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that the submission not be published on the grounds that its publication could reasonably be expected to 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 Confidential submissions will not be 
published but will be provided to the: 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

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, ERF Division 
Department of the Environment  
GPO Box 787  
CANBERRA  ACT  2601 
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Name of draft determination: Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative— Savanna Fire 
Management—Sequestration and Emissions Avoidance) Methodology Determination 2017  

General/overall comments 
Aboriginal	Carbon	Fund	is	a	national	not-for-profit	company	helping	to	build	a	sustainable	Aboriginal	carbon	
industry	in	Australia.	AbCF	has	been	involved	with	the	Oriners	&	Sefton	and	Southern	Aurukun	savanna	burning	
projects	in	Cape	York,	as	well	as	proposed	projects	at	Kakadu	National	Park	and	elsewhere,	and	feasibility	and	
workshops	with	many	other	groups	around	Australia.	

After	15	years	in	the	making,	rather	than	distilling	down	to	established	principles	and	practices,	the	savanna	
method	is	becoming	more	complex.	AbCF	believes	savanna	method	development	could	be	improved	by	
adherence	to	three	key	principles:	

1. Carbon	

2. Simplicity	

3. Integrity	

The	method	is	about	reducing	carbon	emissions	through	fire	management.	The	method	need	not	be	too	
prescriptive	about	how	this	is	achieved,	but	seek	to	avoid	perverse	outcomes.	Being	prescriptive	will	stifle	
innovation	and	tie	land	managers	in	knots.	

As	far	as	possible,	we	need	to	stick	to	carbon.		

The	principle	behind	the	method	is	simple:	rebuild	traditional	Indigenous	fire	management	in	northern	Australia.	
Yet	the	proposed	method	is	intensely	complex	and	poses	real	questions	about	being	able	to	explain	it	to	
traditional	landowners	who	might	undertake	this	activity.	For	example,	there	are	3	types	of	risk	buffers	associated	
with	the	proposed	method.	Can	this	be	justified?	How	do	you	explain	this?	

‘Streamlined	administration’	was	one	of	three	design	principles	of	the	Emissions	Reduction	Fund.	This	draft	
method	builds	complexity	rather	than	streamlining.	The	volume	of	material	to	consider	is	impressive	but	
impenetrable	even	to	practitioners	in	the	field.	

We	need	to	keep	it	simpler.	

Without	integrity	there	is	no	industry.	Carbon	offset	schemes	around	the	world	have	struggled	with	reputation.	
There	have	been	challenges	to	the	integrity	of	the	ERF.	Taking	account	of	weeds	and	lodging	fire	plans	in	the	draft	
method	may	help,	but	they	do	not	go	to	the	heart	of	the	matter	(and	add	complexity).	

Ultimately,	we	must	aim	to	have	a	method	that	empowers	land	managers	by	taking	account	of	the	intensity	and	
emissions	of	every	fire	and	is	carried	out	by	landowners	and	professional	practitioners	with	purpose.	Relying	on	a	
generalised	cutoff	date	for	the	whole	of	Australia	will	not	build	integrity	and	will	continue	to	encourage	perverse	
outcomes.	

We	need	a	pathway	to	a	fire	intensity	method	that	moves	away	from	a	cutoff	date.	All	projects	documenting	
evidence	of	carrying	out	say	“substantial	fire	management”	would	be	a	stronger	first	integrity	step	than	a	mere	
plan.	

Given	the	difficulty	of	some	issues	flagged,	the	Department	may	consider	canvassing	options	on	key	issues	in	a	
second	round	of	consultation.	

Efforts	to	open	up	new	opportunities	for	savanna	fire	managers	and	invest	in	the	science	of	fire	landscapes	by	the	
Department	are	warmly	appreciated.		
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Do you consider that this determination may have any adverse 
environmental, economic or social impacts?  What existing frameworks are 
in place to address any adverse impacts? 
	
Free,	prior	and	informed	consent	is	a	paramount	principle	for	traditional	landowners	and	is	an	industry	standard	
to	be	supported.		
	
We	therefore	applaud	the	approach	for	consent	to	be	obtained	prior	to	any	transition	to	the	sequestration	
method.	
	
Concerns	have	already	been	raised	in	the	industry	about	consents	and	lack	of	consents	in	relation	to	emissions	
avoidance	projects.	
	
The	proposed	approach	will	ensure	that	Aboriginal	expectations	of	prior	consent	for	land	management	proposals	
are	supported.	
	
This	position	may	be	contrasted,	however,	with	the	current	position	of	conditional	consents	for	emissions	
avoidance	projects,	where	projects	cannot	only	be	approved,	but	may	also	bid	into	auctions	without	the	consent	
or	even	knowledge	of	traditional	owners	who	may	own	or	have	a	say	over	that	land.	
	
The	complexity	of	the	new	method,	and	the	transition	provisions	around	it,	will	have	enormous	consequences	in	
being	able	to	obtain	free,	prior	and	informed	consent.	

