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Part I: General comments

This is the first global consultation based ondbmplete set of chapters for the SEEA Central Freone In
this section please provide general comments odrifes chapters. You may like to consider prowdin
comments on the style and tone, the content anerage, and the general accessibility of the materia

A number of Australian and state government agenaiel academics have provided comments on the draft
These include the Bureau of Meteorology, Commonthe8&cientific Industrial Research Organisation,the
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheriesd ahe Victorian Department of Sustainability and
Environment.

The comments received by the ABS and reported bélave been overwhelmingly very positive, with the
general readability of the document widely applalidehe structure is coherent and logically takes rérader
through the components of the SEEA.We were pagitupleased to see that the comments made oratliere
drafts were addressed. Significant progress on SEE#tral Framework has been made since the dratteq
chapter 2-5 presented earlier in the year anddaH&eoutcome papers.The result is a high qualityument.

A few general, recurring points were made, whicblddelp readers, and particularly new readersi®fSEEA,
better understand the system. These are:
= The use of the terms "Volume 1", "Volume 2" and lifoe 3", or the "Central Framework" and
"Experimental Ecosystem Accounts" needs to be ddfand used consistently throughout. A
suggestion would be to include an outline of docots@p front or in 1.6.1, for example, a very sienf
table that lists the 3 volumes, their title, anekay short précis of what each covers.
= In addition, consistent references to other voluwleSEEA would clarify relationships between the
different sections, such as including a referenceotume 3 in paragraph 2.74.
= The chapters are written as if each chapter istantisalone" document, so that when you read,| for
example, chapters 1 and 2, it is quite repetitivé ghapter 2 repeats material covered in chapfehéd.,
redundancy is probably appropriate given that feampte will read the document straight through.
Having said that, chapters 1 and 2 will probablyréad as a pair and hence some of the repetjtion
could be removed.

There are also some general points related tcetaganship to the SNA.

= The treatment of flows to diplomatic enclaves, taily operations and students should align with |the

treatment in SNA. Economic population from a SNAspective has special treatment for persornel

on military operations overseas, diplomatic missiaverseas, short term workers, tourists and

students. Do we want to include exports and impafitsnvironment products, goods and service$ to

these population groups?

= Treatment of household production in physical & etany supply use tables. SEEA refers directly to

the allocation of household production for own tséhe related industry. SNA 2008 does not refer to

this treatment in a direct manner and the guidancEEEA may unintentionally limit alternative

presentations of the SUTSs.

= The treatment of emissions trading in the SEEA khfllow the IGWSNA decision on the treatment

of emissions permits. The wording in the final pcdafion should reflect this.

® There is probably a need to be stronger on comsigtior the treatment of merchanting and goods| for

repair in the material flow accounts with treatmfemtgoods for processing (which is a departurenfrio

2008 SNA and should also be noted).

" The treatment of goods for processing in 2012 SEHgo diverges from BPM6. The proposgd

treatment recommends capturing the goods flow id ant of a country, whereas SNA/BPM

recommends only capturing the service componentlé/Nthe divergence is logical from a materjal
flow account perspective, two other flows need édonsidered for SEEA. Merchanting, trade|in

goods that don't cross the economic border, whiehtrgated as negative exports of goods in 2008
SNA and BPM. Goods for repair, processing of dardatgfective goods for another economy, are
treated in a similar way to goods for processimghere only the service component is recorded -ethes

should be treated as goods in the SEEA to remdiareat.

A mix of substantive andeditorial commentsis nateBart Il of these comments. While the list of coemts is
relatively long, the comments mostly address missues and points for clarification.

There are some relatively minor issues for claatfiin and resolution of some of these could berdedeto the
research agenda or to the development of the SEBSystems (e.g. SEEA Experimental Ecosystem Acspulint
SEEA-Energy, SEEA Water, etc...).

Part Il: Technical and other comments
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In the box below please supply any additional comsiercluding those of a more technical naturetsis
the first consultation where the complete 6 chapiteve been released, comments on the consistétioy o
technical content across the chapters would becajgted.

Please reference your responses with the releeaagmph number or section number.

