Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts Committee

Budget Estimates 2002-2003, Supplementary Hearing, 20 November 2002
Questions on Notice


Environment and Heritage portfolio
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	1
	113
	Carr
	Has the AGO undertaken gas emission studies which support the CSIRO study indicating that most ethanol plants using current technology and feedstock grown for fuel production will no be able to met the Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program criteria?
	Australian Greenhouse Office (AGO)
	13/12/02

	2
	122
	Wong
	I was trying to clarify the different ways in which it appears the abatement estimates have been made in relation to the Greenhouse Challenge program. Perhaps if we start with the second national report under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change where there are two figures: 21 megatonnes and 9.1 megatonnes. Minister Kemp’s press release of May 2002 indicates abatement of 30 million tonnes by 2000 and the third national communication indicates a range of 6.7 megatonnes to 10.3 megatonnes. There is a significant variation in the abatement estimates there. Could you clarify why that would be the case?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	3
	122
	Wong
	Are you able to give us a figure as to the total revision downwards as a result of the verification process?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	4
	123
	Wong
	Greenhouse Challenge program- current figure is 19.2 megatonnes as the total reported abatement - so it is 30 percent less than the minister’s announcement in May?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	5
	123
	Wong
	Climate Action Partnership: How many trips have AGO staff made to the United States to progress the CAP? Also indicate the approximate cost of that.
	AGO
	16/12/02

	6
	On notice
	Carr
	New AGO office

· New greenhouse friendly offices are being constructed for the AGO, is that correct?

· When do you anticipate moving to the new offices?

· How much money has been spent on the new offices?

· What is the total budget?

· What will the rent be?

· How many staff will it accommodate?

· How many staff are currently employed at the AGO?

· What are the total greenhouse gas emissions for your current offices?

· How big are your current offices? (in area)

· What are the total expected greenhouse gas emissions for the new office?

· How big are the new offices? (in area)

· Given the speculation and the underspending, do you think the AGO will exist when the building is complete?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	7
	On notice
	Carr
	Parer Report on the COAG Energy Market Review

· Taken at face value, what are the consequences of the recommendations on AGO programs and other federal greenhouse initiatives such as:

· The Mandatory Renewable Energy target?

· The Greenhouse gas abatement program?

· The Generator efficiency standards?

· Are these programs incompatible with an emissions-trading scheme? 

· Will the AGO be formally responding to the Reviews recommendations?

· The review focussed on lowest cost greenhouse gas abatement – do you think that is an appropriate way to address climate change?

· Does the AGO support this approach to emission abatement?

· Did you voice any concern during the review about this approach?

· Did the staff member seconded to the review raise any concerns?

· How were AGO concerns taken into account?

· Did the AGO raise concerns over the greenhouse implications of the Stuart Shale Oil Project?  How were they taken into account?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	8
	On notice
	Carr
	The Report recommends the introduction of a nation wide emission trading system. 

· What work has the AGO done on a nation wide emission trading system?

· Does the AGO’s work support the Parer Review’s assertion that such a trading system would lead to cheaper and more targeted abatement?

· I’m sure you are aware of the modelling by Allen Consulting that suggests the least cost approach to abatement is an emissions trading scheme which is complemented by targeted measures (such as a halt to land clearing) - would you agree with that assessment?

· What are the downsides of a purely ‘low cost of abatement’ approach? (eg: on development of job creating renewable energy industries)

· Does the AGO support the establishment of a nationwide emission-trading scheme? 
	AGO
	13/12/02

	9
	On notice
	Carr
	“To ensure its competitiveness”, the Parer Review recommends traded goods sector would be exempted from carbon costs until Australia’s major trading partners introduced similar schemes – giving coal and Aluminium industries protection.

· What work has the AGO done on national emission trading schemes?

· If so, is the AGO’s work consistent with the Reviews recommendations to exempt the traded goods sector.

· Would such an approach be consistent with other national trading schemes being proposed elsewhere?

· Would a scheme based on this model be consistent with a future international trading scheme?

