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Ingrid CRIPPS   0:35
Welcome to today's presentation. I might just wait. I mean, so well, while some more people join the call. 
Alright, slowly tpicking up.

Welcome. My name is Ingrid CRIPPSCripps. I am director of the Australian Carbon Credit Unit Scheme Policy and Legislation Team, .
Lleading on the legislative amendments to the ACCU Scheme at DCCEEW – the , Department of Climate Change,.
 eEnergy, the Eenvironment and Wwater. 

I'm here today with my colleagues Kate Lee Perry and Martin BURGESS Burgess to present to you on a deep dive on the Integrity Risk Method Declaration section of the Carbon Credits and Other Legislation Amendment Integrity and Transparency Bill.

Before we get started, I would like to acknowledge the traditional owners of country throughout Australia and their continuing connectxion to land, skies, waters and community. I pay my respects to their cultures and to elders past and present. I particularly wish to acknowledge the Ngunnawal people as the
as the traditional custodians of the land I am meeting on today, and recognise any other people or families with connectxions to the lands of the AICT and surrounding region.

As we gather online, I would also like to acknowledge the traditional custodians of the lands on which each of you are joining from today and extend my respect to any Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people attending this meeting.
Yeah.
Before we start, I'd like to cover a few housekeeping items. This session will be recorded for interested stakeholders who couldn't attend or for you to be able to return to later. Please let us know if you have any concerns with this via email or within the question and answer function.

The Q&A part of the session will be recorded for the department's record-keeping purposes and may not be published.

Staff from the Clean Energy Regulator may be present to note any questions, particularly in regard to implementation issues that are raised.

Following the presentation, which should take around 20 minutes, we will hold about 20 minutes of questions and answers so we can address the issues most important to you and use these to inform our frequently asked questions on the website. T
And the webinar may finish before the full hour.

The chat function is disabled, so please submit your questions via the Q&A function, which you'll find on a button at the top of your Microsoft Teams screen. The questions are moderated, but authors of questions will be publicly visible, or may be publicly visible to others. 
And tThis will show your name as it appears in the Microsoft Teams app.

Please note the following presentation is for information only and intended for the audience here today and those who watch the recording. I respectfully ask that it is not reported outside of today's session, including by the media. Any inquiries from journalists should be directed to the media team at the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water b.
By emailing the email address you can see on the screen. 
WAnd we will make a version of this recording available as soon as possible.

Welcome. Thanks for joining us to attend another deep dive session on the Bbill, focused today on the Iintegrity Rrisk Mmethod Ddeclarations. As you hopefully are aware, consultation is open on the Carbon Credits and Other Legislation Amendment Integrity and Transparency Bill, which amends the
 Carbon Credits (, Carbon Farming Initiative) Act 2011, and the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 2007.

On the yYesterday, we gave a presentation which provided a high levelhigh-level overview of the whole amendment package, and we hope to record this, sorry, publish this recording soon. M On more details about the whole amendment package can be found in the exposure drafught and the consultation paper that published on the HaveYourSay page.
We are keen to hear what you think about the bill and welcome submissions through the HaveYourSay page by Friday, the 22nd of May. Due to factors beyond our control, the consultation period cannot be extended past the 22nd of May, so I encourage you to engage with us early during this period.

Today we will cover the amendments to create a new ministerial power to manage critical integrity risks the scheme could face in the future, known as Integrity Risk Method Declarations.

The following will be outlined throughout today:
· t. The background and purpose of the Integrity Risk Method Declaration, 
· integrity risk threshold criteria, 
· the consultation requirements and other conditions, 
· the effect of the Integrity Risk Method Declaration on Projects, and 
· an explanation of the end-to-end Iintegrity Risk Method Declaration process.
· 


Risk method declaration process.
Please note this disclaimer before we begin on the details. We will be explaining the intent behind the legislation from a policy perspective, but this does not constitute legal advice. We recommend you seek your own legal and other professional advice as needed.

Before we get into the details, just a quick refresher in case we have some new people with us today about the Australian Carbon Credit Unit Scheme. The Australian Carbon Credit Unit Scheme is a voluntary scheme that provides incentives for organisations and individuals to adopt new practises and technologies to reduce emissions and store carbon.