Comments by chapters

Chapter 1

Paragraph/location

Comment

Chapter 1 — general
comment

Better to use 'environmental - economic accoumtg€nwvironmental and economic accounts', but nti.bo
The former is used predominately, but the lattgreaps periodically (egparas 1.80, 1.81, 1.91, 1l88@ped
the letter from the UNSD dated 26/10 uses both $omithin the first two sentences.

The chapter could benefit from some more diagrdiostrating the relationship between the various
accounts — many readers are “visually” orientated.

1.17 The paragraph could be clearer that SEEA uses#igancy basis in most circumstances.

1.28 ‘depletion’ relative to what? Associated ‘suisable yield' of what?

1.41 As per the comment in Part | above, somettigsr SEEA account types are described but notereted.
Is paragraph 1.41 referring to SEEA Volume 3, agéms to be describing an application of the ads@u
Suggest including a reference.

1.43 Should make reference to the Vol 2 as it malidcuss about the ecosystem

1.45 'Finer levels of geographic detail' — Than twhational level outputs? Perhaps need to say explkcitly
that this means subnational levels, river catchment

1.46 Suggest that the first sentence of paragraptld read "It is possible to place monetary valhmeslows of
some ecosystem services" instead of "It is possibjfgace monetary values on flows of ecosystewies"

1.47 Consider revising. In particular the secormtesgce erroneously implies that there are partseof
environment that are not part of an ecosystemofaedarger scale).
Are the "specific areas" referred to in paragrap@tY Bpatial or geographic areas? Or themes? The
terminology should be made clearer here.

1.51 Could be clearer. Perhaps paras 1.51 to hdddbe dot pints under 1.50.

1.62 Include '...risks to sustainability and / ecurity (e.g. water and energy)

1.86 A broader explanation of SEEA vol 3 would be appiatp.

figure 1.3.1 There should be circular arrows to represent prizdmovements within the economy. Only one facirfig |

11°]

at present.




Chapter 2

Paragraph/location

Comment

2.5

Would be helpful if this para matched more elpsvith para 1.21

2.11 It is unclear from Chapter 5 what SEEA is reowending to statisticians concerning reportinghenasset
and production accounts for forests. If cultivaftiedsts are considered to be relatively unmanaged &nd
aggregated with natural forests, are the goodsugeaticonsidered to be ‘outside the economy’?

2.39 The PSUTSs would have significantly more potielgvant information if government enterprisesaggeyl in
wood growing where able to be dis-aggregated fromgovernment enterprises.

2.88 First sentence. Natural inputs could beéatly incorporated...' should also allow for iredit incorporatior.

2.92 4th sentence, 'physical flows from' chandgghgsical flows form'. (vice-versa???)

2.94 Same comments as above concerning ‘depletimh‘renewable resource’. See comment in Chapoer 5
the recoding of depletion for minerals (Section®).5

2.138 'horizontal double entry accounting' is riwered but not explained. Some material on this Ehbe added
similar to the way 2.133 explains 'vertical doublgry accounting'.

2.50to 2.57 Paragraph 2.50 and 2.57 could incdodeething about changes in the quantity or valugaxfk due to
seasonal or climatic variability (i.e. “seasonaltjjusted” e.g. drought or fire affected ecosysteids} sure
if this is technically regarded as a “reappraisalan “adjustment”.

Table 2.32 Should table 2.32 have a grey cell dipp$/ of residuals from the environment?

Chapter 3

Paragraph/location Comment

Chapter 3

3.45 ‘Natural resource inputs comprise physicalitafio the economy from environmental assets defise
natural resources. Thus natural resource inputprseninputs from mineral and energy resources$, soi
resources, natural timber resources, natural &sbhurces, other natural biological resources arndrwa
resources. Natural resource inputs exclude thesffoem cultivated biological resources.” We suggest
add a sentence to this paragraph for clarificaédong the lines of: ‘Cultivated biological resoescare
produced by economic activity and hence are neidlfyom the environment.’

3.194 Related to the general comment in Part lauséhold production. The suggested treatment fiioles of

great policy interest. Some form of words need®tmd to say that household own-use can be shown
separately. It is certainly not the current praztiot to add household own-use to the water supglystry
(and is not what is outline in the SEEA-Water)

3.213 and 3.214

These paragraphs on urban runofhaathese @iws should not be shown in the supply use tabieigasot
used in production. The same would be true for rdmsatering, but this would be recorded as a nhaturg
resource residual. Urban runoff would seem to ke ithine dewatering in that while the water is rextdiin
production, it has to be moved in order for prothrcprocess to take place (e.g. transport of geods
services). As such, it does flow through the econawen if the water itself is not used in prodantiit hag
to be moved for production to take place.