· Would the exception proposed in the national scheme cause problems for a future international trading scheme?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	10
	On notice
	Carr
	There are many other greenhouse gas abatement initiatives in place - Mandatory Renewable Energy Target (MRET), Generator Efficiency Standards, the Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program – Stationary Energy Projects, the NSW Greenhouse Benchmark Scheme and the Queensland 13% Gas Scheme 

· Are these schemes compatible with a national trading scheme?

· Are these schemes generally delivering the abatement outcomes anticipated?

· Could a national trading scheme in itself deliver enough abatement to meet Australia’s Kyoto target?

· Has the AGO done any modelling on this?

· Has anyone else?

· Are you concerned that the Parer Review would suggest such an approach when it is unproven?

· How much abatement is attributable to MRET?

· How much investment has been stimulated by MRET?
· How much investment in the renewable energy sector relies upon the existence of MRET? 
· Abolishing MRET would seriously undermine the AGO wouldn’t it?
· Have you received any contact from the Renewable Energy Action Agenda participants about the Parer Review recommendations?

· If so, what have these concerns centred around?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	11
	On notice
	Carr
	The Report also suggests that a national trading scheme would remove the need for a government agency or regulator.

· Has this scenario – the removal of the need for a government agency or regulator - been discussed with the AGO?

· Does this aspect of the Review provide a source of concern about the future of the AGO?

· Was the AGO staff member on the Review aware of this?

· Did they voice any concerns with this approach?

· Were those concerns ignored? 
	AGO
	16/12/02

	12
	On notice
	Carr
	Climate Action Partnership (CAP) with the United States

· What has Australia gained from the partnership?

· How is CAP progress and outcomes being documented in Australia?
· How is CAP progress and outcomes being documented in the US?

· Can I have a copy of this documentation?
· Are you aware that the Partnership has been dubbed the ‘Climate Inaction Partnership’? what is your response to that?
· Has the CAP included discussions about the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol?
· Has the CAP included discussions about international trading and the US and Australia being locked out of international markets?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	13
	On notice
	Carr
	Transport – Commonwealth Fleet 

Commonwealth fleet

· What role is the AGO playing in the implementation of the Commonwealth Fleet Target?

· Can you give any indication as to what the Target will result in?

· How will this be achieved?

· What progress has been made in the development of these targets?

· Will the Commonwealth Fleet Target meet its 2003 implementation deadline? If yes, when is it anticipated? If no, why not?

· Has any costing been undertaken at this stage?

· What other departments is the AGO working with on the Targets?

· How many Honda Prius are in the fleet?

· Are there any requirements for Honda Prius’s to make up a portion of the fleet?

· Have there been any problems with this car so far?

· Has anyone returned the car within a month? Who? Why?

· Within 6 months? Who? Why?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	14
	On notice
	Carr
	AGO fleet

· What is the average engine capacity and fuel efficiency of AGO cars?

· Can you provide this by job level?

· What is the total fuel use by the AGO fleet?

· Can we get the size of the fleet and total annual fuel use for each year since the AGO was formed?

· How do your September expenditure figures for meeting the target compare against forecasts 
· If you have an underspend, please explain why?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	15
	On notice
	Carr
	Further to the AGO’s “Environmental Strategy for the Motor Vehicle Industry”, the Government says it is currently working with relevant stakeholders to broaden the fuel efficiency labelling scheme to include vehicles up to 3.5 tonnes gross mass. This is to be in place by January 1, 2003.

· What is the status of these negotiations?

· Who is part of the consultation process?

· Is this initiative on track for implementation on January 1, 2003?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	16
	On notice
	Carr
	The abovementioned strategy also states the Government is in negotiation to set a National Average Fuel Consumption Target (NAFC) for new passenger vehicles for 2005 and 2010.

· What progress has been made on these negotiations?

· What process is involved in establishing the NAFC?

· Does the AGO stand by its previous estimate that a target of 15 per cent against business as usual would see the NACF at 7.2 litres per 100 kilometres by 2010?

· Does the AGO accept that this is going to be an increasingly difficult target to meet, particularly considering the increase in 4WD’s share of total passenger fleet vehicles due to their higher fuel consumption?

