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



Question No: 17

Sub-outcome:


Output:  


Division/Agency:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection 


(formally Policy Coordination Division)

Topic: 
Forward Estimates

Hansard Page ECITA: 448-449
Senator Wong asked:

In the budgetary process, in relation to areas where there has not yet been cabinet or ministerial decision, Finance will allocate money which is in the forward estimates. Presumably the forward estimates also have budgetary decisions which have already been made. So I think people are entitled to understand what is still subject to ministerial decision and not actually a decision as to funding and what is not. … It is certainly the case that the minister signs off on the PBS, so the minister would have to explain to you why it was put in the forward estimates if it is a program limited by time. … We could certainly take it on notice, but we do have a number of lapsing programs – that is the nature … so why are they putting in for some and not for others?
Answer:

Government programmes are generally funded through the budget for a finite period. The duration of the funding period varies, depending on the nature of the programme. Some environment programmes are funded for four budget years, ie the Budget year and three forward years; some may have a short life cycle or be subject to review; while some have a longer time frame. The duration of the funding cycle of a programme is determined by the Government, taking into account the nature of the programme and the issues that it seeks to address.

A programme may be terminating or ongoing. The classification is indicative of the duration of the programme funding but all programmes are subject to review by the Government before any extension or renewals.

Ongoing programmes usually have provisional estimates beyond the standard four budget years, reflecting an anticipated call on the budget.

From a whole of government perspective, the provisional estimates are accounted for in the calculation of likely budget impacts. An individual agency has no authority to access the provisional estimates until considered and approved by the Government through the normal budget process.

Also see related answer to Question number 31.

Outcome:
1



Question No: 31

Sub-outcome:


Output:  


Division/Agency:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division


(formally Policy Coordination Division)

Topic: 
Lapsing Programs

Hansard Page ECITA: 490
Senator Wong asked:

Which of the programs, as you understand it, have got a lapsing program that has been funded for a fixed number of years and will require a new policy proposal at a certain point.
Answer:

Budget measures funded in the 2003-04 Budget for a fixed number of years are summarised in the table below. A new policy proposal would be required if the Minister for the Environment and Heritage sought to seek funding beyond the funded periods, taking into account any Budget rules that may be approved by Cabinet from year to year.

	Programme Funded
	Number of Years
	Budget year for which a new policy proposal may be considered

	Distinctively Australian
	Four
	2007-08

	Great Barrier Reef Coastal Wetland Protection Programme
	Five
	2008-09

	Environment Protection Policy
	Four
	2007-08

	Urban Environment Initiatives
	Five
	2008-09

	Australian Biological Resources Study
	Four
	2007-08

	Shipping Support for Australia’s Antarctic Programme
	Four
	2007-08

	World Class Weather Forecasting
	Four
	2007-08

	Meteorological radars – replacement and upgrade
	Five
	2008-09

	National Oceans Office
	Two
	2004-05

	Sydney Harbour Federation Trust
	Eight
	2012-13


Also see related answer to Question Number 17.

Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No: 66

Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division

(formerly Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection – Methyl Bromide
Hansard Page ECITA:  
573

Senator Wong asked:

We have a process at the Commonwealth level, but it is mainly to call for applications for exemption and to put them forward to an international technical committee under the Montreal protocol. Is there a formal committee process as between EA and AFFA for the purpose of identifying these applications?

Answer/s:

There is no formal committee process between Environment Australia (EA) and Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries Australia (AFFA) for the purpose of identifying these applications but there is an expert committee.

As the lead Commonwealth agency, EA works with other Commonwealth agencies in implementing the Montreal Protocol. In the case of methyl bromide, this involves working with AFFA.

Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No: 67

Sub-outcome:


Output:  
1.6 Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division


(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection – Methyl Bromide
Hansard Page ECITA: 
574

Senator Wong asked:

I am interested in not only who is on the committee but also the process for determining which exemptions go. Is that communicated by the environment minister or by AFFA?  Could you also clarify what principles apply. Does EA do an assessment of each application to determine whether it comes within the critical use exemption?

Answer/s:

The committee is an expert panel, but its role is not to determine whether or not there should be any critical use exemptions. Rather, the panel’s role is to provide EA with advice on technical and industry practice-related areas of the applications, in order to identify any areas in the applications where insufficient relevant information has been supplied by an applicant.