Reviews by the Climate Change Authority, independent experts and the Australian National Audit Office have found the scheme is well designed and administered, and is contributing to Australia's net -0zero transition.

Reviews have recommended sensible changes to ensure ongoing integrity of the scheme and alignment with evolving best practice.
 A pProgramme of reform and improvement is well underway, with the most recent updates outlined in a progress report published in February. 
Continuous improvement is embedded in the scheme's design, such as through statutory reviews, and periodic method reviews by the iIndependent Emissions Reduction Assurance Committee.

The proposed amendments build on significant progress in implementing the recommendations of these reviews and significant consultation to date, including: submissions on proposed policy positions to implement the government's response to reviews in late 2023;, as well as feedback we've heard directly from stakeholders via workshops, .
bilateral discussions and through the development of methods.

I will now pass to Mon Martin to present on the amendment details.
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Martin BURGESS   8:24
Thanks, Ingrid.

So first to go over the background and purpose of these amendments.

So in their reviews of the ACCU Scheme, the Climate Change Authority have recommended on multiple occasions that the government consider better ways to manage methods which present integrity risks. The Climate Change Authority's 2023 review recommended to: “transfer ACCU Projects to varied methods and require application of updated tools within two years
 of their making unless the Carbon Abatement Integrity Committee advises otherwise”. 

The same type of issue was also addressed in the Climate Change Authority's 2020 and 2017 reviews. In 2023, before the Government's response on the 2023 review was published, the Department released the ACCU Review Ddiscussion Ppaper.
which discussed the proposal further. The discussion paper included this question,: “Wwhat are the risks and benefits of providing for legislative rules to compel existing projects to be carried out in accordance with varied or new method requirements?”.

Under current settings, the Minister cannot stop credits from being issued to projects under a method, even if significant integrity issues exist. 
While the scheme hasn't run into that magnitude of integrity issue in the past, it's possible one could arise in the future.

The proposed IRMD provisions would exist within a continuum of integrity responses for dealing with risks and issues in methods:.
 
· To be approved for use under the Scheme, all new methods must satisfy the Ooffset Iintegrity Sstandards.
· 
Tthe ERAC - and in future the cakeCAIC, - periodically review methods to assess whether they continue to meet the OIS.
· 
Methods may be varied to make improvements.
· A
and the cake CAIC has the power to suspend methods if it finds evidence they no longer meet one or more, Ooffsets Iintegrity Sstandards, and the Mminister may revoke methods.

The proposed new power would be used as a measure of last resort to deal with methods found to have integrity issues which cannot be addressed through other available measures and which pose a material risk to the integrity and ongoing function of the ACCU Scheme as a whole.

IRMDs would not be made routinely. Rather, we anticipate it would be extremely rare that an IRMD would be warranted. Nonetheless, acknowledging the importance of the scheme's integrity to ACCU buyers, sellers and the achievement of the government's emission reduction goals, it's important that we have a tool available to deal with potential integrity issues .
that the scheme could face in the future.

To provide some more context on the potential situation, an IRMD may be appropriate.
S - such a situation could be where: 
· integrity issues impacting an existing method are discovered and cannot be sufficiently addressed through other integrity responses to ensure ongoing compliance with the OIAS.
· 
Further, if the integrity issues are so serious that the integrity and value of the ACCUs generated are being questioned by buyers and the public.
· 
The Projects using that method, if it was to play such a large role in the scheme that if they continued using the method, the credibility of the scheme as a whole could be called into question. 
· And a loss of buyer and public confidence on that scale could undermine the operation and effectiveness of the whole scheme and affect the ability of the scheme to contribute to Australia's emissions reductions .
Ttargets.


We'll move on to the design of the IRMD as proposed.

The proposed amendments would create a power that is highly targeted, accompanied by important controls to ensure its appropriate use.
 Use of this new power would be governed by criteria and conditions set out in the Act.

Under the new power, if the continued use of a method would create a material risk to the integrity of the ACCU Scheme, then the Minister would have the power to stop projects from continuing to earn ACCU using that method.

The integrity risk threshold criteria is the first test applied when assessing whether the Minister should consider making an IRMD. It has two components:. 
· First, the method must not comply with one or more of the offset's integrity standards.
· .
Also, continued crediting under the method would pose a material risk to Scheme integrity.