· Does the AGO accept the criticism of the Australian Automobiles Association in its May 2002 Submission to the Productivity Commission Inquiry into Post 2005 Assistance Arrangements for the Automotive Manufacturing Sector stated; “There appears to have been little or no progress by the industry in setting fuel efficiency targets for NAFC which the Commonwealth expected would yield 15% improvement over business as usual by 2010”?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	17
	On notice
	Carr
	AGO Underspending

· Can the AGO explain why year after year there is a significant underspend against budgeted funding despite annual downward revisions of forward estimates?

· The Measures for a better environment initially promised $796 million over 4 years, was revised to $584m over 4 years in the 01-02 budget and was the revised to $254m over the same 4 years in the latest budget – about a third of the original commitment. Does the AGO anticipate this trend continuing?

· What proportion of this year’s budget has already been expended? Will the AGO meet its budgeted expenditure this year?

· If not, why has it budgeted that amount?

· If so, why has it had such a significant underspend in previous years?

· Has the AGO been subjected to pressure by Treasury to account for its significant underspend in previous years?

· Do you think you may lose funding in future if you do not spend the money allocated in the budget?

(SEPARATE ATTACHMENT FOR THESE TABLES)
	AGO
	16/12/02

	18
	On notice
	Carr
	Greenhouse Challenge Verification Process

· How much greenhouse gas has the greenhouse challenge reported as abatement? 

· What was the original figure 

· Why has the figure changed? 

· Why were the original forecast estimates of abatement so wrong?

· Was this revised figure used in the Greenhouse Gas Inventory, or the original figure of 30?

· What other programs have had their forecast estimates of abatement revised down.  Could you please give me a list of all these programs? 

· Can you please indicate for each program whether the revised estimate or the original estimate was used in the greenhouse gas inventory?

· Have any AGO programs in fact delivered more abatement than expected?

· What has been the net effect of these revisions on the accuracy of the 111% Kyoto projections?

· Is it enough to alter the 111% figure?

· If so, that means we are even further away from our 108% target doesn’t it?

· Did the projections of 111% during the current commitment period take into consideration all known emerging industry projects over the next 10 years?

· Have new greenhouse gas projects been announced since the projections were made and can you list them?

· Are these projects likely to have an impact on the 111% figure?

· Will this impact be significant?

· Can you please provide a breakdown of expenditure of the Greenhouse Challenge program since its inception.

· Has all of this funding resulted in abatement that would not otherwise have occurred?

· What is the average cost per Mt CO2 of abatement for say tree planting to sequester carbon?

· Would the money have been better spent on tree planting, or better still, halting landclearing in salinity prone areas of the Murray Darling Basin?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	19
	On notice
	Carr
	Photovoltaic Rebate Program

· When does program funding run out?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	20
	On notice
	Carr
	BP’s international sales of photovoltaics are increasing faster than domestic sales–

· Why is the domestic market growing more slowly than the international market?

· What long-term commitments have been made to maintain the Australian industry?

· Are we at risk of falling behind the international markets?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	21
	On notice
	Carr
	The 2000-2001 Annual Report (p17), states that due to demand being much stronger than anticipated, it was decided to reduce the rebate levels. 

· Is this correct?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	22
	On notice
	Carr
	The 2001-2002 Annual Report (p40), however reveals you may have been somewhat over zealous.  It states “the program was underspent reflect(ing) a moderation in the demand for rebates from householders and owners of community buildings, down from previous years”.

· How much was this underspend?

· That’s even more than you expected isn’t it? 

· Are you aware of an application by the South Australian Housing Trust for rebates on photovotaics for its 125 home public housing redevelopment?

· I understand that they have been told they are eligible for funding for one house – not the other 124 – is that correct?

· So we have a worthy community housing project, embracing renewable energy, reducing the energy demands and greenhouse gas emissions of the occupants – and it can’t get funding.  That seems ridiculous doesn’t it?  

· You underspend by this year and this project can’t get funding? Why?