As such, we suggest the paragraph is alteydxe consistent with paragraph 3.261where enmssiglated t
urban run-off are allocated to the sewerage ingi{sthy would there be a difference in the treatnarthe
emissions contained in the water compared to thenitself?).

It is also noted that this treatment of urban réir®é departure from SEEA-Water and, as suchisthee
could be dealt with in the planned revision of 8iEA-Water, rather than in the Central Framework.

Para 3.215.

Water incorporated into products is separately shown. This is shown as supply ag#ieshdustry
producing these products, but the use is showrsingle space - a new accumulation column. Thi®ts
strictly right as these products are often (may$ally) consumed by industry or households inyte
they are created. May be a sentence noting thisl tmuadded.

3.21510 3.223.

These deal lvihe defining hydrological water consumption (ferty just water consumption). It also a
an additional consumption identity called econonse of water. The second is created to line up with
national accounting notions of consumption. We domind it, but cannot see an obvious use for it.

3.257 to 3.266

Para 3.257 to 3.266 cover the veatgssion accounts. The terminology of gross angémagsions is not
used, but the concept as described in SEEA-Watigssribed in paragraph 3.265. The diagram from/S
Water could aid the description of this.

Chapter 4



Paragraph location

Comment

Chapter 4 — Title

‘Monetary flow accounts’ is padity not the right title for this chapter. It isali EPEA and EGSS. T
titte may misleadreaders to think that this is atcwity of the previous chapter such as putting
monetary value for the physical flows that were tiwered in Chapter 3.

General comment

We note there are many conceptual and practicaplioations with compiling EPA, RM and EGSS
accounts. Interpretation by compilers, users atidypmakers must be made carefully. It may be wg
explicitly stating that these accounts are notgiesil specifically to indicate improvement of the
environment. Increases may reflect things arerggttiorse or better. A similar statement is made in
para 4.140 regarding environmental transfers.

On this there could be more references to compileguidance (e.g. from Eurostat)

rth

General comment

We suggest the inclusion of text on the compilabbresource management (RM) expenditureoant
in Chapter 4 for completeness and the mechanisiwefoiuring expenditure on climate change activi

This could help to address the provision of Envinent Goods and Services Statistics wheueho
the current (and likely to be future) policy debateon climate change, energy savings and rene
energy sources all of which falls into the resourcsanagement expenditure accouwhich isn]
mentioned in the Volume 1 of SEEA

This could also providesome clarity for allocatiagvironmental activities to environment proteg
lexpenditure account by primary purpose.

For policy application in Australiait would be bmttto have a total environmeptotection and R
expenditure aggregate.

[The RM account would use the same format at the &f@Bunts with a different primary purpose.

ties

4.1

Use of environmental and economic accountudhbe environmental-economic accounting)

4.31,4.64,4.75 - 4.79, 4.100

Is there a testtferecognition of ‘Adapted goods, often known @géner” or “environmentally
friendly” goods (for example, energy efficient waghmachines, and glass bottles made from recy
glass)’. The current open ended definition (Pat®@ seems to be the only section that discusses t
issue, albeit without sufficient testing frameweoekcleaner and resource efficient goods) and non-
existence of a recognition test would lead to sttbje interpretation or even data manipulation, as
incumbent would have incentives to recognise ashngueen goods as they can. Reference could b
drawn from SNA, such as the test for what is arfoial lease etc.

led

h

Section 4.2.4
4.26 t0 4.29

We note that the version of the CEA included irs tiaft of SEEA is different from the version oéth
classification sent recently for discussion in thessifications expert group. This could createesom
confusion in countries (it did at the ABS).

ABS comments on the CEA provided via the clasdifoices expert group are attached as an annex g
also form part of our comments on the SEEA Ceritramework.

It would be useful if there was some more consiitemaof the oherence in waste statistics
Classification of Environment Activities

There should be some mention of an alignment opttysical (residual) flows with monetary flows,
which are likely to be EPE.

