Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology & the Arts Legislation Committee
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Environment and Heritage

Budget Estimates 2003-2004, (29-30 May 2003)


Outcome: 

1  Environment


Question No: 19
Sub-outcome:

Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output: 

1.4 Enhancing the Land

Division/Agency: 

Australian Greenhouse Office


Topic: 

Percentage of remnant and regrowth which is Kyoto relevant in Queensland


Hansard Page ECITA:
466

Senator Wong asked: 

Are you able to provide us with some information that clarifies the issue we are discussing about the percentage of remnant and regrowth which is Kyoto relevant in Queensland or some data that explains that.

Answer/s:

The current published estimates of the National Carbon Accounting System are contained in the report “Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Land Use Change in Australia: Results of the National Carbon Accounting System (2002)”. A copy is attached, and it may also be accessed via the Australian Greenhouse Office website.

The year-by-year data for each State/Territory on clearing rates (hectares) of remnant forest and of regrowth forest are presented in Table 4 (p23).

Outcome: 

1  Environment


Question No: 20
Sub-outcome:

Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output: 

1.4 Enhancing the Land

Division/Agency: 

Australian Greenhouse Office


Topic: 

Queensland land clearing permits

Hansard Page ECITA:
468

Senator Wong asked: 

Is that the number of areas assessed by the Queensland government as being subject to permit and potentially able to be cleared prior to the expiry of the permits?  Yes. Are you able to provide us with some indication of what percentage of those are five-year permits?

Answer/s:

The Department and the Australian Greenhouse Office are of the view that this question was clarified and answered in subsequent discussion at the hearing. Senator Wong clarified her query and discussion ensued (Proof ECITA 468-469, final ECITA 661‑663). An extract of the discussion follows.

Senator WONG—What is the time limit on those permits? You say they expire progressively.

Mr Hunter—I believe that there is a mixture of permits there. Some are for a period of five years, although not many, and a number are for a period of two years. Queensland, as I recall, changed its practices in terms of the issuing of permits a number of years ago from issuing permits of five years duration to permits of two years duration.

Senator WONG—Are you able to provide us with some indication of what percentage of those are five-year permits?

Mr Hunter—I would have to take that question on notice.
Senator WONG—I am happy for you to take that on notice. What I would like to see, because hopefully a reasonable amount of Commonwealth money is going to be spent on this proposal, is some indication about who is outside the system and how many hectares are likely to be affected. Just remind me, Mr Hunter: those permits would permit both remnant and regrowth clearing; is that right?

Mr Hunter—My recollection is that there are, amongst that group, a mixture of permits, some of which would relate to regrowth and some which would also relate to clearing for fodder purposes and so on. My recollection of our discussions with the Queensland officials was that their databases were not particularly amenable to clearly distinguishing the purposes of all these permits. So providing a precise breakdown of the number which might relate to remnant versus the numbers that might relate to regrowth or fodder clearing may be difficult.

Senator WONG—But you have assumed that some or a proportion of these permits would permit remnant clearing.

Mr Hunter—Yes.

Senator WONG—Does the 500,000-hectare cap that was announced subsequent to the budget between now and 2006 refer only to new permits?

Mr Hunter—That is correct; that would be additional to the amount of extant permits.

Senator WONG—As I understood your earlier evidence, the 1.3 million is already discounted in terms of actual areas where people have permits allowing them to clear; it is what the Queensland government officials have said is likely to be acted upon in the time frame. Is that right?

Mr Hunter—That is correct.

Senator WONG—What is the total area available for clearing under permit?

Mr Hunter—The 1.3 million was derived from a total area of 1.8 million hectares.

Senator WONG—The historical experience of issuing the permits, as we understand it from Queensland officials, is that somewhat less than 50 per cent are normally acted upon. The 1.3 million calculation takes into account an expectation that rather more than that average might be acted upon, given the announcements that have been made about the intention of the new scheme in Queensland.

Senator WONG—But even under those figures it is correct to say that with the cap plus the existing permits you are looking at about 1.8 million hectares which would still be subject to or available for clearing.

Mr Hunter—That arithmetic is correct.

Senator WONG—I assume that the experience of only having 50 per cent of your available clearing acted upon would tend to not occur here, because people know there is a ban and they would be more likely to take up the ability to clear. Is that why the 1.3 million rather than 0.9 million has been—

Mr Hunter—That is my understanding of one of the factors that Queensland officials took into account in making that calculation—that, because of the announcement effect, rather more than normal would be acted upon.
Senator WONG—If one assumes that there is a displacement effect into regrowth and if one assumes the 1.8 million hectares which would still be able to be cleared under these proposals, is there really any guarantee that there will be a reduction in emissions as a result of this proposal?

