
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Hon Josh Wilson MP  

Assistant Minister for Climate Change and Energy 

Parliament House  

Canberra ACT 2600  

 

Dear Assistant Minister 

On behalf of the Emissions Reduction Assurance Committee (the Committee) I enclose advice 

regarding the proposed Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Improved Forest Management in 

Multi-use Public Native Forest) Methodology Determination 2026 (the draft INFM method). Under 

s123A of the Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative) Act 2011 9 (the Act), the Committee has 

concluded that this proposed method is suitable to be made. 

The proposed INFM method aims to generate greenhouse gas abatement by ceasing harvesting in 

multiple-use public native forests (i.e. state forests). The method has been developed by the NSW 

Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water (NSW DCCEEW), as the method 

proponent. 

In forming the view that the method is suitable to be made, the Committee considered the 
following: 

1. the Offsets Integrity Standards (OIS) specified in s133(1) of the Act 
2. 371 submissions received during the public consultation period, in accordance with s123D of 

the Act  
3. advice from the Clean Energy Regulator (CER) on the INFM method, as per s123A of the Act.   

The Committee is satisfied the method meets the OIS. The attached notice of advice sets out the 

Committee’s assessment of the draft INFM method against each OIS. 

The Committee ran public consultation on the draft INFM method and explanatory statement for 

28 days, from 2 to 30 January 2026, consistent with section 123D of the Act. To support the 

consultation, a webinar was held on 21 January 2026 (with 134 participants).  

While many submissions supported the draft method, many others opposed it and raised concerns 

about 3 key issues relating to the OIS:  

1. the additionality of abatement, including concerns about temporary harvesting moratoria, 

and accounting for increasingly stringent regulation from recent reforms to the Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)  

2. whether the proposed 5 per cent indirect leakage deduction was sufficiently conservative 

3. whether the model input assumptions were sufficiently transparent for independent 

scrutiny. 

In response to the consultation feedback, NSW DCCEEW made changes to the method, notably:  



 

  

  
 

 

• Removing the option for deferred timber harvest, only allowing projects that permanently 

stop timber harvesting.  

• Limiting adjustments to baseline harvest levels to ensure the method never calculates a 

higher baseline than the relevant sustainable yield (i.e. the sustainable harvest level of wood 

for an area), to support conservativeness.  

• Requiring the proponent to use the sustainable yield values which result in the lowest 

baseline, to support conservativeness. 

• Requiring projects to calculate the effect that approvals under the EPBC Act would have on 

baseline operations, to avoid crediting non-additional abatement. 

• Requiring proponents to collect and publish private native forestry harvesting data, to ensure 

that the private native forest leakage deduction can be calculated reliably and transparently. 

Following the Committee’s statutory consultation process, the Committee identified several issues 

relating to the method’s additionality, conservativeness, and verifiability, that required further 

consideration and/or amendments before the Committee could be confident that the draft INFM 

method meets the OIS. Two prominent issues related to: 

1. Replacing the flat 5% discount rate for indirect carbon leakage with a requirement for a 

project-level analysis of indirect carbon leakage to be undertaken by an independent and 

suitably qualified expert, with a possible deduction range of 0-40% and a requirement to 

assess indirect carbon leakage impacts for each reporting period. The project-level 

assessments must also be published. 

2. Ensuring a fully modelled scenario using the Full Carbon Accounting Model is published to 

demonstrate how the method works in practice to calculate emissions. NSW DCCEEW has 

provided this to the Committee and agreed to publish this scenario in the event the method 

is made. 

Reflecting concerns relating to the additionality and conservativeness OIS, the Committee also 

examined the impact of using only historical harvest data to calculate baseline harvest levels instead 

of the method’s proposal to use a combination of sustainable yield and historical harvest data to 

calculate a ‘modified sustainable yield’ figure. Based on analysis by the Department of Climate 

Change, Energy, the Environment and Water, and additional data from NSW DCCEEW, the 

Committee is satisfied that the method’s approach to project baselines will meet both the 

additionality and conservativeness OIS. Consequently, the original approach to calculating baseline 

harvesting levels has been retained in the method. The requirement that reductions in harvesting in 

the project area must be at least 20% less than the levels in the baseline scenario during each 12-

month period provides further confidence in the additionality of the method.  