There should be some consideration of how the oupigysical supply-use table can be mapped to
previous version, which focuses on the stages sfexgeneration and recovery (was table 3.3.4 in
previous draft from 18 March 2011) as this hasdretlignment with waste data and concepts.
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Section 4.2.4
4.26 to 4.29 Cont...

Private R&D for environment protection and resour@nagement activities need to be classified|to

capital formation to be coherent with SNA. This lcbpotentially be treated incorrectly under exig

guidelines.Treatment of environmental R&D needsd@oherent with SNA (or noted as a departdire).

ABS suggests that there should be some recogrhiatrwithin R&D for environment activities,

private R&D should be attributed to capital fornsatby specialised producers and other producefs,

and final consumption expenditure by governmentratated entities (e.g. higher education).

Table 4.2.2: Are class 12 aquatic resources args dld water mutually exclusive? Also, Is water
meant as ‘freshwater'?

Para 4.31, 4.64

The term 'environmentally bendfisiaised freely. However the determination of isagenuinely
beneficial to the environment is very complex andtestable. What is best will depend on many
factors, including the characteristics of the emwinent in which the account is being compiled.
Countries with water scarcity will utilise desigasd products that help to relieve that pressure,
sometimes at the cost of another aspect of the@mvient (as is the case with desalination for
example).

Para 4.31:

General comment - use of recycledglasn example of 'environmentally friendly' may lve ideal

- is the energy, chemicals, water etc used to gathean, melt and reconfigure collected glassfaelp

or harmful to the environment? Simplistically it yreound helpful but on closer inspection, and after

life cycle analysis it may not be.

Para 4.100 dot point ii).

The inclusion of desatléd water is an interesting choice. While destdishavater improves
freshwater supplies, it uses vast amounts of enditgg nexus between energy, water and climatg
problematic, and generally relates to big tickgienditures. ferefore inclusion or exclusion can &
the EGSS accounts considerably.

D WU

Table 4.3.5, These refer to ‘connected products'. However érnim is not defined/used in para 4.99, instead th

Para 4.115 term 'environmental sole-purpose products' is uSedconsistency and clarity, one term should b
defined and then used subsequently.

Table 4.3.6 'Area of difference' column headingsidtenork for the row 'coverage of types of enviramt goods
and services' where there is no difference beti#®8S and EPEA. Maybe just Area.

Para 4.173: Second sentence - is sustainableugelaly the only criteria or is it just one of ttteria in

determining limits?
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Chapter 5

Paragraph/location

Comment

Chapter 5 - General commen{

While the SEEA Centaatlework primary intent is not to provide compiatiguidance on the
application of the proposed techniques, some neferéo compilation guidance could be usefully added
to this chapter and others too.

5.25 From a research and policy perspective, agggiinking the natural forests and cultivatedeRis asset
accounts to their separate production accountapsiitant. It supplies users with highly relevant
information that links wood products back to thgriowing regime and, therefore, enables highly golic
relevant information in both the economic and emvinent domains. Achieving this will take time:
pragmatic criteria to classify forests (see 5.3%9d to be worked through and processes implemepted
to report wood products’ production by grower regim

5.27 If the natural forest/cultivated forest cléisation is adopted because of its economic anitemment
policy relevance, then ‘level of management’ asit@ria for classification should be replaced with
criteria based on the capacity for natural forestegenerate with little human assistance andidyeeq
forests are established through planting.

Section 5.4.2 The section of defining depletion in physical teimsuch improved from the previous draft. Ther [ar

5.75t0 5.93 still some reservations, but have no obvious waynfarove the conceptual basis for depletion ortéx¢
provided

5.76 Perhaps this para could provide some detah®frefinement’ for resources like timber.

5.77 It is difficult to understand what ‘same ecomo benefits to be earned’ means without clarifying
‘depletion’.

5.82 Here ‘sustainable use’ is being applied tonais and plants. This is different to timber, whiska
component of a tree where the nature of demandamoly works to change the size of the tree.

5.83 Without clarifying ‘sustainable yield’ of timber imatural forests, this graph is difficult to undearsl in

Figure 5.4.1 a forest context. Note also that the growth ctiovea regenerating natural forest (m3 of wood aboa
on the Y axis) is exponential.