One way that could be demonstrated is if continued crediting would adversely impact achievement of the objects of the Act, specifically: 
· to remove greenhouse gases from the atmosphere and avoid emissions of greenhouse gases in order to meet Australia's international obligations and 
· to facilitate the achievement of Australia's greenhouse gas s
emissions to reduction targets.


In addition to the integrity risk threshold criteria, other conditions must be met before an IRMD may be made: 
· .
The cakeCAIC must have advised the Minister that the integrity risk threshold criteria are met. This ensures the Minister considers independent advice to inform their assessment of the threshold.
· 
The minister must consult publicly on their decision whether to make an IRMD..

· And having regard to the cake's advice and feedback from consultation, the Minister must be satisfied that: 
· the integrity risk threshold criteria are met, 
· use of the power would substantially mitigate the integrity risk, 
· that there is an alternative method of the same kind available, and 
· all projects using the method are reasonably capable of moving.
 to the alternative method.


After the IRMD is made, there would be a period of time before it takes effect, providing an opportunity for projects to transition to a new method. That period would be up to two years for emissions avoidance projects and up to five years for sequestration projects. The Minister may choose a shorter period, but no less than six months. 
After the IRMD takes effect, Projects could only continue earning ACCUs by t transitioning to a new method.

We'll go into the process that's proposed to be used.

This diagram shows the process for making an IRMD at a high level. This isn't a strict process - i. It will vary depending on circumstances. And we'll step through the process over the next few slides.

The process may start with the Minister requesting the committee CAIC’s that takes advice on whether the integrity risk threshold criteria are met. At that time, the Minister may also choose to prioritise development of a replacement method if one doesn't already exist.

The Ccommittee could also start the process if an integrity risk arises during delivery of its other functions, specifically: 
· after suspending a method, 
· when advising the Minister on whether to make or remake a method before it expires, or.
or
·  when undertaking periodic reviews and crediting period extension reviews.


The Ccommittee would investigate the issue before undertaking consultation to gather stakeholder views to inform its advice to the Minister.
 We've represented this as a discrete linear step for simplicity, but if the Ccommittee has already consulted on the integrity issue previously (, for example -, during a periodic review or method development), that could satisfy the consultation requirement.

Alongside the IRMD process, it may also be appropriate for the Ccommittee to suspend the method, which would prevent the registration of new projects under the method. Note that when a method is suspended, existing projects can continue to be issued credits.

Moving to the next portion of the process, the Ccommittee's advice would be provided to the Minister and published. If the Ccommittee advises the integrity risk threshold criteria are not met, the process would end there and the Minister would be prevented from making an IRMD. 

If the Ccommittee advises the integrity risk threshold criteria
 are met, the Minister would then need to make a drafught decision on whether to proceed to making an IRMD.

At that point, the Minister would also have the option to choose not to proceed. 

If the Minister chooses to proceed, they would be required to publish their draught decision for public consultation. That consultation would provide proponents an opportunity to explain how moving to the new method would impact their projects.

After considering the feedback from consultation, the Minister would be required to publish their final decision.

If the Minister decides to make an IRMDT, they must publish a statement of reasons, including: 
· an assessment of how the Iintegrity Rrisk Tthreshold Ccriteria has been breached, including the issue the Ccommittee's advice looked at, 
· and a summary of issues raised during the Minister's consultation on their drafught decision and how those issues have been taken into account.

After the IRMD is made, there would be a period of time before it takes effect. This would provide projects an opportunity to transition to a suitable alternative method.
After that transition period, Projects would no longer earn credits using the old method and could only earn ACCUs after transitioning it to an alternative method.

In the consultation paper, you'll see these questions posed. We're keen to get your views, particularly on these aspects of the proposed amendments.
 

Before we get to questions on IRMD, I'll hand back to Ingrid to outline next steps.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   18:37
FunThanks Martin.
So, next slide please. Please go to our website to register for other deep dive webinars covering other aspects of the bill. Have a read through  the bill, the consultation paper, the compilation, which is what the new CFI Act would look like if the...
 amendments are passed and FAQs that will be published on our or( frequently asked questions) that will be published on the  HaveYourSay page.

Please submit through the HaveYourSay portal by answering the questions and attaching a submission by the 22nd of May. 
And pPlease email us on the email you can see on the screen if you have any concerns. 

