Beta Phase Review – Consultation Feedback 2021
Comments received during the Public Consultation (19 July 2021 – 18 August 2021) on the draft Reef Credit Guide, Standard and supporting documents v2.0

Specific feedback responses:
#
1

QUESTION
Which option is preferred
for revisions to Section
2.2 of the Standard? If
option 3 is preferred, is 5
years appropriate?

FEEDBACK
2.2.3 is preferred. Strongly disagree with 2.2.2 as potential reduction and contribution is
variable across the reef catchment.
• The first option requires projects to use the updated conversion factors as soon as they
are released by requiring them to be included in the project’s monitoring plan. This
ensures the most recent targets are applied to projects as soon as possible, but reduces
certainty and increases risks for project proponents.
• The second option requires the conversion factors to be updated at the end of each
crediting period. This provides maximum certainty to project developers, but could either
result in long-term over or under-crediting projects that apply very long crediting periods
and the conversion factors are updated early in the project’s crediting period.
• The third option is a compromise between the 2, and requires conversion factors to be
updated at least every 5 years or when a baseline is renewed, whichever comes first.
I suggest that option 1 introduces too much uncertainty for project proponents. There is a
slight preference for option 3 with a five-year window for projects to review conversation
factors and update as needed. Having a check-in every five years will help to ensure that Reef
Credits generated through 25-year projects don’t deviate significantly from government
priorities throughout this time. However, I note Option 3 still has the potential to introduce
uncertainty and issues if proponents are locked into contractual agreements with a set price
(linked to conversion factors) and understands if option 2 is pursued.
Option 3, 5 years is appropriate. It is important that participants retain the choice to update
as early as they deem appropriate but have an obligation to update within a set timeframe.
Consideration must also be given to projects with prolonged monitoring periods due to
requiring specific numbers of rainfall events.

RESPONSE
Option 3 - Projects must update the
conversion factors at least every 5
years or at the start of each
crediting period, whichever comes
first.

There may be a requirement to be able to apply pro-rata/proportion changes in the there is a
five year
Option 2 is preferred. Changes to conversion factors will only affect relative value of various
components of water quality.
2

3

What is the maximum
time period that should
be allowed between the
start date and a project
being submitted for
validation?

Is 5 – 25 years still an
appropriate time period
for a project’s crediting
period, or should either
or both bounds be
revised?

90 days will enable growers to collect and collate sufficient data.
I have concerns about backdating credits as proponents may not be able to demonstrate
additionality if the time period between project start date and submission is too long. It is
not clear the circumstances in which a proponent may require up to five years to submit their
project for validation, other than projects commenced under the pilot phase.
I suggest the maximum time period between a project start date and a project being
submitted for validation is one year, unless clear justification is provided why it needs to be
longer. I also suggest the earliest possible Reef Credit Project start date of 1 July 2017 should
only apply to projects commenced under the Reef Credit pilot phase of 1 July 2017 to June
2019 (as per Reef Credit Standard v1.0).
5 years maximum backdating should be allowed, with 1st July 2017 still being the earliest
permissible start date. However backdating should only be accepted if the project can still
demonstrate additionality, see additionality tool.
This question implies that credits can be accumulated before a project is validated? Should
not a project only start once is has been validated?
Yes (3.2.2)
No major concerns with this time period have emerged to date.
However, I understand that some landholders have raised concerns about the 25-year
timeframe. Given the Reef Credit Scheme is relatively new, it is not clear to what extent a 25year crediting period is a genuine barrier for landholders to participate. If this issue is raised
by other stakeholders through this public consultation process, it may be worth revising the
maximum time period or clarifying how and when landholders can exit Reef Credit projects,
should they choose to.
The Standard cannot envision the diversity of methods that may one day exist nor assess
what min or max crediting period length is most appropriate in advance. Recommendation is
to adjust the wording to “All Reef Credit Projects must have a Crediting Period. The duration of
the crediting Period is specified in the Reef Credit Methodology.” It may also be appropriate to
provide more guidance in the methodology approval procedures document about what a
method author needs to consider and put forward when nominating a crediting period
length.
Yes.

