods. 
 

5) The KLC acknowledges the work completed, and positive changes reflected in the 
updated draft methodologies, particularly: 

 References in Explanatory Statements to the origins of the methods in Traditional 
Indigenous fire management practices; 

 Increase in transition period from 3 to 5 years; 

 Improvements to the project activity definition; 

 The revision to the newness requirement to allow registration of project on an area a 
previous project was registered, but no ACCUs issued; and 

 The additional flexibilities included for amending project areas. 
 
 
 

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?  

 
Savanna burning projects have the potential to deliver a range of benefits, particularly for 
Indigenous project proponents, whose traditional fire management practices are the foundation for 
the development of this innovative method. The KLC is concerned that the proposed savanna fire 
management methods have the potential to result in a range of adverse environmental, economic 
and social impacts, particularly as a result of the additional obstacles and barriers (beyond what is 
in place in the existing method) which will disadvantage Indigenous people wishing to participate in 
the scheme. In particular the KLC notes the following concerns:   
 
Expansion beyond policy framework 
 
The KLC notes the objects of the CFI which include broadly to help Australia meet its international 
climate change commitments; incentivise offset projects; increase carbon abatement in a way which 
is consistent with the protection of the natural environment and improves resilience to climate 
change. The KLC recommends that the CFI should not cross beyond this core purpose in the 
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pursuit of complementary but discrete policy objectives, as this may result in perverse outcomes 
and unintended impacts. In particular, Traditional Owners have a right to undertake traditional fire 
management across their native title lands, and this right exists separate from any considerations or 
requirements under the CFI.  
 
The KLC is concerned with the level of prescription, particularly in relation to the treatment of weeds 
which may extend beyond what is required to ensure the integrity of ACCUs under the CFI.   
 
 
Technical guidance and long term certainty  
 
As noted above, and in the section considering updates to supplementary materials, the ability for 
key documents to be updated throughout the life of a project will create significant uncertainty for 
project proponents, particularly those subject to permanence periods. This may have the following 
impacts: 

- Project proponents choose not to adopt the sequestration method as the risks are perceived 
to be too great; 

- Eligible interest holders, including native title holders, consent to a project based on current 
understanding of a project’s operation and ACCU potential only for key parameters to 
change.  

- ILUAs are negotiated on the basis of current knowledge of a project’s operation and ACCU 
potential – only for key parameters to change 

In these circumstances, additional consultation and negotiation may be required. Projects may 
become less viable, eligible interest holders may withdraw consent, or ILUAS may need to be 
renegotiated. 
 
The guidance documents should exist to clarify the methods not change the legislation. Content in 
the technical guidance document that may change, requires oversight and a consultation process 
should remain within the methodology. 
 
Additional recommendations to reduce this uncertainty are detailed in the section on updates to 
supplementary materials. 
 
 
Weeds  
The KLC acknowledges the concerns relating to high biomass weeds impact on emissions levels, 
and impact to country from high intensity EDS fires within high biomass weed infestations. The KLC 
agrees that areas of high biomass weed infestations should be ineligible/removed from projects.  
 
However, the current approach is highly uncertain with significant discretion available to the 
Government through the operation of the Technical Guidance Document. The treatment of Gamba 
Grass should be based on robust scientific evidence which demonstrates that EDS burning of 
Gamba Grass compared to LDS burning does not result in a reduction of emissions. The proposed 
approach to weeds could result in the perverse outcome where there is no fire management 
occurring in areas where there are weeds such as Gamba Grass, and as a result an increase in 
LDS fire. This may not necessarily be the best outcome from both a weed management and GHG 
perspective.  
 
We are also concerned that the introduction of requirements to monitor weeds may place an undue 
burden on projects not affected. Without a clear process agreed upfront, and agreement on weeds 
for inclusion additional uncertainty is placed upon projects. 
 
KLC recommends: 

 that the treatment of weeds is removed from the method until such time as there is sufficient 
information and evidence to include a comprehensive approach, rather than the current 
proposal which is ad hoc and reactionary, creating uncertainty for project proponents. 

 the development of a Relevant Weeds Risk spatial layer to reduce undue burden on 
Gamba-free regions; 
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 the implementation of three levels of monitoring requirements to increase differentiation and 
reduce unnecessary burden for regions that are Gamba-free. KLC suggests High-risk, 
Medium-risk and Low-risk. 

 
See the section on updates to supplementary materials for further recommendations. 
 
 
Reduction in levels of abatement  
The KLC notes the significant investment of Government and private partners into proving the 
science that underpins the savanna emissions avoidance method over the last two decades. This 
has included comprehensive on-ground measurement, leading to the development of robust 
modelling tools that facilitate the accessibility of the savanna burning method.  
 
The KLC is concerned that initial estimates generated under the proposed 2018 emissions 
avoidance method using SavBAT3 suggest a difference of up to 30% in the high rainfall zone 
compared with emissions avoidance under the 2015 method, while adding a number of new 
prescriptions.  
 
Conversely, projects in the low rainfall zone appear to benefit under the 2018 method. 
 
The KLC is concerned that Project Proponents in the high rainfall zone registering under the new 
Emissions Avoidance method will be disadvantaged compared to those registered under the 2015 
method. 
 
The KLC is also concerned that such stark differences suggest that one or other of the 
methodologies suffers a significant inaccuracy. 
 
We recommend that consensus is reached between key scientific parties before the method is 
finalised. This should be a greater priority than achieving an early adoption date for the methods. 
 
 
Permanence and crediting periods under sequestration 

KLC noted in the first consultation round that the 100 year permanence period was not an option 
likely to be adopted by any Indigenous project proponent, leaving only a 25 year option. KLC also 

noted the high impact on returns of a 25% buffer and the incongruence with practice. 
 