The feedback will inform the next version of the Bbill, likely to be considered by Parliament. And , and also submissions may inform the subsequent implementation of the amendments if they are passed.
The next slide.
This slide provides an overview of the next steps. So obviously we are in a consultation stage until the 22nd of May.

Following consultation, the Bbill will be refined based on the feedback, but we note know we are working to a very tight timeframe to be ready for introduction to Parliament. The timing for parliamentary consideration of the Bbill is a matter for Ggovernment in alignment with their legislative priorities.

If passed, there will be a package of implementation work, such as consequential amendments to the Scheme rule, .
adjustments to Clean Energy Regulator's online services portal and updates to communication materials such as scheme guidance and websites.

And so pPlease note also that in parallel, a Sscheme Rrule remake process is underway. This is because the Sscheme's Rrule, having been in place for over 10 years, and as a legislative instrument it, is due to sunset in 2027. And, as all legislative instruments sunset after 10 years.

This is being processed in parallel with the bill work, and .
And any changes associated with changes to the pPrimary Act will be flowed through to the rule after the passage of the Bbill.

Now I've reached our question and answer portion of the meeting, or sorry, the webinar.
I encourage you to put your questions in the chat, and they should be...
published as we go.
And I will start with the first question.
So question one, the integrity risk method declaration is essentially a forced transition mechanism. If this process were to occur, I presume projects would not require additional slash new consents. Otherwise, projects could get stuck in a limbo, unable to report under the original or new method.
I can have a go at answering that. There are provisions in the bill which provide the mechanism by which Projects would move on to a new or varied version of the method.
of a method. If it is area based offsets projects that may require consent because that is an ongoing requirement of the scheme to have appropriate eligible interest holder consent in place to
be continuing delivering projects on those lands. So while that is a risk, that is the ongoing requirement of the Scheme.
But in saying that, we're very keen to hear about concerns and feedback about this process and things that should be considered.
And I note that the process does have a number of consultation points at which issues could be raised with the minister at the time as to reasons why projects may not be capable of transferring over to a new method.
Martin, is there anything else you wanted to add there?
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Martin BURGESS   23:23
The only other thing I think would be that the process of registering under a new method would be the existing process if it's available to do so voluntarily at the moment. There wouldn't be any change to that process proposed
if an IRMD has been made.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   23:46
Yes, thank you for that clarification.
I'm trying to remember the sections. I think it's 131 in the act and it will be in schedule 2 of the bill exposure draught that outlines some changes to that process because of other amendments that have been implemented.
Yeah.
And.
Keep those questions coming.
So, question two: when the minister...
consult impacted proponents on whether to make an integrity risk method declaration. Would that consultation be open to the public and broader industry who may be operating under different methods?
Martin, can I pass to you for this one?
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Martin BURGESS   24:44
Yes, so the two consultation points, first undertaken by the cake on the integrity issue and then by the minister on the draught decision, both of those would be public consultation processes.
So there would be an opportunity for all interested stakeholders to share their views.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   25:13
Excellent.
Third question, given the commercial impact of an integrity risk method declaration, what is the process for transparent communication that the integrity risk method declaration process has commenced to market participants?
Anna.
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Martin BURGESS   25:35
So throughout the process at different points, there's a requirement for advice from KEYTE to be published, as well as the minister to both undertake public consultation and to publish
preliminary decisions. We think that the transparency settings in that regard make it clear when the process has commenced meaningfully and when it's progressing, but would welcome feedback through submissions if you think there's other
Steps in the process, where it would be critical to make those events.
Clear to the market.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   26:24
And I'll just add there that we have...
stakeholder management system cover lens that we've just launched, and hopefully many of you have gotten prompts to sign up to that. So we'd be looking to use, if the integrity and risk method declaration process started, we'd be looking to use any of those existing methods to reach out broadly to our stakeholder network.
department news items and also utilising the Clean Energy Regulators outreach list that is very extensive for scheme participants and interested parties in the scheme. So yeah, like Martin said, very keen to hear how you think we could get the news out if it was being used.
but there are a number of existing mechanisms that could be utilized.
Alright.
So, next question. Rather than forcing a change to a new method through an integrity risk method declaration, are there opportunities to vary methods not found to meet the offset integrity standards?