A Project must be submitted for
Validation within 1 year of the
Project start date.

The duration of the Crediting Period
must be specified and justified in
the Reef Credit Methodology, and
shall not be more than twenty-five
(25) years.

4

5

6

7

8

Should different project
types have different
requirements for the
duration of their
crediting periods and/or
the number of times they
can be renewed?
Should projects specify
an end date or limit to
the number of times a
project can renew its
crediting period and
issue Reef Credits?

Should a project be
required to demonstrate
additionality at the start
of each crediting period,
or periodically (e.g. after
X years or Y renewals of a
crediting period)?
Is the new text in Section
3.2.9.5 sufficiently clear
and appropriate for the
Reef Credit Scheme?
On what basis should a
Project Proponent be
required to undertake
consultation in addition
to that required by
applicable local council,
state or Commonwealth
planning and
environmental
legislation?

Yes, as they have distinct outcomes, time periods vary with implementation and are impacted
differently from year to year (i.e. drought impact to ground cover).
I don’t have any immediate preferences here, provided that baseline and additionality are reassessed at the end of each crediting period.
It would make sense for the crediting period to vary with the type of project

See above response.

Yes, we would expect changes and benefits to farm operations and reef water quality to have
a defined life.
I don’t have any major issues with projects being able to renew their crediting period,
provided that the baseline scenario and additionality are re-assessed at the end of each
crediting period.
Given that the baseline is re-established with each new crediting period, it is reasonable to
be required to demonstrate additionality at the start of each crediting period. There would
be no room for credits if there was no further opportunity for practice change/remediation
compared to the new baseline, thus it should be relatively straightforward to demonstrate
additionality when there is genuine scope for more credits. If additionality is required with
each crediting period renewal, there should be no need to cap the number of renewals.
Yes.
Yes, this would define what the reef credit is specific to.

At the end of a Project’s Crediting
Period, the Project may apply to the
Secretariat to renew its Crediting
Period. When renewing its Crediting
Period, the Project must re-assess
the Baseline Scenario and apply the
most recent version of the
applicable Reef Credit Methodology.

Projects should be required to demonstrate additionality at the start of each crediting
period, as a minimum. I note there may be circumstances in which it is worthwhile for a
project to demonstrate additionality within a crediting period, but this requires further
thought as to how and when it would be appropriate.
Yes. Every 5 to 10 years, depending on the type of project. Even some carbon farming
projects have to regularly show that practices have not become business as usual.
Text in 3.2.9.1 is clear and sufficient, further text in points 2-4 is not required. Important to
note that the Verification process covers this as well.
Should be up to the proponent to consider this and evaluate the risk opportunity posed.
None – the relevant legislation is sufficient.
Where the sustainability of a stakeholder’s business or a local community may be directly
affected by a project. For example, projects that will diminish the production from cane
farms could affect the viability and efficiency of the local mill supply and/or that of growers
in the local harvesting group, with impacts also on regional economies.

The Project is required to
demonstrate additionality at the
start of each Crediting Period.

Removed third clause only, but kept
additional safeguards text.
Project Proponents must
demonstrate how any applicable
stakeholder feedback was taken
into account in the Project’s design
prior to Project Validation and share
information about the Stakeholder
Grievance Procedures [forthcoming].
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12

Are the Free, Prior, and
Informed Consent
requirements in section
3.2.9 of the Standard
needed and/or
appropriate, or is current
Queensland and
Australian law sufficient?
Is 3 years an appropriate
validity period for Reef
Credits before they must
be retired? Should the
validity period be
connected to the
duration or periodic
review of the Reef 2050
Water Quality
Improvement Plan?

Should expiration be
rolled up into quarterly
periods when Reef
Credits expire, or should
Reef Credits expire on a
rolling basis 3 years after
they were issued?
Should the Secretariat
collect price information
on all transactions, and
release periodic (e.g.
quarterly) summary
information on
transaction prices and
volumes?