· Can you provide me with an explanation why this worthy project was not considered eligible for funding?

· Are you intending to increase the rebates to increase demand?

· If not, why not?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	23
	On notice
	Carr
	Renewable remote power generation program 

· The AGO annual report shows the Renewable remote power generation program was significantly underspent – by how much? 

· Why was it underspent and by how much? 

· What was the original timeframe for expenditure for the entire program?

· What is the revised timeframe?

· Surely if the uptake rate is slow, but the project is worthy, the AGO would be rethinking the program to actively increase uptake rates?  What are you doing to improve the rate of uptake of the program?

· Do you ever anticipate the possibility or overspending?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	24
	On notice
	Carr
	· What is the anticipated timeframe for cost recovery for the consumer who finances 50% capital cost of renewable generation?

· Would decreasing the outlay required by consumers accelerate uptake?

· Have you done any research on barriers to uptake of the program?

· To what extent do diesel subsidies for power generation in remote areas undermine the cost effectiveness of the program?

· What effect would removal or reduction of diesel subsidies have?  Has any modelling been done on this? 

· What large scale projects have been approved?

· When are they due for implementation?

· Can you please list for me projects that are in the pipeline?

· When will renewable energy resource assessments on Christmas, Cocos and Norfolk Islands be completed?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	25
	On notice
	Carr
	Alternative Fuels conversion Program

· How much money was originally allocated for the entire program? 

· What was the original timeframe for expenditure for the entire program?

· What is the revised timeframe?

· Why was it underspent last year and by how much?

· What was the anticipated abatement from the program?

· What was the actual?

· What is the average cost of abatement?

· The annual report blames poor advice from the industry that there were market ready vehicles and engine ready packages that would meet the programs goals.  What is the industry saying now about the heavy truck market and alternative fuels?

· Are you seeking other advice or investigating other means to accelerate uptake of alternative fuels? 
	AGO
	13/12/02

	26
	On notice
	Carr
	Renewable Energy Commercialisation 

· How much money was originally allocated for the entire program? 

· What was the original timeframe for expenditure for the entire program?

· What is the revised timeframe?

· Why was it underspent last year and by how much?

· That’s even more than you expected isn’t it? 

· What was the anticipated abatement from the program?

· What was the actual?

· What is the average cost of abatement?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	27
	On notice
	Carr
	Transport continued….

· The AGO requested that the Government carry out a review of Fringe Benefits Tax legislation. The Government’s response was that they considered this recommendation was already being addressed. Has the AGO undertaken any further research into the FBT issue?

· If so, provide details.
	AGO
	13/12/02

	28
	On notice
	Carr
	The response states that the Australian Transport Council directed the National Transport Secretariat, with the involvement of the AGO, to develop a “cross-sectoral package of measures to improve the environmental performance of the transport system.” This was to include an assessment of FBT arrangements on transport emissions. It was due for consideration in mid 2001. 

· Has this been done? 

· If no, why not? Is it still being considered?

· If yes, what was the result of this assessment? Is documentation available?
	AGO
	13/12/02

	29
	On notice
	Carr
	The Committee also recommended that the Government introduce FBT deductions for the inclusion of public transport and cycling commuting expenses in salary packages. This was rejected. 

· Was the Government given any documentation relating to this proposal for consideration at the time?

· If yes, is this documentation available?

· Has any further investigation been undertaken in relation to this proposal since 2001? If so, can this be made available?

· Has the Department undertaken any costing evaluation of any of the FBT related proposals given to the Government since 1996?


If so, can these be made available? If no, why not?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	30
	On notice
	Carr
	The Committee also recommended that public transport fares be considered exempt from the GST. The Government also rejected this proposal. 

· Was the Department and/or Government given supporting documentation, including any costings, in relation to this issue?
· Can this documentation be made available?

· Has any further investigation been undertaken in relation to exempting public transport from the GST? If so, can this be made available?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	31
	On notice
	Carr
	Landclearing

· Can you quantify as specifically as possible, what sizeable and sustained reduction in "business as usual" land clearing rates in Queensland (beyond that flowing from the existing vegetation management regime and the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality) might produce a guaranteed reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from land clearing in the order of 20 to 25 megatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent annually? 