In the 2002 application round, the expert panel consisted of experts in the use of methyl bromide in Australia, and in the area of research into alternatives:

· Dr Jonathon Banks, an internationally recognised expert in the use of methyl bromide and the development of alternatives, and honorary fellow of the CSIRO. 
· Dr Ian Porter, also an internationally recognised expert in the use of methyl bromide and the development of alternatives, and Research Manager at Victoria’s Institute for Horticultural Development. (The IHD has played a leading role in research into methyl bromide alternatives for Australian industry). 
· Mr Dan Ryan, Program Manager at Horticulture Australia Limited (HAL, the former Horticultural Research and Development Corporation). Mr Ryan has extensive first-hand knowledge of methyl bromide alternatives research in Australia. 
The Commonwealth government is a Party to the Montreal Protocol. It is in its capacity as the government’s lead agency on the implementation of the Protocol, that EA transmits the applications to the Protocol’s Secretariat. The decision on whether or not to approve critical use exemptions is made by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol, after applications have been received by countries’ implementing agencies and been assessed by the Protocol’s technical assessment bodies. 
The decision to approve Australian applications therefore does not lie with the Commonwealth. However, the Australian applications are subjected to a quality control process by EA and AFFA. The purpose of this process is to determine whether or not the applications provided sufficient information against each of the exemption criteria to enable the Montreal Protocol’s assessment bodies, and subsequently the Meeting of the Parties, to make a decision on whether to approve the exemption application. 
The technical panel provides advice on technical and industry practice-related areas of the application, to identify any areas in the applications where relevant information had not been supplied by an applicant. Where any deficiencies in the data provided by the applicant are identified, EA then contacts the applicant and provides them with the opportunity to revise the application. 
EA notifies the Minister for the Environment and Heritage of the assessment process and the Department’s intention to forward each of the applications. 

Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No: 68
Sub-outcome:


Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division


(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection – Methyl Bromide
Hansard Page ECITA:  
574

Senator Wong asked:

Does EA assess the applications for the purposes of determining whether EA is of the view it fits within the criteria of the critical use exemption as set out in the protocol?

Answer/s:

See answer to question 67.

Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No: 69
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division

(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division

Topic: 
Ozone Protection – Methyl Bromide
Hansard Page ECITA: 
575

Senator Wong asked:

Does the ongoing funding for the ozone function currently involve any research into MB alternatives?

Answer/s:

There is no budget funding but see answer to Question 70.
Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No: 70
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division


(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection – Methyl Bromide
Hansard Page ECITA:  
575

Senator Wong asked:

Is there current funding in the environment portfolio for methyl bromide alternative research?

Answer/s:

Yes. Grants for such research are funded from the Ozone Protection Reserve, established under the Ozone Protection Act 1989. The Reserve is a Special Account of the Consolidated Revenue Fund established to enable licence and activity fees paid by methyl bromide and HCFC (another Ozone Depleting Substance) importers and exporters to be used for several purposes: administration of the scheme; methyl bromide and HCFC phase out programs; and stakeholder education concerning phase-out programs. 
Since 1997, $740,000 in grants has been allocated from the Reserve to research and other activities to assist industry in achieving a transition to methyl bromide alternatives. This consists of $206,740 in 1997/98, $126,300 in 1998/99, $214,800 in 1999/2000, $150,000 in 2000/01, $29,950 in 2001/02, and $12,630 in 2002/03. 
Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No:  71
Output:  
1.6  Industry

Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection


(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection - Halon

Hansard Page ECITA:
577

Senator Wong asked:

Could you advise as to the revenue source from halon sales for the past four financial years and give a reference to where that is identified in the budget papers for each of those years.

Answer/s:

The revenue amounts for the sale of halon are included in aggregated figures for revenue in the budget papers. The annual sales and purchasers are shown in the table below. The figure for US Department of Defense’s sales includes an amount for care and maintenance.

