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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that the submission not be published on the grounds that its publication could reasonably be expected to 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 Confidential submissions will not be 
published but will be provided to the: 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, 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;  
- Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Savanna Fire Management—Emissions Avoidance) 

Methodology Determination 2017;  
- Savanna Technical Guidance Document 
- Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative) Amendment Rule 2017 (No. 1) 

(proposed savanna fire management methods) 

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 through the World Indigenous Network, World Parks Congress, 
21st Conference of Parties in Paris, and UNESCO Indigenous People Climate Change Conference in Morocco. 

The KLC facilitated the registration of the first four indigenous Carbon Farming Initiative projects in the Kimberley 
in 2013, which remain the only projects registered on the basis of exclusive possession native title. These projects 
herald a new era for native title holders, demonstrating 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.  
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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? 

Carbon Farming 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:   
 
Traditional fire management  
The savanna burning methods are founded in the traditional fire management practices of indigenous Australia 
which have been practiced across this continent for millennia, and continue to be practiced today. While the KLC 
recognises that today, not all savanna burning project proponents are Indigenous, it is important that this 
foundation is not overlooked, and that the method continues to respect and complement traditional burning 
techniques. The KLC notes that the proposed savanna fire managements (including rules, explanatory statements, 
technical guidance documents, FAQs and other materials provided by the Department as part of its consultation 
process) do not once acknowledge the traditional origins of this method.  
 
The KLC requests that this oversight is corrected, and that the methods, explanatory statements and technical 
guidance documents are updated to acknowledge the foundation of savanna fire management in the traditional 
practices of Indigenous Australians.  
 
Permanence discount 
The KLC welcomes the introduction of a savanna sequestration method which will begin to credit the significant 
carbon sequestration which has been delivered by savanna burning projects.  
 
Savanna burning projects offer a number of significant environmental, cultural and social benefits. Not only do 
they reduce greenhouse gas emissions, these projects continue or reinvigorate traditional indigenous fire 
management practices; improve biodiversity; reduce risks to infrastructure, cultural sites and sensitive 
ecosystems from late season wildfires and provide employment and training in remote & regional areas. While 
projects are currently reliant on the ERF as a funding source in order to become established and operate, after 25 
years of having been established and delivering these significant public benefits, it is highly unlikely that the 
projects will cease. The social-benefit cost of discontinuing the projects at year 25 is likely to be far higher than 
the cost of continuing to operate.  
 
Further, and in the alternative, it is evident from Australia’s nationally determined commitments to the Paris 
Agreement that Australia will be required to rapidly decrease greenhouse gas emissions over coming decades. In 
25 years, the Paris commitments make clear that activities such as savanna fire management – which not only 
make a significant contribution to emissions avoidance and sequestration of greenhouse gas emissions, but are an 
important adaptation tool to prevent dangerous wildfires which are expected to increase in size and intensity due 
to climatic changes – will be crucial technology to mitigate and adapt to global changes in climate and therefore 
the national and international pressure to keep these activities operating will be significant.  
 
These statements apply equally to projects electing a 100 year permanence period. However, the KLC notes that it 
is unlikely for a native title project to elect a 100 year permanence period. This decision will not be based on the 
CFI or the likely continuation of traditional savanna fire management practices, but on the separate historical and 
cultural reality of dispossession in Australia, which will make native title holders reluctant to burden their land 
with any obligation that continues for such a time period.   
 
Based on the substantial benefits of these activities continuing beyond 25 years, combined with the significant 
costs that would occur should the projects be discontinued, and in light of international commitments that clarify 
the increasing level of climate mitigation activity that will be required in 25 years, the KLC recommends that: 
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 the buffer for savanna sequestration projects should be on par with other existing sequestration projects, 
if not 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).  

 
Incongruence between Methods, Act and Policy 
The KLC notes that there are a number of policy settings and sections within the CFI Act which, combined with the 
proposed savanna fire management methods, will result in perverse outcomes, disadvantaging Project 
Proponents and potentially limiting the uptake of new projects. These include: 

 ERF contracts are for a maximum of one-10 year term, offering no benefit to projects that have been 
recognised as additional and therefore provided with longer crediting periods.  
The KLC urges the Government to amend ERF auction rules to allow subsequent contracting periods.  
 

 Although savanna burning projects will always be additional, the current crediting period is only 25 years.  
The KLC requests the Government to extend the crediting period of savanna burning projects beyond 25 
years, including investigating options for rolling medium term crediting periods; 
 

 Under the CFI, if a project chooses to deregister, it must hand back all ACCUs issued. This requirement is 
unfair for projects applying the new savanna sequestration method, given that the emissions avoided will 
not be affected by a decision to discontinue the project. This is particularly so for projects transferring 
from emissions avoidance to sequestration whereby projects receive no benefit for work undertaken and 
a shortened crediting period.  