 
 
 
Specific comments – please insert your specific comments below, listed against the part of 
the draft determination to which they apply 
 
Determination 
reference: 

Comments 

Section	7	late	dry	
season	start	date	

	

Allowing	flexibility	to	adjust	the	late	day	season	start	date	is	a	good	idea.	In	general,	eastern	
Australia	projects	are	disadvantaged	compared	to	western	Australian	projects.	Mangoes	
appear	in	Broome	before	Cairns!	Ultimately,	moving	to	a	remote	sensing	fire	intensity	
system	would	be	far	superior	and	put	control	in	the	hand	of	land	managers.	

Section	16	project	
areas	

	

The	ban	on	removing	project	areas	does	not	seem	justified.	Why	can’t	relevant	abatement	
be	returned	and	an	updated	baseline	calculated	for	the	ongoing	part	of	the	project?	The	
approach	is	overly	restrictive	and	takes	control	away	from	land	managers	to	manage	their	
land	over	time.	The	approach	is	not	apparent	in	other	sequestration	methods.		

Section	19	eligibility	 Introducing	an	eligibility	criterion	around	“intention”	will	likely	be	difficult	to	police.	Also,	
introducing	the	concept	of	“early	dry	season	burn	ratio”	does	not	necessarily	align	with	the	
essence	of	the	method,	which	is	reducing	emissions	through	fire	management	(as	explained	
in	section	11).	

Introducing	the	requirement	for	a	fire	plan	is	a	better	integrity	measure.	Making	this	broader	
to	include	evidence	of	carrying	out	the	method	activity	of	fire	management	would	make	the	
method	stronger.	Fire	plans	are	only	one	aspect	of	implementing	fire	management.	
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Section	21	transition	 The	transition	provisions	are	carefully	written	but	introduce	amazing	complexity.	If	emissions	
avoidance	and	sequestration	components	were	contained	in	separate	projects,	there	would	
not	be	a	need	for	these	complex	transition	provisions	(this	may	require	amendment	to	the	
CFI	Act	but	this	ought	not	to	deter	good	policy).	

As	it	stands,	3	years	is	a	relatively	short	period	given	the	complexity	of	issues	associated	with	
the	sequestration	method.	

Section	38	
permanence	

Permanence	and	committing	for	long	time	periods	are	very	difficult	concepts	for	traditional	
landowners.	Governance	in	remote	places	on	communally	held	land	makes	this	extra	
challenging.	Could	we	consider	more	radical	options	of	say	no	permanence	period	for	a	
larger	permanence	discount?	Say	50%	reduction	in	credits	for	no	lock	in	period?	This	kind	of	
approach	would	have	much	more	appeal	to	traditional	owners,	who	invented	the	technique	
in	this	method.	This	could	be	an	extra	option	to	the	current	25	and	100	year	permanence	
periods.	

Section	47	weeds	 Gamba	grass	and	other	weeds	are	major	threats	and	flagging	them	is	important.	However,	
could	the	method	be	made	simpler	for	land	managers	by	the	government	identifying	and	
removing	any	problem	areas	from	projects?	

Other	–	
relinquishment		

Government	presentations	have	reflected	that	if	a	savanna	sequestration	project	is	
cancelled,	all	credits	must	be	returned,	including	the	emissions	avoidance	credits.	This	is	
consistent	with	the	provisions	for	voluntary	revocation	of	projects	(s	32(2)	of	the	CFI	Act).	

This	result,	however,	would	prevent	any	land	manager	reverting	back	to	an	emissions	
avoidance	project	without	handing	back	all	credits.	This	is	a	manifestly	unfair	result	for	a	
project	which	has	avoided	emissions.	This	reinforces	an	approach	for	separating	emissions	
avoidance	and	sequestration	into	separate	projects	under	separate	methods.	

Technical	Guidance	
Document	

Streamlining	through	a	technical	guidance	document	is	supported.	However,	a	process	to	
regulate	how	this	is	done	and	how	the	industry	stays	informed	of	proposed	and	
implemented	changes	would	be	helpful.	

Rule	amendment	
30A	

Upfront	free,	prior	and	informed	consent	for	projects	is	an	industry	standard	to	be	
supported.	This	is	in	keeping	with	Aboriginal	expectations	of	land	management.	

The	position	in	the	rule	amendment	may	be	contrasted,	however,	with	the	current	position	
of	conditional	consents	for	projects,	where	projects	cannot	only	be	approved	but	also	bid	
into	auctions	without	the	consent	or	even	knowledge	of	traditional	owners	who	may	own	or	
have	a	say	over	that	land.	

SavBAT	3.0	 Preliminary	estimates	by	AbCF	reveal	about	a	20%	drop	in	abatement	according	to	the	new	
method	for	emissions	avoidance.	Why	is	this?	

The	new	tool	also	doesn’t	show	negative	abatement	which	deprives	land	managers	of	
important	information	in	planning	their	project.	

Development	and	upkeep	of	SavBAT	has	been	a	great	investment	by	the	Department.	

 