A particular focus for the Committee related to the ‘in lieu of regulatory additionality’ requirement, 

which enables project proponents to implement a temporary measure to stop harvesting for the 

purpose of assessing the feasibility of registering a project under the method. Feedback received 

through the Committee’s consultation process revealed concern about the additionality of such a 

measure, particularly given the NSW Government’s pre-election commitment to establish a koala 

national park in the North Coast region of NSW. The Committee examined the merits of these 

concerns and ultimately deemed it reasonable for a state government to pursue an ACCU Scheme 

project to provide the means to deliver an election commitment, and furthermore, that a well-

designed method would enhance the commitment’s longevity. The Committee also considers it 



 

  

  
 

 

appropriate for a state government to introduce a temporary moratorium to undertake a feasibility 

study for a project that will take place on publicly owned lands and affect local industries and 

communities.  Accordingly, the Committee was satisfied that any emissions reductions or removals 

associated with a project subsequently registered in the region could be considered additional under 

the method. 

Throughout the method’s development, the Committee has stressed the opportunity it presents for 

Indigenous Australians. The Committee looks forward to seeing the method implemented in such a 

way as to deliver on this opportunity, particularly in relation to the inclusion of Indigenous land 

management practices in projects. 

The Committee is disappointed by the proponent’s decision to remove the deferred harvesting 

activity from the method. When the Committee recommended that the method be prioritised for 

development, it was on the basis that it included both cessation and deferral activities, and 

furthermore, that the method could form the foundation of a broader native forestry method 

inclusive of public and private forest estates.  The Committee remains convinced that as long as 

native forest harvesting is pursued in Australia – on any land tenure – there are opportunities to 

improve its management and secure positive carbon abatement outcomes that would not otherwise 

be achieved, including through deferred harvesting.   

The Committee acknowledges the equations in the draft INFM method have been verified by an 

independent third party, as have the supporting Modelling Guidelines.  

Finally, the Clean Energy Regulator (CER) has confirmed it can support the administration of the 

method, subject to appropriate implementation arrangements and supporting guidance. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Professor Karen Hussey 

Chair,  

Emissions Reduction Assurance Committee 

5 June 2026 

cc. Mr Mike Kaiser, Secretary, Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water.



 

 

 

Emissions Reduction Assurance Committee 

Notice of advice to the Minister under subsection 123A(2)of the Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming 
Initiative) Act 2011 (the Act) 

Carbon Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative—Improved Forest Management in Multi-use Public 
Native Forest) Methodology Determination 2026 (the INFM method) 

On 18 May 2026 the Emissions Reduction Assurance Committee Agreed that the INFM method is 
suitable to be made.  

In forming this view, the Committee considered:  

1. The Offsets Integrity Standards specified in s133(1) of the Act 
2. 371 submissions received during the public consultation period  
3. Advice from the Clean Energy Regulator (CER) on the INFM method.   

The Committee was not directed to have regard to any additional issues under s123B of the Act in 
providing its advice on the INFM method.  

The table below summarises how the INFM method complies with each of the Offsets Integrity 
Standards.  



 

 

CFI Act 

Reference  

Offsets Integrity Standard  How the INFM method meets these criteria 

133(1)(a) Additionality: A method should 

result in carbon abatement that is 

unlikely to occur in the ordinary 

course of events (disregarding 

the effect of the CFI Act). 

The INFM method supports additionality by restricting eligibility to public native forests designated for 

commercial forestry for at least 10 years (to avoid areas unlikely to be harvested, or where harvesting has 

already ceased). Projects must cover at least one whole forestry region to prevent selective inclusion of low-

harvest areas. Baselines must also be recalculated to reflect relevant Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) approvals, to avoid crediting activities that would already be required by law. 

The method contains ‘in lieu of newness’ and ‘in lieu of regulatory additionality’ provisions, that only apply in 

the limited circumstances where ceasing harvesting in an area is an interim measure for the purpose of 

assessing the feasibility of registering a project under the method. 

For baselines, proponents must use the sustainable yield values (i.e. the sustainable harvest level of wood for 

an area) which result in the lowest baseline harvesting levels and further adjust to lower levels where historic 

harvesting levels have generally been below the sustainable yield. A mandatory 20% reduction of harvesting 

levels below the baseline in every 12-month period of the 15-year crediting period is required before ACCUs 

can be issued, to help demonstrate activities are a genuine step-change from business-as-usual. Ensuring 

activities remain additional over the whole crediting period is supported through setting 15-year crediting 

periods for projects under the method (less than the general 25-years described in the CFI Act for sequestration 

offsets projects) and requiring the baseline to be reviewed at five yearly intervals.  

133(1)(b) Measurable and verifiable: A 

method involving the removal, 

reduction or emissions of 

greenhouse gases should be 

measurable and capable of being 

verified. 