 Similarly, under the CFI, any reductions in the project area will result in a requirement to hand back all 
ACCUs.  
The KLC urges the Government to amend relinquishment and deregistration requirements, so that only 
sequestration ACCUs must be surrendered where a project is deregistered; and this occurs on a pro-rata 
basis if the project areas are adjusted.  
 

 Under the CFI, a project must notify if abatement in more than 5% of the project area is affected by 
natural disturbance. Due to the nature of savanna burning projects, including inter-annual variability and 
the significant size of projects, this 5% threshold is not appropriate for these projects and should be 
amended.  

 
Expansion beyond the 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 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 in relation to 
the treatment of weeds, permits to burn and Annual Fire Plans, which may extend beyond what is required to 
ensure the integrity of ACCUs under the CFI.   
 
Technical guidance and long-term certainty  
The KLC welcomes the Government’s attempts to introduce greater flexibility and adaptability into the method 
through the use of the Technical Guidance Document. The KLC notes that there is a lack of clarity in relation to 
how or when the Technical Guidance Document can be amended, and if public consultation is required prior to 
this. This creates significant uncertainty for Project Proponents, particularly in the context where they are now 
signing up for 25-100 year permanence obligations under the Method.  
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The KLC recommends that the Technical Guidance Document as in print at the time of project registration is the 
version that applies to a project for the entire crediting and permanence period, unless, the Project Proponent opts 
to move to the most recent update of the Technical Guidance Document. 
 
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 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.  
 
The KLC is concerned that initial estimates generated under the proposed 2017 emissions avoidance method 
using SavBAT3 suggest a difference of up to 30% compared with emissions avoidance under the 2015 method, 
while adding a number of new prescriptions. The KLC is concerned that Project Proponents registering under the 
new Emissions Avoidance method will be disadvantaged compared to those registered under the 2015 method, 
due to the 2015 method being made unavailable. Currently, the 2015 method appears a more attractive 
proposition for projects considering immediate registration.  
 
The KLC requests a complete description and justification of the differences between the 2015 and 2017 emissions 
avoidance method.  

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

Determination 
reference:  

Comments 

Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Savanna Fire Management—Sequestration and Emissions Avoidance) 
Methodology Determination 2017 

Section 7(3) 01 August remains a suitable date for the commencement of the late dry season in the 
Kimberley. The method must balance flexibility with certainty. Fire planning commences 
before the end of the previous calendar year in many cases, so updating the dates of the 
EDS/LDS anytime in the previous calendar year may result in uncertainty.  
 
The KLC is supportive of the application of flexible dates if they reflect on-ground conditions, 
are communicated well in advance and deliver benefits to projects. As new projects will be 
registered on the basis of forecasts applying the published dates, the KLC cautions against 
applying any change that disadvantages projects already registered.   
 
Any change to the dates of EDS or LDS must be considered following engagement with 
affected projects, consider implications on existing projects and be communicated well in 
advance. 

Section 9(4)(d) 
 
 
 

Clarification required. Definition of ‘project commencement’ in former determination not 
clear. As written, could be interpreted that project registered under the 2013 Method, that 
have transferred to the 2015 method but maintained their original baseline will now need to 
update baseline.  
 
Clarification is also required in relation to whether a project can have multiple baselines in 
the same rainfall zone (due to timing of registration of project area, transitions etc) 

Section 16 Existing project area should be able to be divided, increased or decreased, with a mechanism 
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for the calculation and return of sequestered carbon only from those areas removed. For 
example, if a pastoral lease decides in the future to repurpose certain areas of the lease, and 
therefore remove them from a project area, they should not be required to deregister the 
entire project, nor hand back ACCUs from the entire project area. 

Section 18(5) Clarification required on whether a revalidated vegetation map requires reauditing and when 
this must occur. Note the significant costs involved in validating vegetation maps.  
 
The KLC is concerned with the spread of weeds throughout northern Australia and the 
potential impact on the health of the region. The KLC is concerned that the proposed 
approach is not yet fully developed and may not be the best way to achieve the desired 
outcome. In particular, the KLC notes that the proposed approach to weeds risks creating a 
perverse situation whereby: areas with weeds are not burnt in the early dry season (likely 
resulting in an overall increase in emissions due to late season fire); project proponent must 
expend money to: identify weeds, reclassify the vegetation map, revalidate the vegetation 
map and potentially reaudit the vegetation map (at significant cost); project proponent must 
expend money to remove weeds; and project proponent will receive less income due to 
reduction in project area; and in this situation, the Project Proponent will unlikely be in a 
strong position to address the weed issue.  