3.2.9.1 is acceptable.

Removed third clause only, but kept
additional safeguards text.

As above, not needed – the relevant legislation is sufficient.

5 years in line with term of WQIPs.
Given the Reef Credit Standard (v1.0) currently outlines a vintage period of three years, I have
no immediate concerns with three years being proposed as a validity period before Reef
Credits must be retired. It is difficult to know if three years is appropriate as it is uncertain
how the market will respond. More work could be undertaken to understand the market for
onward sale before making this change, however I understand there is desire from
stakeholders to allow trading and I’m therefore satisfied with the proposed change.
I don’t necessarily recommend connecting the validity period to the periodic review of the
Reef 2050 Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIP) as this could be difficult to operationalise
and communicate. It could also inadvertently create inequity between Reef Credits,
depending when they are generated within the Reef 2050 WQIP cycle.
3 years is preferred to 12 months, linking to the date of issuance is appropriate. No need to
link the validity period to the 2050 WQIP.
Also note that the cycle of reviewing and updating the Reef 2050 WQIP is predictable and the
cycle is usually every five years. On that basis the review of the Standard or other matters
related targets can be planned for
5 years.
I have no issues with Reef Credit expiry being rolled into quarterly periods to ease
administrative burden.
Rolling in quarterly periods is supported.
No.
It seems appropriate for the Secretariat to collect price information and to release periodic
market updates in future, when there is sufficient trading volume.
If anonymised, no harm to suppliers, but 6 monthly at the most frequent, yearly is preferred.
Price with-holding should be permitted?
Yes.

A Reef Credit must be retired three
(3) years after the date the Reef
Credit was Issued, rounded up to
the end of the quarter when the
Reef Credit was issued.

Expiration should be rolled up into
quarterly periods when Reef Credits
expire.

The Reef Credit Secretariat will
collect information on the prices
Reef Credits are transacted on the
Registry, and periodically make
summary information publicly
available.
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14

Should revisions other
than minor corrections or
errors be subject to the
same review processes as
a new methodology, or an
abbreviated process?

No, not if sound in judgement and fit for purpose.

Is a 60-day grace period
appropriate?

Honestly, this really depends on the specific impacts of the update/s, recommendation
would be that there is no predetermined grace period, maybe 90 days is appropriate for
‘minor’ updates, but if it is an ‘other’ update than consultation on what an appropriate grace
period is should be part of the actual update consultation process and tailored to the
specific update/s.

I recognise the need to strike a balance between following a robust process and stifling
progress. It is noted that reviews of Reef Credit Methodologies may only be initiated by a
method developer or the Secretariat and therefore these parties would likely bear the costs
associated with this process. This presumably makes it less attractive to open up methods for
review, unless there is sufficient incentive to do so. As such, it is difficult to see how
continuous improvement and a responsiveness to evolving scientific evidence can be
reflected in the methods.
Out of the two options proposed, I prefer that all revisions other than minor corrections or
errors should be subject to the same process, particularly without understanding what an
abbreviated process may look like. However, noting the concern outlined above, the
Secretariat could consider including criteria to establish whether proposed method changes
are major/minor and therefore determine the review process.
Although it is not directly relevant to this question, I suggest there is benefit in encouraging
stakeholder engagement as part of the methodology development process and providing
guidance around this.
Abbreviated - public consultation sure, but the formal peer review as it is implemented for
brand new methodologies can be onerous on the methodology developer and keen to work
with EMA on the processes to improve.
An abbreviated process

Reef Credit Methodologies may be
periodically reviewed or revised as
follows:
a.

Minor errors or corrections
may be made at the
discretion of the Secretariat.
b. Minor revisions, which shall
be subject to review by the
Secretariat and a 30-day
public comment period.
c. Major revisions, which shall
follow the same review and
approval process described
for new methodologies.

Updated to increase to 90 day grace
period.