Mr Carruthers—I believe that was answered earlier in saying that the permits, one way or another, would no longer be in existence by the time we reached the Kyoto target period of 2008 to 2012. Either they would have gone past their use-by date or they would have been utilised by the farmers. One way or another, the clearing would not be occurring in the Kyoto period.
Outcome: 

1  Environment


Question No: 21
Sub-outcome:

Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output: 

1.1 Leading the agenda

Division/Agency: 

Australian Greenhouse Office


Topic: 

Australia-US Climate Action Partnership
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Senator Wong asked:

Have there been any further trips subsequent to the trips in relation to which you provided answers to questions on the last occasion?

Answer/s:

The following information relates to trips undertaken since November 2002 for the purpose of the Australia – US Climate Action Partnership (CAP).

Australian Greenhouse Office and Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources

On 23-25 June 2003, there were opportunistic consultations on the CAP Clean Coal Technology Project in the margins of the Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum in the USA. These informal discussions involved government and industry stakeholders attending the Forum with no additional costs being incurred.

Australian Greenhouse Office

A policy officer of the Australian Greenhouse Office attended a Voluntary Greenhouse Gas Reporting Workshop held in Chicago in December 2002 while in Washington on secondment to the US Department of Energy. Travel costs were $662.
The Assistant Manager of the Synthetic Greenhouse Gas Team travelled to San Diego, USA, from 27 February - 10 March 2003 primarily to progress the CAP project: Cooperative Approaches to Managing Gases of High Global Warming Potential and attend a conference. Frequent flyer points were used for the flight and the balance of the trip cost $4795. 

CSIRO

CSIRO staff made two trips for which a small component (allocated at 20%) was related to the CAP. The trips were as follows:


· A CSIRO Marine Research Scientist attended the First Conference of the Indian Ocean Global Ocean Observing System, 1-9 November 2002. Grand Bay, Mauritius; cost $700

· A CSIRO Marine Research Scientist attended the Climate Variability and Predicability Program (CLIVAR) Asian Australian Monsoon Panel, 25-27 February 2003. Atlanta, US; cost $1000


Bureau of Meteorology

Staff of the Bureau of Meteorology made 5 trips all of which were externally funded as follows:


· A Research Scientist (Weather Forecasting) attended the Atmospheric Radiation Measurement (ARM) Project: Cloud Parameterization and Modeling Working Group, 4-8 November 2002. Reston, USA; cost $4000 (ARM-funded)


· A Research Scientist (Weather Forecasting) attended the Tropical Rainfall Measuring Mission Ground Validation Workshop, 9-14 March 2003. Japan; cost $3334  (funded by Nagoya University)


· A Research Scientist (Weather Forecasting) attended an ARM Science Team Meeting and some follow up meetings, 30 March – 9 April 2003. Boulder, USA; cost $4885 (ARM-funded)


· A Research Scientist (Weather Forecasting) attended an ARM Science Team Meeting: 31 March - 4 April 2003. Colorado, USA; cost $4000 (ARM-funded)


· A Senior Principal Research Scientist (Weather Forecasting) attended the Global Precipitation Measurement 3rd Planning Meeting, 24 - 26 June 2003. Netherlands; cost $4500 (funded by National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, USA)

Outcome: 

1  Environment


Question No: 22
Sub-outcome:

Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output: 

1.1 Leading the Agenda

Division/Agency: 

Australian Greenhouse Office


Topic: 

Ministerial visit to the United States, April-May 2003
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Senator Wong asked:

United States (April-May) - Could we have the names and positions of the people who went on this trip and the costs associated with that please?

Answer/s:

The primary purpose of the Minister’s visit to the United States was to attend the Commission for Sustainable Development in New York.

Officials from the Environment and Heritage Portfolio accompanying the Minister were: Mr Roger Beale, Secretary of the Department of the Environment and Heritage; Mr Howard Bamsey, Chief Executive, Australian Greenhouse Office; and Ms Melissa Tipping, Policy Officer, Australian Greenhouse Office. 

Additional costs for the three officials associated with the visit to Washington were approximately $5,000. The visit to Washington aimed to achieve a number of objectives, including progression of the US-Australia Climate Action Partnership.

Outcome: 

1  Environment


Question No: 23
Sub-outcome:

Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output: 

1.1 Leading the agenda

Division/Agency: 

Australian Greenhouse Office


Topic: 

Climate Change Forward Strategy


Hansard Page ECITA:
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Senator Wong asked:

Is it the case that non-government organisations have advised the Minister that they will not be participating in the government’s climate change forward strategy due to the government’s lack of commitment in reducing greenhouse emissions?  Could you provide a copy of their letter?
Answer/s:

Representatives of the National Environment Consultative Forum (NECF) and the Climate Action Network Australia (CANA) wrote to the Minister for the Environment and Heritage on 13 March 2003 advising that “… until the government commits to addressing the policies listed above as part of the Climate Change Forward Strategy, and until there is equitable process to allow environment groups genuine input on these issues, then we cannot be party to it.”  A copy of the letter is attached.