Section 19 The project activity should acknowledge the foundation of the method in traditional fire 
management practice. 
The activity description should avoid being over-prescriptive, as each context is different, and 
Project Proponents should tailor the activities based on the landscape, history, prevailing 
conditions etc. It is not appropriate for the method to request an increase in the total area 
burnt during the EDS.  

Section 19(1) Establishing the ‘intention’ of project proponents to increase the EDS burn ratio will be 
difficult.  

Section 19(2) A fire management plan will fulfil multiple functions, only one of which is the requirements 
of the method. Change ‘in accordance with’ to ‘which includes the information set out in’ 

Section 21(1) 
 
 

Given that the sequestration method does not backdate abatement, and that existing 
projects will not receive ACCUs for the sequestration they have achieved to date, they should 
not be penalised if they delay for longer than 3 years in transitioning to the new method.  

Section 21(2) 
 
 

Three years is insufficient time for transitioning projects to undertake feasibility studies, 
consultation, and obtain necessary consents in environments with complex tenure and/or 
where ILUAs may be required. This should be a minimum of five years.  
 
For example, a number of Kimberley projects commenced projects in 2012. If they miss the 3 
year window and register under the sequestration method in 2021 they will miss out on 9 
crediting years, and have to maintain an additional 9 years burning with no income. This is a 
very heavy penalty. We would expect that project proponents facing this scenario would not 
adopt the sequestration methodology, limiting its uptake. 
 
The crediting period and permanence period should be aligned for all projects, regardless of 
the time that projects transition across.  

Section 22 This section is unclear, suggest clearer explanation is provided in explanatory memorandum.  
 
The method suggests that projects cannot be registered upon an area where a project was 
previously registered even if that registration was later declared invalid, or was withdrawn. 
This may unfairly penalise landholders on whose land projects were registered without their 
knowledge, as has occurred in the Kimberley in past years. 

Sections 29-32 
 

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

Section 33 The baseline for a project should be set. Transitioning projects should not be required to 
update their baseline. If the vegetation fuel map is revised this should also not lead to a 
changes in the baseline. Similarly changes to the technical guidance document should not 
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enable the baseline to be changed during the crediting period.  

Section 38 
 

The sequestration buffer for project electing a 25 year permanence period should NOT 
exceed 20%, and arguably should be set at a lower amount for savanna sequestration 
projects. A decision in relation to the sequestration buffer level should be made in the 
context of the projects as a whole, the policy context and the situation at the end of the 
permanence period. While projects are currently heavily reliant on the CFI in order to access 
funding required to operate, these projects simultaneously deliver a range of benefits that 
indicate that within 25 years, the cost of discontinuing savanna burning projects will far 
outweigh the costs of project continuation. For this reason, the projects do not present any 
significant risk in relation to permanence, and the permanence/discount buffer should be 
maintained at current levels of 20%, or reduced to reflect lowered risk.  

Section 43(1)(a)(iv) Clarification required on when a revalidated vegetation map requires auditing.  

Section 45(2) No definition of clearing is provided. This requires clarification.  

Section 47 It is important that the method focuses on the purpose of the CFI Act, and not attempt to 
achieve discrete policy purposes. There is insufficient scientific data and tools available to 
justify the proposed approach to weeds in the method. 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. It 
is recommended 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.   

Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Savanna Fire Management—Emissions Avoidance) Methodology 
Determination 2017 

Section 7(3) 01 August remains a suitable date for the commencement of the late dry season in the 
Kimberley. The method must balance flexibility with certainty. Fire planning commences 
before the end of the previous calendar year in many cases, so updating the dates of the 
EDS/LDS anytime in the previous calendar year may result in uncertainty.  
 
The KLC is supportive of the application of flexible dates if they reflect on-ground conditions, 
are communicated well in advance and deliver benefits to projects. As new projects will be 
registered on the basis of forecasts applying the published dates, the KLC cautions against 
applying any change that disadvantages projects already registered.   
 
Any change to the dates of EDS or LDS must be considered following engagement with 
affected projects, consider implications on existing projects and be communicated well in 
advance. 

Section 9(4)(d) 
 
 
 

Clarification required. Definition of ‘project commencement’ in former determination not 
clear. As written, could be interpreted that project registered under the 2013 Method, that 
have transferred to the 2015 method but maintained their original baseline will now need to 
update baseline.  
 
Clarification is also required in relation to whether a project can have multiple baselines in 
the same rainfall zone (due to timing of registration of project area, transitions etc) 

Division 2 Existing project area should be able to be divided, increased or decreased.  

Section 17(5) Clarification required on whether a revalidated vegetation map requires reauditing and when 
this must occur. Note the significant costs involved in validating vegetation maps.  
 