	Year
	Halon 1211

kg
	Halon 1301

kg
	Revenue
	Purchasers
	Budget Paper References*

	1999/2000
	186.5
	250,100.0
	$5,736,289
	US DoD

Domestic sales to:

ASP Ship Management

Quell Fire and Safety
	PAES 1990/2000 p 12 outcome 1

Final estimates are included in PBS for 2000/2001 p 43/44

	2000/2001
	0
	1998.0
	$3,533,231
	US DoD Sale – Year 2 

Domestic sales to:

ASP Ship Management

Wormald Fire
	PBS 2000/2001 page 43/44.

PAES p 11 outcome 1

Final estimates in PBS 2001/02 p 41 Table 2.1.1

CEE 2000/01 p 87

	2001/2002
	1562.0
	1929.0
	$1,388,018
	US DoD Sale Year 3

Domestic sales to:

Kidde Graviner

Air New Zealand

CSL Bio Plasma

Chubb Fire

Wormald Fire

BOC Gases

Vipac engineering
	PBS 2001/02 p 41 Table 2.1.1

PAES p 16 outcome1.1 Atmosphere.

PBS 2002/3 p 38.

CEE 2001/2 p 63

	2002/2003
	1250.0
	1012.0
	$323,033
	Domestic sales to:

Kidde Graviner

Wormald

Chubb Fire

BOC Gasses
	PBS 2002/03 p 38.

PAES p 14 and p 23

CEE p 60

	Total
	4209.5
	256,340
	$10,980,574
	
	


*PBS - Portfolio Budget Statement, PAES - Portfolio Additional Estimates Statement, CEE - Commonwealth Environment Expenditure.
Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No:  72
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection

(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection - Halon
Hansard Page ECITA:  
577
Senator Wong asked:

a. For what period of time was halon collected; 

b. What was the total amount of halon collected; 

c. How much of the stock has been destroyed; and 

d. How much has been sold?
Answer/s:

a. Collections commenced in 1993 and are ongoing. 
b. Approximately 1388.5 tonnes of Halon 1211 and approximately 608.3 tonnes of Halon 1301 were collected.

c. 1.087 tonnes of Halon 1211 has been destroyed

d. 2.915.5 tonnes of Halon 1211 and 


6.661 tonnes of Halon 1301 has been sold
Outcome:   
1.- Environment


Question No:  73 

Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division


(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)
Topic: 
Ozone Protection - Halon
Hansard Page ECITA:  
577
Senator Wong asked:

Halon 1310 is the one I am interested in. 1310 is the one we sold to the US. There is 1211; there is a whole bunch of different types of halon. They have different destruction rates and different periods of collection, so I will have to take that on notice.

Answer/s:

See answer to question 72.

Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No:  74
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division

(Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection - Halon

Hansard Page ECITA:
578

Senator Wong asked:

Are you also able to tell me the total value of Australia’s halon stocks on the world market at current rates?

Answer/s:

Domestically the Halon 1301 at the NHB is sold at $50/kg (plus GST), reflecting the cost of collecting, handling, reclaiming and maintaining the stock. Australia’s existing 207.8 tonne stockpile of Halon 1301 for essential uses would therefore be valued at $10.4m if sold today. The Australian National Halon Management Strategy identifies a requirement to maintain the stockpile for critical uses for approximately 30 years (to 2030) or to destroy it earlier if suitable alternatives are developed for all critical uses. 
Internationally, a ‘world market’ value for reclaimed Halon 1301 does not exist, owing to limited trading by other countries to date. The price of the halon traded by other countries has been set on a transaction-by-transaction basis. Trading has been limited largely owing to the absence of an international obligation under the Protocol to decommission non-essential halon applications.

Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No:  75
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division


Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division
Topic: 
Ozone Protection - Halon
Hansard Page ECITA: 
578
Senator Wong asked:

Could you identify in relation to the different forms of halon which you say there was an indication that the stock would be destroyed and which you say was subject to the proviso that you have outlined?  I am interested not just in what a lawyer might consider to be legal undertakings but what was actually communicated to industry as the basis of the surrender of the gas.
Answer/s:

Prior to the development of the Australian Halon Management Strategy (published February 2000), the Commonwealth undertook to safely store and dispose of halon surrendered by industry.

The Strategy (Page 15 Appendix I) says

 “Future use of surplus halon stocks

· The Commonwealth will continue to destroy all NHB deposited surplus halon 1211.

