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BCCAN asks the hard questions

Federal climate change minister's public info session in Bathurst on Thursday

Bathurst Community Climate Action Network (BCCAN) has some curly questions about climate change for the federal climate change minister, Penny Wong.

The minister will be addressing the people of Bathurst via a Sky Channel broadcast at the Bathurst Leagues Club in Piper Street on Thursday at 1pm. Participants in the Public Information Session about the Government's planned Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (CPRS) have been invited to submit questions via email beforehand or by phone on the day.

BCCAN has developed a list of nine questions designed to pin the government down on key aspects of the scheme.

"Although the Government rhetoric supporting the CPRS indicates a real commitment to action, this is not reflected in the scheme itself," BCCAN vice president Keith Hungerford said. "The biggest problem is that behaviour change by the people of Australia, and the rest of the world, is needed, but that the CPRS will not encourage or ensure that change."

Mr Hungerford said that one specific problem was the low value of the highest cut in greenhouse gases specified in the CPRS – fifteen per cent below year 2000 levels, by 2020.

"This figure should be at least twenty five per cent," Mr Hungergord said. "The fifteen per cent figure will lead to Australia being a lagging, not a leading, participant at the Copenhagen meeting on climate change later this year, and will lock the government into paying heavy compensation to industry when the need to increase it becomes even more evident later on."

He said another specific problem was the lack of focus on creating jobs in the renewable energy industry.

"A lot of compensation money is going to be put into encouraging existing unsustainable practices, rather than creating sustainable replacements," Mr Hungerford said. "Perhaps the most disappointing aspect of the CPRS is the fact that the 'cap' on emissions will also operate as a 'floor'.

"That is, the fundamental design of the system is one that trades gains in one area for losses in another. That is why it is often called 'emissions trading'. This has the effect that any gains made by people voluntarily installing solar hot water, cycling to work, or eating local food will represent savings that don't have to be made by industry."

He said some "relatively simple changes to the CPRS as now proposed" could improve it enormously. He said the proposed Senate Inquiry into the CPRS should identify such changes and force the Government to match its actions to its words.

The CPRS Public Information Session, presented by the Federal Government, will be held at Bathurst Panthers on Thursday 26th February, commencing at 12.30 for 1.00 pm. Seating is limited and pre-registration is by calling 1800 057 590 between 8.30am and 7pm.

BCCAN'S QUESTIONS FOR PENNY WONG

1. Please explain in simple terms the fundamental purpose of the CPRS and the extent to which the CPRS as now defined will achieve that objective.

2. What steps need to be taken by local governments and communities to support achievement of the purpose of the CPRS?

3. Some responsible people are arguing that the CPRS as now defined will be counterproductive. Please explain what these arguments are (to help us to understand them) and provide any counter-arguments.

4. How will the CPRS affect the finances of the Bathurst Regional Council? Will these affects flow through to the level of rates charged (taking into account rate cap processes)?

5. Surely there are further measures your government can adopt to lead us into future technologies rather than propping up old technologies. Specifically, why is the money raised from the sale of permits not being directed according to viability and market preparedness, leading to the enthusiastic support of the development of: a) industrial scale renewable energy? b) biological sequestration of greenhouse gases (eg BioChar is much closer to commercial realisation than CCS of coal burning pollution)?

6. Would not a "carbon tax" be simpler, more transparent, less at risk of market manipulation, provide greater certainty for industry, and be better aligned with actions under discussion in the USA?

7. Does not the provision of a price cap at $40 per permit amount to a removal of the "cap" part of "cap and trade" so that the CPRS does not guarantee achievement of the target cuts that have been set?

8. Does not the "cap" also represent a "floor" such that actions taken by individuals (such as installing solar hot water or solar electricity) will be negated by industry increasing their emissions to bring the total up to the "cap"? Won't this discourage essential behaviour change by both individuals and industry?

9. Would a price floor on each permit provide both higher certainty for all as well as mitigate the effect of individual actions being negated by industry?
CONTACT KEITH HUNGERFORD ON 6337 4843 or 0414 974 204 

www.bccan.org.au

Page 1 of 2