Further to this, would alternative methods be produced as part of this process, and what would occur if a suitable alternative method did not exist?
A few months.
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Martin BURGESS   27:56
So, um...
On the first question about the opportunities to make new methods or vary them, the issue with that part of the solution is that it only applies to new projects and IRMD is proposed as a solution for managing integrity risks
concerning existing projects as well. On the second point about what would happen in relation to method development in parallel, so that would be really dependent on the situation. If there is a suitable alternative method,
Um...
that exist already, then that may be available already. If there isn't one, then before an IRMD could be made.
a new method would need to be made or a variation of the existing method. So in the process that we showed earlier, that's the reason that the minister early in the process may need to prioritise development of a replacement method because it's not possible to
the legislation would prohibit the creation of an IRMD without an alternative method existing that projects could move to.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   29:29
Next one.
And...
Next question, is there any impact on a nature repair market project if it is stacked with an Australian Carbon Credit Unit project that is expected by the integrity risk method declaration process? I'm happy to take this. This is quite a
specific question and the legislation is setting up a process by which this type of decision could be made by the Minister. But it does not go into all the specifics and extra detail that might be at play depending on the method and the types of projects.
that could be affected.
So stacking with a nature repair market project could be considered as part of that project and part of the advice to the minister as well as the feedback through the consultation process.
and maybe very specific based on what the method is under the ACCU Scheme and also what the method is under the nature repair market. So why don't...
See, there should be concerns with that if you can stack under one type of method and it's very similar, there's a similar method available for projects to move over to. I don't see that the nature repair market aspect of that project would be affected, but it may be very context specific.
It's quite hard to answer that question without the details.
Next question.
is I cannot see whether frequently asked questions are on the website. Yes, good observation. We have only started conducting the webinars yesterday. So we're taking the feedback and the questions that have been fed through the webinars to compile our frequently asked questions.
Please bear with us. It may take us a couple of days to get them published on the website. Hopefully by next week we should have something up there. But we are doing a lot of things at once. So thank you for your patience.
Next question.
Following this week's briefing, stakeholders have only 10 working days to consider a 50-page consultation document, a 150-page exposure draft, and a 400.
age bill compilation. This time frame is insufficient to provide considered and comprehensive response. Could the department advise whether there is any flexibility in the consultation deadline?
Thank you for your question and I really recognise that we are asking a lot of everyone in what is a busy time and many, and there are some other consultation processes going on.
Um...
Just to clarify, the 50, the consultation paper is the plain English version of what is in the exposure draft. The exposure draught goes through the exact changes that have been made to the Act and then the bill compilation is what the Act may look like
If those amendments are made and is aimed to try and make it easier to follow where.
Um...
where those amendments are being made in the Act. And we do recommend you do a compare version with the bill, sorry, the Act as published at the moment. So you can see by truck changes exactly what is changing in the bill. Sorry, what changes are being introduced through the bill.
But as I flagged, due to factors outside our control, we cannot extend the timeframe. This is work that's building on a number of extensive consultation processes in the past, such as the 2023 consultation on the discussion paper on the proposed
policy positions to implement the Chubb review reforms and CCA, the Climate Change Authorities.
Reports, statutory reviews, undergo in-depth consultation processes to inform their recommendations. So we hope you can see that we've heard a lot of the feedback over time and built that into the design of what's in the bill package. And we're here to answer your questions and engage with you through this period to help
you understand as quickly as possible. But yes, unfortunately, we are not able to extend the consultation timeframes.
Next question. Would the integrity risk method declaration process apply where there are issues with only a portion of the projects using a method?
Martin, are you?
I'll pass this one to you.
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Martin BURGESS   34:55
Yep, so just so I understand the question, so instances where there are some methods, sorry, some projects using one method. So to provide more context to the intended purpose of the IRMD, this new power would be available to deal with
integrity issues so serious that they risk deterring buyers from purchasing ACCU at all, which would undermine the functioning of the ACCU market and the scheme as a whole. And we haven't seen that type of issue in the past, but it is important for the government to have the ability to respond if it were to occur in the future.
Um...
So there is one aspect of the consideration is the scale of the issue and whether it's sufficient to meet the integrity risk threshold criteria.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   36:04
Thanks, Martin. So yeah, it is really about the scale of the integrity risk and if that scale is so large that