· The Commonwealth will continue to sell domestically surplus 1301 for approved essential use applications. The Commonwealth will sell surplus halon 1301 (approx 260 purified tonnes) to Montreal Protocol Parties for use in essential use applications.

· The Commonwealth will destroy surplus halon 1301 deposited in the NHB by States/Territories and industry unless formal agreement is reached between the Commonwealth and the depositor to sell to Montreal Protocol Parties for essential use applications.”

Outcome:   
1. Environment


Question No:  76
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.6  Industry
Division:
Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division

(formally Sustainable Industry and Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 
Ozone Protection - Halon

Hansard Page ECITA:  
580

Senator Wong asked:

Was there any claim for compensation from any industry that had surrendered any halon stock that was then subject to on selling?
Answer:

As the prohibition on the use of halon was implemented under State and Territory, not Commonwealth legislation, this question should be referred to State and Territory governments. The Department is not aware of any such claims for compensation.

Outcome:

1  Environment


Question No: 77
Sub-outcome:


Output:

1.6 Industry

Division/Agency:

Policy Co-ordination and Environment Protection Division (formerly Sustainable Industry & Atmosphere Division)
Topic:

Product Stewardship Arrangements for Waste Oil

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written question on notice

Senator Wong asked:

Last year’s budget (Commonwealth Environment Expenditure 2002-2003) made the following commitment “A $60m transitional assistance programme to promote the development of oil collection infrastructure and recycling technology under the Product Stewardship (Oil) Act 2000 (PSO).

However the Environmental Manger Journal reported on that:

A “reprioritisation” will see some funds originally intended for the $60m transitional assistance component of the Fed Govt’s used oil recycling scheme now go to other environment protection initiatives, the Budget papers show. An EM source said the oil stewardship advisory council had been assured funds would not be redirected.

However, the minister’s office said no such undertaking was given and the council has been informed the scheme may be amended. (May 20 2003)

1. Was the oil stewardship advisory council assured, by either the Department, its officers, or the Minister’s Office, that funds would not be redirected?  

2. Why was the money redirected?  

3. What aspects of the ‘used oil recycling scheme’ will be effected by the cut?

4. How does Australia’s waste oil recycling rate compare to the rest of the world?

5. The Minister’s press release of 18 December 2001 suggests 100 million litres of waste oil goes missing each year. How much oil was recycled under the program that would otherwise have gone missing?

6. How is this cut anticipated to effect the recycling rate?

7. To which programs has the funding been redirected?

Answers:

1.
The Department advised the Council that the funds could not be reallocated by the Department but that it was open to the Government to do so in negotiation with the Australian Democrats under the Measures for a Better Environment (MBE) package.

2.
The Government was of the view that significant progress had already been achieved under the diesel and waste oil components of the MBE package and that these components could be completed with a combined allocation reduced from $100 million to $60 million. By allocating $40 million to urban environmental initiatives, the environmental outcomes would be greater than if all the money were spent on the diesel and oil components.

3.
Transitional Assistance (TA) funding will be reduced from $60 million to $34.5 million. As its name implies, the purpose of this funding is to facilitate the establishment of oil recycling infrastructure and accelerate the uptake of waste oil from urban and rural Australia. Key components of the funding are:

· supporting the establishment of oil recycling plants;

· extending waste oil collection facilities beyond metropolitan areas to regional and rural Australia; and

· fostering technology and facilities to process oil components that do not have a market, such as the sludge from oil tanks known as “bottoms”.

Experience with the program indicates that these and other components such as increasing awareness of the availability of waste oil facilities can be met from the revised allocation.

4. In June 2003, a study commissioned by the Department concluded that, based on available estimates, current recovery and recycling is running at 75% of waste oil generated – a high figure on world standards. 

5. Initial estimates were that 150 – 165 million litres of approximately 260 million litres of used oil available was recycled, leaving approximately 100 million litres unaccounted for. 2001-2002 Product Stewardship Arrangements for Waste Oil (PSO) data shows that in the first full year of the PSO 195 million litres of used oil was recycled. This is an increase of approximately 18% or (30 million litres per year) over the pre-PSO estimates, taking Australia’s recycling rate to approximately 75%.

6. The recycling rate is likely to be unaffected by cuts to the Transitional Assistance. The used oil recycling rate is driven principally by the availability of a benefit payment of up to 50 cents per litre under the PSO. These benefits are unchanged.