· What might this reduction mean in terms of hectares of native vegetation cleared per annum? 

· What reduction in greenhouse gas emissions would a prohibition on clearing of "of concern" regional ecosystems on freehold land in Queensland comprise? 

· What reduction in greenhouse gas emissions would a prohibition on clearing of all remnant native vegetation in Queensland comprise? 

· What reduction in greenhouse gas emissions would a prohibition on clearing of remnant native vegetation in areas of Queensland with an identified (low to high) dryland salinity hazard comprise? 

· What would be the expected cost of Commonwealth financial assistance to Queensland required to implement the scenarios outlined above? 

· What would be the expected market value of the carbon in the emissions averted under the scenarios outlined above?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	32
	On notice
	Carr
	Australia's Third National Communication on Climate Change 
· Given that the National Carbon Accounting System reports the provision of a fine-scale national satellite data set of land cover change over the period 1972 to 2000, and given that the great majority of land clearing in Australia occurs in Queensland, where it is widely known that land clearing greatly increased during the years 1999 and 2000, why did Australia's third national communication on climate change use an average of 1995-1998 land use change emissions in reporting year 2000 emissions from land use change and forestry, despite the fact that considerable data for the years 1999 and 2000 was available? 

· Given that satellite imagery from the Queensland Statewide Landcover and Trees Study reveals a large increase in land clearing in Queensland during the 1997-1999 period, and a 61% increase in clearing in the Queensland Murray-Darling Basin between the 1997-99 and 1999-2000 periods, can the use of the average land use change emissions figure for the 1995-98 period in describing year 2000 emissions in Australia's third national communication be considered reasonable? 

· Was the 1999 satellite data image available and did the Government have the 1999 land use change figures prior to publishing the third national communication? 

· What other methods of reporting the year 2000 land use change emissions could have been employed in preparing Australia's third national communication, to more accurately reflect the actual land use change emissions based on the best, most current available information on land use change in Australia? 

· Given the apparent spike in land clearing in Queensland during 1999 and 2000, has the Government misled the international community in reporting an uncertainty level of <20% for the reported land use change and forestry emissions for the year 2000 in its third national communication on climate change?
	AGO
	16/12/02

	33
	On notice
	Carr
	Ethanol – Questions to the AGO 

Greenhouse impacts

· In your opinion is there any greenhouse advantage of using ethanol rather than conventional petrol?
· Could you explain the CSIRO findings that: 
“To be able to achieve any significant reductions in emissions of greenhouse gases by using alcohol fuels, the ethanol will need to be produced from the lignocellulose fractions of biomass. However, it has yet to be demonstrated that the large-scale production of alcohol from lignocellulose can be technically feasible and economically viable. This was the situation six years ago (BTCE, 1994) and appears still to be the case.

Does this mean that there is little or no advantage above conventional fuels of using ethanol?

· Have you provided advice to Treasury on the greenhouse implications of ethanol use? 

· Where would they have got advice if not from AGO? 
· Do you agree with Treasury that the current biofuels policy might achieve – at best less than one one​ thousandth of a reduction in Australian greenhouse gas emissions and could even be negative.
	AGO
	16/12/02

	34
	On notice
	Carr
	GGAP funding

· How much funding has been allocated to ethanol projects under GGAP?
· Can we get a list of those projects, how much was allocated and what the emission reductions are expected?
· The CSIRO life-cycle analysis of greenhouse emissions shows greenhouse-neutral compared to petrol - is that correct?  

· Why then has GGAP money been paid for ethanol in the past?  

· What was the process for determining winning GGAP bids?  

· Were the ethanol bids in the shortlist supplied by the AGO for GGAP funding? 

· If not, when were they added?  By whom?  

· Has this been evaluated - if so, what were the $/tonne results?  

· Who did this evaluation – was it AGO or EA?