the integrity threshold is breached and advice to the ministers indicating you should make the, they should make the declaration, then yes, the process could apply to all projects under that message. Should there be all the criteria?
Met, as Martin has already outlined in the presentation.
Next question.
The integrity risk threshold criteria seem quite tied up in the definition of eligible carbon abatement. Could the integrity risk method declaration be used as a tool to force measurement approaches in ACCU methods to match those in the national inventory?
Noting that the ERAC paper suggests they don't need to match.
Um...
I think we might be interested to hear some more details about that question through the consultation process and your submission. We might take that one on notice, noting that there's a live process underway with the Emissions Production Assurance Committee on the definition of eligible
Carbon abatement.
And we, yeah, we just might need a bit more information about what is being exactly referred to there. Thank you.
Um...
Next question.
It is out of scope for this consultation to address, is it? Sorry, apologies.
Is it out of scope for this consultation to address the accounting methods of the scheme overall and how offsets are claimed by end consumers rather than just looking at the integrity of creation methods?
The...
I am interpreting this question about talking about how the ACCU are used in the market and claims around use of offsets, but please feel free to correct me if that is a wrong interpretation.
But I'll just take a step back. What is in the bill and this consultation process is quite clearly outlined in the consultation paper. And these amendments reflect the priorities of government in terms of implementing recent
Independent reviews.
and the government commitments following those independent reviews. So yes, is I guess the short answer that that is out of scope, but I will note that the ACCU Scheme itself does not regulate how
ACCU are used in the market and who purchases, how people who are purchasing them make claims around them. That's the, there's other mechanisms in place to regulate that and other bodies that look into that, such as the ACCC.
Um...
Kate, did you have anything to add there?
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Kate LEA-PERRY   39:49
Thanks Ingrid. I thought I'd just jump in with a little bit further regarding the question about eligible abatement, just in case people were wondering. The conversation we are considering around eligible abatement at the moment is in the context partly of the integrated farm and land management method as we continue to work through questions in that method around how we best
estimate the abatement for that method through either a measurement or a hybrid measure model approach. So that can often bring up questions around how that relates to what is then seen in the inventory. So I just wanted to provide a bit of context around the comment there around eligible abatement. So happy to take any questions on that offline if people have further questions. Thanks.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   40:32
Thanks, Kate.
And just to add to my last answer, that pause gave me a little bit of time to think and reflect. So I just want to add that the important thing that we're focusing on is that methods are creating Australian Carbon Credit Units with high integrity and that they are seen
as genuine and real abatement and that they represent genuine and real abatement.
And some other factors to keep in mind, ACCU are held and transferred within the Australian National Registry of Emissions Units. The offsets integrity standards require methods to calculate eligible abatement under the offsets integrity standards.
Meaning that methods are required to recognise abatement that is captured within the National Greenhouse Accounts and Inventory.
Which goes to your the accounting portion of that question.
And for people that are surrendering Australian Carbon Credit Units voluntarily and not for compliance purposes under the safeguard mechanism, any claims to do with the use of those Australian Carbon Credit Units must be accurate and in line with the ACCU principles on environmental and sustainability claims.
Um...
So, our next question.
Are there additional risks or considerations for proponents beyond receiving no further credits if a project does not transition to the alternative method?
Martin, I might pass to you for this one.
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Martin BURGESS   42:25
Yep. So just to explain the effect of the IRMD when it comes into effect, Projects using the method subject to the IRMD will remain active projects and ongoing and all of their requirements and
reporting obligations would continue. They would just be prevented from earning ACCU using that method.
And the only opportunity to continue earning ACCU would be by successfully registering under a new, another method. So as far as issues are concerned, all of the other obligations imposed by that method,
would continue to apply to the project.
if they choose not to apply to register under a new method.
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Ingrid CRIPPS   43:32
Thanks, Joanne.
Um...
We're starting to slow down on questions.
So I think we might wrap up there.
Um...
Thank you for your time today and engaging with us on the bill.
We really appreciate the questions and the feedback because it's really very helpful for us to understand what people are thinking about these proposals. If you have any further questions that we haven't gotten to today, you're welcome to reach out via our email and we might just put that up there.
on the screen for everyone again.
And we have two more webinars over the Thursday and Friday, which I encourage you to attend. Thank you for your time. Have a lovely afternoon.
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