5.167 If volume measures of assets are change® dirages in estimated quantities and quality (i.e. eféd
price change is removed), how is ‘quality’ definedhe case of the changing mix of log grades from
natural forests and cultivated forests when a coathin of supply and demand factors is at work?

Section 5.5.5 This is the text on depletion of mineral resouraed the split asset approach (Chapter 5, Pagearil3

5.223105.230

214, paragraphs 5.223 to 5.230, table 5.5.5)

It is noted that the treatment of depletion of math@nd energy resources proposed in the SEEA &lentr
Framework is different from SNA 2008. It is ackredged that SEEA can be different to SNA, but|we
do not want it to be unnecessarily different. liso acknowledged that the issue raised in the
paragraphs below has not previously been rais#teiprocess of the development of the SEEA Central
Framework.

'The suggested adjustment of extractors' accountiefuletion may not be the best reflection of the
leconomic activity of extractors for the SNA. Whitlés true that extractors exploit a resource renta
which includes depletion, they will mainly behavithwrespect to what they actually have to pay fat |t
resource rental.

IThus the costs to extractors are confined for ey have to pay for extraction rights, such asitms
and taxes, and the costs of exploration (eithesried by them or purchased from another entity).
Ideally, the depletion component of the resourcgaleshould be recovered by the owners of the
resources in the form of royalties and taxes. i itot, then that is an issue for the resourcesosyn
whose net worth is diminished by depletion butecwnpensated by payments.




From this we suggest that the situation may bebegpresented by two assets: (1) the right tmekt
and (2) the resource. Allocating depletion compgasaosts and depletion between the extractor]
the owners may better reflect the economics ofttution and avoid the need for splitting the
depletion of physical assets between extractoroamers, irrespective of the legalities of ownepsh

If the "two asset" approach is followed rather thiaa "split asset" approach, then it follows theg
notions of depletion adjtesd GVA, GOS, and Saving are not meaningful. Thaeteon adjustment
a hit on net worth in the form ofother volume chengot a hit on income.

This is related to para 1.89 of the draft SEEA sdlmt there are two "distitions" between SNA a
SEEA...

(a) scope of physical flows (SEEA somewhat broadsr result of a different asset boundary, anf
(b) "incorporation in SEEA of depletion as a cagtiast income earned from the extraction of ng
resources rather than as only a reduction in theevaf natural resources".

5.248 t0 5.258 The text on land use classificasamuch improved and the guidance provided onréetinent of
forest (land cover) used for maintenance and rastor of environmental function is a welcome
addition.

Continued work on the underlying classification ®@AO should provide further clarification and
remove the anomaly previously identified.

Section 5.6.3 IAccounts for land: It would be useful to includeauotount for land according to land cover, which
5.26510 5.271 would also be a template for the land use. Thisldvba similar to table 5.6.6 (the account for forep
land).

Clarity on the treatment of forests.
i Strorg collaboration with the FAO on the classificatmiiforests is recommended due to
importance of oldyrowth forests as an source of avoided emissionsarip carbo

accounting. An ecologically based classificatioa jgreferred model for forests.

ii. Clarity around the production boundary for forestaeeded in the SEEA.

iii. Clarification around the economic boundaries foiissions from forests is needed wi
SEEA.
There should be some consideration to includingwagaragraphs on the relationship betwelaptg
2 and chapter 5, as well as the links to ecosystmwices in Volume 2.

5.253 From an ecosystem perspective, cultivatezsts align with agriculture and natural foresigravith
the natural environment comprising self-regenegagicosystems. With limits on agricultural land and
increasing demands for food and fibre (includingd)g incorporating cultivated forests with
agriculture is highly policy relevant.

5.277 -5.280 The separations and definitions founahforests (including primary forest and natlyratgenerating
forest) and cultivated forests is a major improvetan the area/heath/canopy cover criteria.

From a policy perspective, there is likely to beagrattention on the extent of primary forests
(maintaining them is akin to avoided emissions) aadurally regenerating forest’ and its carbon
carrying capacity (i.e. atmospheric CO2 removakptal of regenerating forests). The quality ofth
information will be enhanced by splitting ‘natusagienerating forest’ into natural forests and
plantations, as far as pragmatically possible arallow for contineus improvement. [Natural foreg
have a higher carbon carrying capacity than plamdobrests and plantations are becoming more
important in wood supply.] Collaboration with thA® is important.