Outcome: 

1  Environment


Question No: 24
Sub-outcome:

Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output: 

1.3 Promoting sustainable energy

Division/Agency: 

Australian Greenhouse Office


Topic: 

Generator Efficiency Standards Programme
Hansard Page ECITA:
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Senator Wong asked:

· Could you please give an update on the progress with the standards?

· What is the current timeframe for Governments Generator Efficiency Standards Programme?  
· The Government claims to achieve over 85% coverage of the total market capacity in the “near future”. What date would this be?
Answer/s:

· As at 30 June 2003, a total of 14 generating companies have signed deeds of agreement; this number covers 11 of Australia’s largest generators. The remaining 5 companies that make up all of Australia’s large to medium-sized generators have committed to signing and negotiations are continuing with these companies. Of the generators that have signed deeds, draft strategic plans have been finalised for all but one small company and one action plan has been agreed.
· The Government’s Generator Efficiency Standards Program that was launched in July 2000 comprises two 5-year deed periods. If the remaining companies sign up by the end of 2003, the program is expected to run until 2013.
· The AGO is working with companies to finalise Deeds of Agreement. In some cases, negotiations are being delayed by changes in company structures and consequently the AGO is unable to establish or influence the exact timing for finalising these negotiations.
Outcome: 

1  Environment


Question No: 25
Sub-outcome:

Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output: 

1.3 Promoting sustainable energy

Division/Agency: 

Australian Greenhouse Office


Topic: 

Photovoltaic Rebate Programme
Hansard Page ECITA:
474

Senator Wong asked:

"The timing of some funding for the Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program, Renewable Remote Power Generation Program, Alternative Fuels Conversion Program and the Renewable Energy Commercialisation Program has been extended over several years to better align with industry take up capacity."
How many solar photovoltaic rebate applicants were left without a subsidy due to the government’s “realignment of the timing of some funding”? 
Will those applicants who didn’t receive a subsidy now receive one, given that the program has now been renewed?

Has any analysis been done of the industry’s request for a five-year commitment to the program to allow long term planning by the industry?

Answer/s:

· Funding for the Photovoltaic Rebate Program was brought forward to meet demand from applicants in the early years of the program. While some applicants experienced delays in having their applications approved, no applicants have been left without a rebate where they have met the requirements of the program.

· Applicants whose applications were placed in a queue pending the availability of further funding have had their applications approved where they have met the requirements of the program.

· The industry’s request for a five year commitment to the program was considered during preparation of the recent Budget. The program was extended through to 2004‑05 to provide support for the photovoltaic industry whilst it develops a strategy to reduce costs of PV to consumers. The Government will consider its longer term strategy for renewable energy through the Climate Change Forward Strategy.

Outcome:

1. Environment 



Question No:
65
Sub-outcome:
Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output:

1.4 – Enhancing the land

Division/Agency:

Australian Greenhouse Office

Topic: 

Saltbush

Hansard Page ECITA: 
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Senator Greig asked:

I had representations in my electorate office some months ago from constituents in Western Australia who were very keen about exploring the prospect of planting saltbush as a way of addressing both salinity and carbon sinks.  Is this a policy area that the department does and can look at?  Is it practical?

Answers:

The Australian Greenhouse Office and the Department of the Environment and Heritage are aware of the use of saltbush to address salinity and interest in the potential for establishing saltbush as a carbon sink.

Australia’s reporting against its greenhouse gas emissions reduction target under the Kyoto Protocol includes accounting, in accordance with requirements under Article 3.3 of the Protocol, for carbon sequestered in forests established since 1990.

Saltbush grown under favourable conditions under some circumstances may meet Australia’s definition of a forest for Article 3.3 accounting purposes, which includes a minimum tree crown cover of 20 per cent and minimum tree height of two metres.  It is less likely to meet the definition when planted in areas with salinity problems.  
Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol enables countries to choose to account for additional sinks activities, including revegetation, which Article 3.4 defines as a direct human-induced activity to increase carbon stocks on sites through the establishment of vegetation that covers a minimum area of 0.05 hectares and does not meet the definitions of afforestation and reforestation.  Saltbush may meet this definition.

Australia has not yet made decisions on whether to include Article 3.4 revegetation activities in its accounting for the Kyoto target.  A decision on whether to adopt Article 3.4 activities is dependent on developing the greenhouse accounting capability and on an assessment of the potential benefits and risks.