General review feedback:
#
1

DOCUMENT
Guide and
Standard

SECTION
Acknowledgements

2

Standard

1.1 - Objective

COMMENT
Suggested change:
Funding to support the development of the Scheme, Governance and Registry was
provided by the Great Barrier Reef Foundation and Queensland Government.
Suggest the current objective should not be deleted as this provides a clear intent
for the Scheme:
“The objective of the Reef Credit Standard is to ensure that Reef Credit Projects meet
stringent environmental, financial and community integrity conditions to effectively

RESPONSE
Updated.
Updated to re-include original
text.

3

4

Standard

Standard

1.1 - Objective

1.3 - Version

contribute to water quality targets described in the Reef 2050 Water Quality
Improvement Plan (2018) and any subsequent revisions to the water quality targets”.
Acknowledgement/background – still good to include, thanks for revision
Reef Credit Standard – Objective and Governance
A statement of Objectives for the Standard still needs to be in this document and the
proposed abbreviated version may not be sufficient to satisfy requirement of the
Scheme administration or participants in the Scheme. The Standard needs to be
able stand alone and no other document is able to sets rules. In our interactions
with purchasers in particular, they are looking to this document as the legal
reference point for their negotiations and as such the objectives need to be clear
with regard to the function of Reef Credits, the Standard, the Secretariat, governance
and the mechanism by which the Standard can operate (ie voluntary scheme and the
internationally recognised mechanism about the rights of landholders to
management of resources that gives them legal right to generate Credits).
Governance need to be added back into the document to explain how EMA is
appointed as the Secretariat and rules around the various governance components
such as roles of the TAC. Again – this is because the Standard is the set of rules and
is the place for formally describe and empower the roles and accountabilities. If it’s
only in the guide, what certainty is there for stakeholders on the governance etc?
The Objective or perhaps a Purpose section should establish and describe the role of
the Secretariat and what the Standard empowers the Secretariat to do. This is not
described anywhere at the moment and on reflection was an oversight of V1. This is
important as there is no legislation or a regulation that gives the Secretariat powers,
in which case the Standard needs to do that. Items that need to be considered for
inclusion in the section that documents the powers of the secretariat are:
• Ability to operate the registry and process credit issuance, transfer, sale and
retirement within that tool
• Power to register projects
• Powers to issue credits
• Powers to approve auditors
• Powers to amend the Standard
• Powers to issue guidance – this is important, so that from time to time,
where the standard is not clear, or new issues arise, the Secretariat can issue
direction or interpretation of the standard. There can also be a clause that
could initiate a review of the Standard if the number of interpretations or
guides is significant and
Power to charge and collect fees
Important to include provisions or timelines for review of the Standard or what
circumstances would trigger a review. Also need to define “major” and “minor”

Additional governance
information added back into the
Standard.
Updated to include:
The Secretariat is empowered to
manage and oversee all aspects
of the Scheme with support from
Eco-Markets Australia’s Board and
the Technical Advisory
Committee.
The Reef Credit Secretariat’s role
and responsibilities includes:
• Managing or overseeing all
Reef Credit Scheme processes
and procedures
• Issuing, approving and/or
updating all Reef Credit
documentation
• Issuing guidance and
interpretations related to the
Reef Credit Scheme
• Ensuring the integrity of the
Reef Credit Scheme
• Making decisions regarding
the administration or
operation of the Reef Credit
Scheme, which may include
input from the Technical
Advisory Committee and
Board.

Addressed above in # 3.

5

Standard

3.2.5 – Legal Right
and Consent Process

reviews and what matters can be covered by Guidance and at what point “cumulative
guidance” might trigger a review process.
Need to describe the process by which stakeholders are advised of changes and
guidance issued by the Secretariat.
These same parameters need to be spelt out for the review processes and issuance
of guidance on use of Methods.
Based on our experience, we strongly suggest that Legal right and Consents are
separated into two distinct sections of the Standard. Legal right should incorporate
the concept of what constitutes legal right to generate Reef Credits and what
requirements are needed to do so.
The Consent section should ensure that the Secretariat does not take on the role of
understanding all the laws and regulations required for consent – that is the
responsibility of the project proponent.