Section 5.7 We are very pleased to see the inclusion of acaayfr soil resources and the incorporation of

5.313 10 5.336 material supplied by soil experts in response tbezaonsultations. The section is brief, but
technically sound and provides very good guidanceHose wishing to pursue these types of
accounts.

5.327 Missing word: “point time” should read “pbin time”.

5.350 (and other paras) Ecologically determinet®dd, rather than the proposed management actgestéeria, are

preferred to classify forests. Here the challesge ifind workable criteria for classifying land
according to its self-regenerating capacity —largevity as functioning ecosystems and thereforg
carbon storage capacity.




5.353 Reporting timber resources from forestsawvailable for timber supply is necessary for redorg
physical and monetary asset accounts. There maw beintended consequence for SEEA with itg
attempt to generate environment-economic informatioassist in building more sustainable
economies. Without a biodiversity account, inforimaion stocks of timber resources in forests ngt
available for timber supply may lead to increaskeir#ion to capitalising on these resources.

5.362 Here ‘depletion’ is defined as the amourtirober that can be harvested without eroding its
‘productive potential’. Effectively this is sayitibere is no difference in the sustainable yieldafor
natural forest and a cultivated forest (plantati®®rhaps in defining ‘depletion’ a comment is
required that clarifies this and that sustainimgltter’ may be very different to sustaining natural
forest ecosystems and their biodiversity.

5.387 The Central Framework is appropriate fooréing the stocks and flows of carbon stored indvoo
products. It requires applying wood density factorgzood products tracked through their life cyd|
could also be linked to land cover accounts (igjugttcarbon in timber resources). This could be
mentioned as a potential extension here or elsawvher

®

The papers on carbon accountingpresented at therBWgeting on Ecosystem Accounting (Lond¢n,
5-7 December 2012)address the broader accountingsdor all carbon stocks and flows, not just|in
natural forests and cultivated forests. May be softhis material from this could be used.

Generating policy relevant information from cartamtounting requires an ecologically grounded
framework and is significantly more challengingritegpplying scaling up factors (See also comment
on paragraph 5.390).

5.389 Yes, carbon remains bound in wood produti$ urning or decomposition. Carbon will be reded
when natural forests and cultivated forests aredsted (over and above how timber extractions gre
accounted for). These emissions won't be reportetle SEEA Central Framework because it is
constrained to a timber account not a carbon atibéosity account. This is a boundary issue that
should be clarified.

5.390 The challenge is not just data generatiohalso the conceptual framing for generating polic
relevant information. The last sentence is ovestshing: at a broad level the stock and flows
framework is highly relevant, but important decisiare required for building a carbon stocks
framework and integrating it with flow accounts.

The comment on paragraph 5.387 is also applicaske hSome more material could be usefully be
added to this paragraph or maybe additional papagra

Section 5.9 This section is quite thorough in a theoreticalseeand the methods proposed are robust from an
5.391 to 5.457 economic perspective. The main sections that degamet to economics are sections 5.440 — 5.45%7.

The authors point out some of the key assumptised in the valuation, and the potential problems
associated with basing valuations on those assangptA key assumption is stated in 5.450 wherg it
is noted that the market for quotas is rarely perfimeaning that any market price taken as a fasis
a net present value calculation may not truly mftbe discounted value of the resource.
=  There are several reasons the market may not becper the fisheries context: for example
there may not be ‘free entry’ or ‘transaction cbstay exist. The significant physical
(vessels, gear etc) and human (expertise, expejieequired mean that there are signifiq
barriers to entry. Transaction costs may also giasexample, (value of time spent
advertising/exchanging, and cost of customs detiesssociated with the trade).
=  There does not appear to be an easy way to adtiesssissues, but they may require
recognition.

5.446 There are several potential data issues neszx) but one that may require some focus is et
values of quota and licences. In point 5.446, iecgnised that there is no observable market
valuation for access rights that have been grabtgdyhere trading is prohibited. It should be dote
that the existence of many more licences, evegglly tradeable may not have an observable market
valuation, because the market may not be verydighie use of non-standard trading arrangements.
This applies for both licences and quota.