The KLC is concerned with the spread of weeds throughout northern Australia and the 
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potential impact on the health of the region. The KLC is concerned that the proposed 
approach is not yet fully developed and may not be the best way to achieve the desired 
outcome. In particular, the KLC notes that the proposed approach to weeds risks creating a 
perverse situation whereby: areas with weeds are not burnt in the early dry season (likely 
resulting in an overall increase in emissions due to late season fire); project proponent must 
expend money to: identify weeds, reclassify the vegetation map, revalidate the vegetation 
map and potentially reaudit the vegetation map (at significant cost); project proponent must 
expend money to remove weeds; and project proponent will receive less income due to 
reduction in project area; and in this situation, the Project Proponent will unlikely be in a 
strong position to address the weed issue.  

Section 18 The project activity should acknowledge the foundation of the method in traditional fire 
management practice. 
The activity description should avoid being over-prescriptive, as each context is different, and 
Project Proponents should tailor the activities based on the landscape, history, prevailing 
conditions etc. It is not appropriate for the method to request an increase in the total area 
burnt during the EDS.  

Section 18(1) Establishing the ‘intention’ of project proponents to increase the EDS burn ratio will be 
difficult.  

Section 18(2) A fire management plan will fulfil multiple functions, only one of which is the requirements 
of the method. Change ‘in accordance with’ to ‘which includes the information set out in’ 

Section 22 This section is unclear, suggest clearer explanation is provided in explanatory memorandum.  
 
The method suggests that projects cannot be registered upon an area where a project was 
previously registered even if that registration was later declared invalid, or was withdrawn. 
This may unfairly penalise landholders on whose land projects were registered without their 
knowledge, as has occurred in the Kimberley in past years. 

Sections 29-32 
 

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

Section 33 The baseline for a project should be set. Transitioning projects should not be required to 
update their baseline. If the vegetation fuel map is revised this should also not lead to a 
changes in the baseline. Similarly changes to the technical guidance document should not 
enable the baseline to be changed during the crediting period.  

Section 38(1)(a)(iv) Clarification required on when a revalidated vegetation map requires auditing.  

Section 40(2) No definition of clearing is provided. This requires clarification.  

Section 41 It is important that the method focuses on the purpose of the CFI Act, and not attempt to 
achieve discrete policy purposes. There is insufficient scientific data and tools available to 
justify the proposed approach to weeds in the method. 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. It 
is recommended 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.   

Savanna Technical Guidance Document 

 The KLC welcomes the Government’s attempts to introduce greater flexibility and 
adaptability into the method through the use of the Technical Guidance Document. The KLC 
notes that there is a lack of clarity in relation to how or when the Technical Guidance 
Document can be amended, and if public consultation is required prior to this. This creates 
significant uncertainty for Project Proponents, particularly in the context where they agree to 
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25-100 year permanence obligations under the Method. The KLC recommends that the 
Technical Guidance Document as in print at the time of project registration is the version 
that applies to a project for the entire crediting and permanence period, unless, the Project 
Proponent opts to move to the most recent update of the Technical Guidance Document.  

Pt 4: Vegetation 
Mapping 

It is not clear when a validated vegetation map must be audited, including if it needs to be 
re-audited if re-validated.  

Pt 7: Relevant weed 
species 

See comments above section 47 Method: The approach to weeds is unclear, and lacks the 
scientific certainty and policy tools to be included at this time. It is recommended that the 
treatment of weeds is removed from the Technical Guidance Document until such time as 
there is sufficient information and evidence to include a comprehensive approach. 
Moreover, weed management is additional to GHG reductions and should be treated 
separately to the CFI legislation.  

Pt 8: Fire 
management plan 

The Method and Guidance should avoid being over-prescriptive on matters which go beyond 
the scope of the CFI and the method. A Fire Management Plan will be prepared for multiple 
purposes, only one of which is the Method and Technical Guidance.  
The description of the activity should reflect the traditional indigenous foundation of both 
the method and current operations.  
Item (5) should be removed – it is not required for the method, and requires a level of 
foresight that is not appropriate to request of Project Proponents 
Item (9) should be removed. This requirement is duplicative – Project Proponents already 
need to comply with all legal and regulatory requirements and keep records of this under the 
Act and Rules. It is also internally inconsistent, given that permits are obtained throughout 
the fire season and will not be available at the time the Fire Plan is prepared (which under 
Item 2 is prior to commencement of operations).  

Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative) Amendment Rule 2017 (No. 1)  

Rule amendment 
70(d) 

More information is required on what for must the explanation to ensure permanence take? 

Rule amendment 
30A 

The KLC welcomes the requirement to obtain eligible interest holder consent prior to the 
project registration, which complies with the international norm of Free, Prior and Informed 
Consent. The KLC is concerned that this requirement is being applied to transitioning savanna 
sequestration projects only. In accordance with international norms and recognised best 
practice, consent for all area based projects should be obtained prior to project registration.  

 