After 25 years of having been established and delivering these significant public benefits, it is highly 
unlikely that the projects will cease, as the social-benefit cost of discontinuing the projects at year 
25 is likely to be far higher than the cost of continuing to operate. Furthermore, international 
commitments require increasing level of climate mitigation activity beyond 25 years. 
 
The KLC continues to recommend: 

 the buffer is lowered to recognise the likelihood of the practice continuing beyond 25 years. 

 an option for multiple short-term permanence periods is established, with permanence 
periods and crediting periods aligned in length and capable of renewal/extension 

 abatement discounted through the permanence discount and risk of reversal buffer should 
be credited to projects gradually as activities continue beyond the crediting period (i.e. 
returned to the proponent as the project demonstrates throughout time that the project is 
indeed permanent).  
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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? 

 
Generally the documents appear clear and readable, however the volume of documents remains a 
challenge, and during this consultation period the KLC has not been able to read all documents in fine 
detail.  
 
In the case of the technical guidelines a number of items could be improved by making  

 The process for updating the technical guidance document (section 2) is not clear, especially the 
requirements (if any) for consultation 

 The process for monitoring of weeds appears to still be in draft (section 8) and does not provide 
much in the way of guidance to project proponents regarding the process. If the intent of the 
guidelines is to prescribe activities that must be undertaken the KLC would expect that this 
section would be further advanced before inclusion in the guidelines.  

 
 

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 new wording is improved upon the previous draft. 
 
However, we recommend that the project activity acknowledges the foundation of the method in 
traditional fire management practice. This is only reflected in explanatory statements but is fundamental 
to the origins and operation of the methods. 
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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? 

 
 
KLC welcomes the requirement for a project management plan, but note that as some information within 
existing plans is confidential this will warrant additional work to produce plans for the purposes of 
complying with the methodology. 
 
KLC Fire Operations Manual requires all projects to develop an Annual Fire Management Plan in 
consultation with Traditional Owners, relevant neighbours, local and state government departments, and 
other interested parties. The process provides an opportunity for collaboration with neighbours and for 
risk assessment to take place. 
 
We note that a plan is only a plan, and in itself can guide proponents to conduct good practice fire 
management, but will not necessarily minimise the risks from poor fire management practice. 
 
KLC does not believe that the method or technical guidelines require any further prescriptions to ensure 
risks of poor fire management are managed, that is the responsibility of fire managers in any situation 
regardless of the application of the method. 
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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?  

 
 
The KLC is concerned that the Government is departing from the significant body of knowledge and on-
ground data that is available, and opting for a modelled approach, which delivers significantly less 
abatement to Project Proponents in the high rainfall zone. 
 
We are concerned that the report provides estimates which are derived from a model and may not 
reflect actual emissions abatement. In particular hummock grass accumulation and decay estimates are 
inconsistent with our field-based experience. 
 
Please note, we are not appropriately skilled to provide further analysis and defer to parties such as the 
Darwin Centre for Bushfire Management who are able to provide informed comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 10 

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? 

 
a) KLC is not in a position to comment on the effectiveness of the procedure, but support efforts to 

align the method with international obligations and the offsets integrity standards. 
 
b) The procedure goes some way to describing the processes that may be undertaken prior to updates 

being made, however falls short of prescribing review processes. 
 

It is not clear in Section 5 whether consultation processes will be mandatory for all changes, and 
when it is ‘appropriate’ for independent technical reviews. 
 
The very nature of introducing guidelines and other supplementary material that can be changed 
throughout a project period creates considerable uncertainty for projects. Regardless of any 
consultation and review, the possibility remains that projects will be materially affected by changes 
introduced after they have committed to a 25 or 100 year permanence period e.g. change to 
definition of EDS, or introduction of a new weed species.  
 
It is feasible, that despite due diligence upfront, projects may become unviable following a change to 
supplementary material through no fault of their own. 
 
KLC makes the following key recommendations: 

 

 The guidance documents should exist to clarify the methods not change the legislation. 
Content in the technical guidance document that may change, requires oversight and a 
consultation process should remain within the methodology. 

 
We also make the following recommendations for the supplementary material if key content remains 
separate to the methodology: 

 

 Revise the policy statement to make explicit reference to the subsidiary material that will be 
covered through this policy e.g. spatial layers, technical guidelines. 

 

 Revise the policy statement to state clear thresholds for when consultation will be undertaken 
(and how) and when independent technical reviews are required. 

 

 Consultation should be compulsory for any change that may have a material impact upon 
any project i.e. >5% rise or fall in ACCU generation potential, any potential loss in project 
area e.g. through introduction of new defined weed species, any change that may impact a 
project’s ability to continue operating. 
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 Establish a mechanism for determining a threshold of impact that would render a proposed 
change unsuitable. This would give projects comfort that material negative changes are not 
possible through the life of their project.  

 

 Alternatively, revise the methodologies such that projects can cease operation without 
penalty, if a change to supplementary material renders the project unviable in the view of the 
proponent. 
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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 

Note: KLC has not been able to review the methods in sufficient detail to comment on the 
drafting. If an extended consultation period is provided we would welcome the opportunity to 
provide specific comments. 

1 Both  
Schedule 1 
 
 

Any amount remaining in the uncertainty buffer at the end of the 
project crediting period should be returned to the Project 
Proponent. 

 
 

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 

Note: KLC has not been able to review the supplementary documents and SavBAT 3 in sufficient 
detail to comment on the drafting. If an extended consultation period is provided we would 

welcome the opportunity to provide specific comments. 
1    
2   

 
 
 

 

 
 