Definition of consent modified
and 3.2.5 edited.

Need to ensure that any definitions regarding Native Title are correct. Prefer to say
“where native title exists approvals required under the Native Title Act”

6

Standard

3.2.10 Permanence
period

7

Standard

3.5.3 - Monitoring
Period

Where the Secretariat says it can take action against the Project Proponent – Not
sure what this would mean, given the actions to refuse registration or deregister are
substantial actions. What other actions would there be. Suggest that Secretariat
actions be very specific and related directly to the powers of the Secretariat.
I have no issues with the proposed changes. Suggest it may be worthwhile including
some guidance in the Standard/Guide about what type of activities need to meet
Permanence obligations. For example, I understand from previous consultation on
the Reef Credit Standard that:
“Permanence obligations only attach to 'sequestration' as opposed to 'avoidance' or
'abatement' projects. Abatement or avoidance projects are activities that receive
credits after pollutants are reduced or avoided from being released into waterways.
Once they have been avoided, there is a permanent saving and so no ongoing
requirements are needed for these types of projects. Sequestration projects are
activities that receive credits for pollutants that are stored in the landscape on the
basis that it will remain in the landscape for at least the 'permanence period'
applicable to the project. Permanence obligations will be set out in relevant
sequestration methodologies”.
Providing this type of guidance and some examples of sequestration activities
relevant to Reef water quality may help method developers and investors
understand the reasons why permanence obligations are/aren’t required for
different activities. As the gully methodology doesn't reference permanence, I
assume it isn't considered a sequestration activity.
Agree that this needs to meet the requirement of the methodology

Additional text added to 3.2.10.1
to explain permanence further, as
well as updates to the Guide
document.

Ok.

8

Standard

3.7 - Verification

There has been no suggested edits regarding the level or frequency of Auditing. The
Standard states the projects require “reasonable level of assurance”. In the case of
the NITR project – which have annual reporting, this is an onerous cost and the cycle
of the projects could be that in year one there is reasonable assurance and in
following years, the level of audit is reduced. Suggest informed discussion on
potential to set the audit requirements to suit the methodology be completed ASAP
to inform revision.

9

Standard

4.1 – Methodology
Requirements

The peer review team for Methodologies that relate to management of a farming
enterprise (cane, grazing) should include specialists (agronomic, economic) in that
industry. The review process should be transparent.

10

Standard

Schedule 1 –
Conversion Factors

Main concern is around the use of a fixed equivalence between N and other
pollutants (which, at the moment, is confined to sediment). When we first designed
the Standard, we had several options for how we would deal with different
pollutants. This was no easy task, and in the end we landed on an equivalence factor
based around receiving water targets. Not ideal, but operationally simple.
Recently, we've seen changes in the P2R model result in big changes in the
conversion factors that link end of paddock to end of catchment loads for N. Not
unexpected given that our understanding is continually improving. What I'm
concerned about is ensuring that changes in one pollutant don't impact on another.
In this case, I don't think it does (because the changes in P2R don't (yet) have an
impact on receiving water targets.

Verification is required when a
project proponent applies for
issuance of credits. A verification
report should cover the time
between the last report.
The forthcoming guidance
document for verifiers should
address this further.
The peer review and public
consultation process is
transparent and peer reviewers
are selected by both the
methodology developer and the
Secretariat. While we understand
the value an industry specialist
may provide, peer reviewers are
selected to ensure methodologies
are theoretically rigorous,
scientifically robust and
practically workable. Other
specialists are welcome to submit
feedback during the public
consultation phase of any
methodology or scheme
document review.
The numbers can seem odd
because N is a neat 1t/RC and
sediment is the WQ target divided
by the same factor as the N target
to get the equiveillance reference
so that Reef Credits are fungible
and thus an attractive investment
for buyers. The strength of this
approach is the hardwired
connection to the WQ targets and
a process for updating. It will be a
matter of on-going focus, but in
the absence of a compelling
alternative, it won’t change
pending emergence of a

11

Standard

Schedule 2 – Positive
and Negative List

The other comment I would make (which ties into my next discussion) is that the
positive list in Schedule 3 is very limited (in fact to the meths that GreenCollar have
or are proposing to develop). It's obviously difficult to envisage what might be on
the +ve list, but I do think that the -ve list could be more comprehensive. At the
moment, both lists don't provide much guidance and potentially limit RC
opportunities.