The INFM method uses appropriate equations and modelling to calculate carbon stock changes across the 

included carbon pools and emission sources in both baseline and project scenarios using the Full Carbon 

Accounting Model (FullCAM)—the same model used for Australia’s national greenhouse gas reporting and 

applied in other ACCU Scheme land sector sequestration methods. FullCAM is compliant with IPCC Guidelines, 

meets Australia’s international reporting obligations, and is annually reviewed by international technical 

experts through UNFCCC reporting processes. The INFM modelling guidelines specify how FullCAM is to be 

applied to estimate abatement. Where parameters specified in the INFM modelling guidelines differ from 

default FullCAM values, these are based on refereed scientific literature cited in the INFM modelling guidelines. 



 

  

  
 

 

To support verification the proponent must publish relevant data used to calculate abatement, and there must 

be collection and reporting of harvesting volumes from private native forests in the relevant state (see the 

assessment of leakage within the Conservative OIS). 

133(1)(c) Eligible carbon abatement: A 

method should provide 

abatement that is able to be used 

to meet Australia’s international 

mitigation obligations. 

The Committee received advice from the Australian Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment 

and Water (the Department) that the abatement that the method produces can be used to meet Australia’s 

international mitigation obligations. The Committee was satisfied with this advice and concluded that the 

method would produce eligible carbon abatement. 

133(1)(d) Evidence-based: A method 

should be supported by clear and 

convincing evidence. 

The INFM method is supported by a body of peer reviewed scientific evidence demonstrating that ceasing 

native forest harvesting can increase forest carbon stocks by allowing forests to continue natural growth and 

recovery processes, increasing the quantity and stability of carbon stored in living biomass. The modelling tool 

used in the method, FullCAM, is informed by the latest empirical science and is continually updated through a 

work program commissioned by the Department in consultation with a range of experts including CSIRO. The 

INFM modelling guidelines specify how FullCAM is to be applied to estimate abatement. Where parameters 

specified in the INFM modelling guidelines differ from default FullCAM values, these are based on refereed 

scientific literature cited in the INFM modelling guidelines. 

133(1)(e) Project emissions: Material 

greenhouse gas emissions 

emitted as a direct result of the 

project should be deducted. 

The INFM method identifies one emission source relevant to calculating net abatement: biomass burning from 

post-harvest (slash) burns, with relevant emissions calculated using FullCAM in accordance with the INFM 

Modelling Guidelines.  

Emissions from the combustion of fossil fuels within the project area are excluded from the calculation of net 

abatement, under the assumption they would be at the same level or lower than the relevant baseline. The 

Committee concluded that management of a forest for conservation is likely to result in less fossil fuel 

combustion than where timber harvesting activities occur and therefore this assumption was appropriate. 

133(1)(g) Conservative: Where a method 

involves an estimate, projection 

To avoid over-estimation of abatement the INFM method uses conservative baselines, leakage deductions, 

permanence requirements, and restrictions on eligible carbon sources in the estimation of abatement.  



 

  

  
 

 

or assumption, it should be 

conservative. 

Baselines 

Baselines are set at the lesser of actual harvest and the modified sustainable yield, supporting a conservative 

estimation of the amount of harvesting avoided (and therefore abatement calculated). 

Potential for direct and indirect leakage 

Leakage risk is mitigated through multiple measures:  

• projects must span at least one whole forestry region to limit the shifting of harvesting activities by the 

proponent to a different area in the region 

• during the crediting period, harvesting volumes from other public forests and from private native 

forests (in the same jurisdiction as the project) are monitored against historical baselines, with ACCUs 

deductions where harvesting increases outside the project 

• indirect leakage is addressed through a project-level 0–40% deduction set by an independent qualified 

assessor, with the assessment repeated for each reporting period and included in each offsets report. 

Risk of non-permanence for sequestration projects 

Permanence is managed through mandatory 100-year permanence periods (the longest period available under 

the CFI Act), and the Scheme-wide 5% risk of reversal buffer for sequestration projects (as per the CFI Act). To 

further support permanence of abatement, the method also includes a mechanism to enable action to be taken 

if leakage occurs (i.e. timber harvesting increases) outside the project area but within the same jurisdiction, 

after the crediting period has ended, but before the permanence period ends (i.e. years 16-100 of the project). 

This means that if timber harvesting increases anywhere within the state after the end of the crediting period 

the proponent must cancel a suitable amount of ACCUs. 

Eligible carbon sources in the estimation of abatement 

The conservativism of the method is further increased through the treatment of the following carbon sources 

in the estimation of net abatement: 



 

  

  
 

 

• soil organic carbon is excluded as an eligible carbon pool, even though the cessation of harvesting is 

likely to increase soil organic carbon stocks in the project area.  

• pulplogs are assumed to be instantly oxidised following harvest in the project scenario but not in the 

baseline scenario. 

133(1)(h)  Such other standards that are set 

out in the legislative rules.  

Not applicable.  

 