7. The urban environment initiative - Sustainable Cities.
Outcome:  
1
Environment



Question No: 78
Sub-outcome:  

Output:  
1.6
Industry
Division/Agency:  
Policy Co-ordination & Environment Protection Division
(formerly Sustainable Industry & Atmosphere Division)
Topic: 
Sustainable Cities


Hansard Page ECITA:
Written question on notice

Senator Wong asked:

· Does the ‘sustainable cities’ program replace the existing programs of ‘Air pollution in major cities’, ‘Air quality management’, ‘Air toxics’, ‘Fuel quality legislation administration’, and the ‘Ozone protection program ‘and’ ozone reserve?

· Is it not the case that the government had failed to provide funding for these programs and that this does not represent a new program at all?

· Isn’t it fair to say that this was simply the continuation of existing activity?

· Isn’t it true that the funding provided has come from other programs? 

· Were the democrats told that the funding would come from existing programs?

On 14th May 2003, the Democrats released a press release regarding a $40 million package negotiated with the government for sustainable cities and photovoltaic rebate. As part of that package, a number of programs were announced, although funding figures were provided only for the PV Rebate Scheme.

· Can you provide funding amounts for each of the other items identified in this press release.

· Funding for secure bike lockers at railway stations 

· Mandated standards for water efficiency of household appliances to reduce water consumption.

· Best practice guidelines for minimising impervious areas, grey water reuse and on-site rainwater collection in urban areas.

· More funds to promote water quality in local government 

· A program on the development of energy, waste, water and biodiversity management systems in schools including demonstration projects 

· A comparative study of building standards and codes, best practice material and guidelines for sustainable buildings 

· Extension of the National Pollutant Inventory. 

· A national program to address persistent chemicals in the environment including endocrine disrupters, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and brominated flame retardants 

· A national standard for the use of industrial residues 

· A whole of lifecycle, national approach to chemicals management, a national environmental risk management framework and national action plans on emissions and classification and labelling of chemicals by 2006 

· A chemicals monitoring database for reporting and monitoring industrial and household chemical use, disposal and environmental fate 

· A whole of life cycle rating system for cars 

· Research into indoor air quality and national standards for products that cause air pollution. 

· Are the above programs funding from existing resources or is this additional funding?

· If they are funded from existing resources, which programs have been cut to deliver this package?

Answer/s:

The urban environment initiative called Sustainable Cities, developed in collaboration with the Australian Democrats, includes two main components. These are Urban Environment Initiatives and Enhanced Environment Protection. 
The Urban Environment Initiatives provides funding for new initiatives, such as the whole of life cycle rating system for cars, and also provides funding to enhance and build on existing programs such as extending the National Pollutant Inventory Program.  

The Environment Protection Policy component is concerned with strengthening and enforcing existing programs such as the Ozone Protection Program, (which is looking to expand the role of compliance and enforcement of the Ozone Protection Act 1989, and Fuel Quality Standards Program, under which standards will be developed for additional fuel types and monitoring and enforcement under the Fuel Quality Standards Act 2000, will be enhanced.

The measures will be funded through a reprioritisation of funding from the Diesel Vehicles Emissions National Environment Protection programme, and the Transitional Assistance component of the Product Stewardship Arrangements for Waste Oil Recycling. The reprioritisation will not adversely impact on the expected outcomes of these programmes (PBS, page 44). These programmes are funded under the Measures for a Better Environment (MBE) initiative which was developed with the Australian Democrats in 1999. The Sustainable Cities package, including the reprioritisation of MBE funds, was also developed in collaboration with the Australian Democrats.
Details of funding for the individual items mentioned are still subject to finalisation and will be announced progressively. The Urban Environment Initiative will cost $24.2 million over 5 years, while the Enhanced Environment Protection Programme will cost $15.8m over 4 years.

Outcome: 

1
Environment


Question No: 79

Sub-outcome: 


Output:  

1.6  Industry

Division/Agency:  


Policy Co-ordination & Environment Protection Division




(formerly Sustainable Industry & Atmosphere Division)
Topic: 

Extension of the National Pollutant Inventory (NPI)
Hansard Page ECITA: 
On notice

Senator Wong asked:

In a press release issued by Democrats on May 14th 2003, an “extension of the National Pollutant Inventory” was announced.