12

Additionality
tool

Sub-step 1b.
Consistency of
credible land use
scenarios with
enforced
mandatory
applicable laws and
regulations

The wording is currently:
“This sub-step does not consider laws, statutes, regulatory frameworks or policies
implemented since 1 July, 2017”.
I understand this timeframe would have been appropriate in the pilot phase but
question whether it now needs to be updated? For example, to say “since a project
commenced”.

substantial change in the
operating environment.
The main roles of the positive and
negative list are to indicate the
current scope of the Reef Credit
Scheme, which is expandable to
include new opportunities, and to
constrain it with respect to
proposals that detract from the
Scheme’s purpose.
Updated to project
commencement.

General Comments:
#
1

COMMENTS
The horticulture industry should have the opportunity to test and utilise the current fertiliser methodology.
Horticulture is well positioned, given extensive records and change in practices, to participate in the Reef Credit Scheme
and shouldn’t be excluded simply because the industry isn’t included in the Projector Tool, or any modelling.
Horticulture is still considered to contributing towards reef water quality and should have equal access to alternative
funding arrangements to incentivise practices that improve water quality.

2

Reef Credit eligibility should not be prescriptive in terms of the actions or projects undertaken but should reward any and
all changes in behaviour that achieve
improved year-on-year (Y-o-Y) cane yield performance and a better NUE and DIN related environmental impacts.
• Sugarcane growers that can demonstrate compliance with SIX EASY STEPSTM and are Smartcane BMP certified and
that achieve a yearly improvement in cane yield above an established yield baseline (t cane/ha), should be eligible
to generate Reef Credits.

RESPONSE
Eco-Markets Australia welcomes
other agricultural industries to
submit new methodologies for
review, should they not be able to
participate under the current two
approved methodologies. We
anticipate the Scheme to grow to
include numerous methodologies
in the coming years.
Refer to section 4.4.3 on
additionality and see comment #4
below on the P2R tool.

•

3

The growers cane yield baseline should be calculated at the farm level and should be developed through an agreed
methodology that takes at least five years of past yield performance into account. This information could be
provided by mills.
• Given the problems with the Paddock to Reef Projector Tool as the calculator used in the methodology to quantify
changes in DIN losses arising from changes in nitrogen management, a significantly improved P2R tool or
alternatives beyond P2R should be assessed to estimate the quantum of DIN abatement from various improvements
No information on how the prices of reef credits are determined, and how the pricing will be transparent.

4

Methodologies must have a method for calculating impacts on water quality that are both fit for purpose and published in
peer reviewed journals. The use of Paddock to Reef for both DIN and sediment is clearly an example of being not fit for
purpose and undermines the whole scheme.

5

Methodologies should not compromise the viability of industries on which the socio-economic health of communities
depends. For example, cane farms are viable where there is a local mill. The mill, in turn, will only survive if there is a
critical supply of cane. Incentivising reduced production is not a responsible approach.

The Secretariat does not set the
prices for reef credits and all
financial transactions occur
outside of the Registry. How the
prices are determined is up to the
market. However, the Secretariat
will collect price information for
the purpose of improving market
transparency.
We recognize that P2R may not be
fit for all agricultural industries,
but it is fit for purposes within the
scope of the approved
methodologies. Other agricultural
industries are welcome to submit
other methodologies and models.
The Scheme is voluntary for
landowners and not intended to
disrupt production supply or have
adverse effects, but provide an
opportunity for landowners to be
rewarded for undertaking water
quality improvement projects.
Eco-Markets Australia is happy to
receive feedback or proposed
solutions to mitigate this risk.