5.464 We have a concern with the expression in pdfd. Kangaroo harvest is legal but it might seem
otherwise to some readers. A form of words shoelddopted.

Appendix A5.1 - NPV The Draft acknowledges that NiB\A 3rd best solution to asset valuation (aftesctl market
observations and perpetual inventory methods). iBHigcause of the required assumptions in the
calculation.

One of the key assumptions is the discount rate.rébults of NPV calculations are particularly
sensitive to the choice, especially when used mergenerational time frames. Academic debats
following the Stern report on climate change setisave settled on an uneasy consensus that
intergenerational discount rates should be "lowd aot at short(er) term market discount rates.




Chapter 6

Paragraph/location

Comment

General comment

The chapter provides a useful suynofiavays to integrate and present accounts. ASather readers
found it very useful and easy to follow.

Tables 6.5.1 and 6.5.2 were particularly useful.

for forest products 6.5.

Combined presentatiof§omments on Table 6.5.4 (p. 321):

-

o

planted forests and other wooded land (consistéhtAminex A5.4 Land use classifications UN
Framework Classification for Fossil Energy and Maldreserves and Resources 2009).

= Intermediate consumption and final use informationld be disaggregated by forest type. This
would increase the SEEA's policy and research aafins.

= Carbon captured in forests — a very useful setfofimation but, as noted in comments on cha
5, requires accounting methods to be worked throtigls is a task requiring more than
application of scaling up factors to log volumegrasted.

= Types of timber resources could be expanded togpyifiorests, naturally regenerated forests gnd

pter
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Annex. ABS comments on the Classification of Environmental Activity provided via the Expert
Group on Classifications
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General comments on Classification of Environmentaf\ctivities
Graeme Brown — Australian Bureau of Statistics

1. The biggest issue with the Classification of Enmireental Activities (CEA) is that it tries to

cover a wide scope of activities, with these atésihaving decreasing relevance to
environmental issues (the conceptual basis of #&)C The Environmental protection

Group is clearly classifying environmental acte#j and is fine. The Resource management
Group could, at a stretch, be considered to comtiayMronmental activities, as the focus of
the listed activities is on efficient natural reemmanagement. But | would prefer these not
be included in the CEA. The Resource Use Growpessly not classifying environmental
activities and it is inappropriate to include tgreup in the CEA.

There appears to be two options to address this:iss
(a) split the classification into three separasessifications, one for each group. This would
enable a clear conceptual basis to be definedafd elassification; or

(b) rename the classification (something like Gfasgtion of Environmental Activities,
Resource Management and Resource Use) and makaritltat it is based on three different
conceptual bases.

Option (@) is the preferred approach.

In many of the Explanatory notes/Examples the ghtasmeasures and activities aimed at
...”. These measures and activities could have pialaims, one of which could be the
environmental activity referred to. But this coblel a second or third order aim of the
activity, and with the current wording would sfalll within the Group/Class. Propose this be
changed to “...measures and activities primagilyed at ...".

There is also inconsistent terminology used ardhigdphrase. Sometimes “encompasses”,
sometimes “comprises”. Sometimes “measures arnntas’, sometimes “activities and
measures”. Unless there is a different meaningp kkerminology consistent.

In Class 2.4, extra cost is mentioned in the Exgtiany notes/Examples. This is not only
unnecessary, but could add to confusion. | haaedhthis classification referred to as the
Classification of Environmental Activities and Explitures, which is clearly incorrect (the
classification is of activities, not the expend#wan those activities; which presumably would
be classified according to monetary ranges). Beimention of “extra cost” or
“expenditures” in the Explanatory notes/Exampley tead the unwary to this erroneous
conclusion.

4. There are many references to CEPA (12). ThesddheuCEA.
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5. The Resource Management Group is a poor title.ol®ee management in general includes
the management of non-natural resources and fdrdewaft of reasons (e.g. for economic
benefit). The activities listed clearly do notlue non-natural resources and focus on the
environmentally efficient management of naturabteses. So my proposed title would be
“Environmentally efficient natural resourcemanagathe

6. Similar to 5) above, the Resource use Group isoa fitle. Resource use in general includes
the use of non-natural resources. The activiteedi clearly do not include non-natural
resources. So my proposed title would be “Natrgsburceuse”.