· How much money has been allocated to this “extension” of the NPI?

· How many years does this funding continue for?

· Does an “extension” mean that the program will be expanded to include more chemicals?

· If so, how will the program be extended? Which pollutants will be added?


Answers:

Details of funding for “Sustainable Cities” (the urban environment initiative), including the National Pollutant Inventory (NPI), are still subject to agreement between the Minister for the Environment and Heritage and the Minister for Finance and Administration. The Ministers will decide the timing and level of detail to be released.

The final nature of how the NPI will be extended has not been determined and requires consultation with the States and Territories who, in cooperation with the Commonwealth, operate the NPI. Extending the NPI involves amending the NPI National Environment Protection Measure (NEPM). This amendment process involves extensive consultation with stakeholders from all sectors of the community.

Outcome: 

1 - Environment


Question No: 80
Sub-outcome:


Output:  

1.6 Industry
Division/Agency:

Policy Coordination and Environment Protection Division


(formerly Sustainable Industry & Atmosphere Division)

Topic: 

National Dioxins Programme
Hansard Page ECITA:
Written question  on notice 
Senator Wong asked:

1. Where is the funding for the National Dioxins Program located in the budget?

2. When does the funding for the National Dioxins Program cease?

3. What steps is the government taking towards supporting implementation of the Stockholm Convention measures beyond the end of the National Dioxin Program?

Answers: 

1. Funding for the National Dioxins Programme is located within Outcome 1, Output 1.6 – Industry. See page 47 (Table 2.1.1 - Total Resources for Outcome 1) and page 59 of the Portfolio Budget Statements 2003‑04.

2. Funding for the National Dioxins Program ceases at the end of 2004-05.

3. Should Australia ratify the Stockholm Convention, an action addressing the emissions of dioxins and other by-products will be addressed under an Action Plan as required by Article 5 of the Convention. 

Outcome: 

1 - Environment



Question No: 81
Sub-outcome:


Output:  

1.6 Industry
Division/Agency:

Policy Coordination and Environment Protection
Topic: 

Management of chemicals 

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written question on notice

Senator Wong asked:

1. Which programs from the CEE 2002-2003 are included in the budget item “Chemicals Management”, described in the 2003-2004 CEE?

2. What is the breakdown of actual expenditure in 2002-2003 for the Programs itemised in the 2002-2003 budget papers, (i.e.: International Chemical Management, Chemicals Assessment and Research, Dioxin Management)

3. What is the total amount spent on these 3 programs in 2002-2003?

4. What are the projections for these itemised programs through to 2005-2006?

5. Which programs to do with chemical management in 2002-2003 are specifically not included into the budget line “Chemicals Management”?

6. In the CEE 2002-2003, $1.1 million was identified for management of Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals by AFFA. Was this money spent? What are the projections for this program in 2003-2004?

Answers:

1. The 2002-2003 programmes for chemical management, dioxin management, and chemicals assessment and research are included in the ‘Chemicals Management’ budget item described on page 46 of Investing for a Sustainable Australia Commonwealth Environment Expenditure 2003-04 (CEE).

2. The actual expenditure in 2002-2003 for the programs itemised in the 2002‑2003 budget papers was as follows:

	Chemicals Management
	$0.677m

	Dioxin Management 
	$1.466m

	Chemical Assessment and Research
	$1.814m


3. The total amount spent on these programs in 2002-2003 was $3.957 million.
4. The projections for these programs through to 2005-2006 are as follows:
	
	2003-04

$m
	2004-05

$m
	2005-06

$m

	Chemicals Management
	$1.790
	$1.839
	$2.172

	Dioxin Management
	$1.307
	$0.655
	nil

	Chemical Assessment and Research
	$1.687
	$2.039
	$2.090

	Total
	$4.784
	$4.533
	$4.262


5. All programs to do with chemical management in 2002-2003 are included in the budget line “Chemicals Management”. The Chemicals Management budget line is not intended to refer to separate activities such as the ozone or hazardous waste programs. These are addressed elsewhere in the budget documents.

6. It would be inappropriate for the Department of the Environment and Heritage to answer this question as it relates to expenditure by the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry.