· Why was the GGAP funding announced by Agriculture Minister Warren truss and not the environment Minister Robert Hill in the middle of the election campaign? (announced 30 October 2001)
	AGO
	16/12/02

	35
	On notice
	Carr
	Issue: Blue whales and seismic activity – Otway Basin

· On what scientific advice were the decisions made regarding specifically EPBC referral 2002/799 to allow seismic exploration, to mid December and then for a further month to 15th January 2003?

· On what scientific advice were the decisions made regarding the EPBC referrals 2002/775, 2002/811 and 2002/826 to allow seismic exploration to mid December?

· Will the Minister ensure the specific research and advice upon which the decision was made, is available to the public for review?

· Was Environment Australia in receipt of the results of ongoing scientific research by the Deakin University Blue Whale Research Program, that indicated that the Blue Whales would probably arrive in their feeding grounds (including the petroleum exploration areas P51 and P52) from the beginning of December?

· Did Environment Australia produce a Blue Whale Migration Map for the use of industry, which indicated that the blue whales would be present in the area from early December?
· Was the detail in that map then changed to indicate blue whales would only be present from around mid December? When was that done, why was it done and how long was this inaccurate information made available to industry?

· Did Environment Australia receive advice from the Blue Whale Research program which pointed out that the mid December date was incorrect?

· Despite receiving this advice, did Environment Australia then continue to use the incorrect date of mid December, when finalising and releasing the Seismic Guidelines to industry?

· If so, why?

· On what basis have they continued to ignore the key scientific advice, and the prescription provided in the draft Blue Whale Recovery Plan, which does acknowledge the early December likelihood of arrival.

· In providing incorrect information to industry, is not Environment Australia putting industry at risk of breaching s.489 of the EPBC Act which prohibits the provision of false or misleading information to obtain approval or permit?

· Has EA received advice from the Deakin Program that on the basis of their research, seismic operations in December represent a risk of disturbance to feeding blue whales?

· Did EA factor into their decision making on these referrals, that seismic surveys have been identified as a threatening process in both the Action Plan for Australian Cetaceans and the Draft Blue Whale Recovery Plan?
	Approvals and Legislation Division (ALD)
	17/12/02

	36
	On notice
	Carr
	In the light of this, and the fact that the oil and gas industry is required to vacate the region during the residency of the less endangered Southern Right Whale during winter:

· How does EA reconcile its advice to the Minister to provide permission for seismic activity when the more highly endangered Blue Whales are present?

· Is Environment Australia aware that the only widely recognised effective mitigation measure, is that of temporal closure of areas during the period that the blue whales are likely to be present?
· Has Environment Australia received advice from the Deakin Program (and through submissions to the referrals) that the whales may be prevented from entering areas where they might otherwise feed?

· If so, in what way and on the basis of what information did Environment Australia determine that impacting even a few critically endangered species may be insignificant?
	ALD
	17/12/02

	37
	On notice
	Carr
	Given the information that is now available on Blue Whales:

· Why did EA not require the proponents to avoid the earlier part of the blue whale feeding season – when they may be most at risk having just travelled some distance from Antarctica?

· Does EA not accept that every such individual of such a critically endangered species qualifies for protection under the EPBC Act?

· Is Environment Australia in fact aware of the indications from the Deakin Program, that Blue Whales might be excluded at least 94kms from seismic vessels, as indicated by the aerial surveys undertaken during seismic activity in early 2000?

· If so, how did Environment Australia apply this information in their decision making?
	ALD
	17/12/02

	38
	On notice
	Carr
	· As of June 30, how many referrals have been made to the Minister under the EPBC Act ?

· How many of the referrals made to EA under the Act have been determined as needing ministerial approval?

· How many referrals were deemed as not requiring approval?

· How many are still awaiting determination?

· How many approvals have been issued by the minister?

· How many of these have conditions attached?

· What sectors accounted for most of the referrals?

· How many referrals came from the agricultural sector?

· How many of these required assessment in accordance with the EPBC Act?

· Are you aware of the analysis undertaken by the WWF of the first two years of the implementation of the EPBC?

· Are you confident that the EPBC is being implemented effectively?

· Are you aware of and can you provide information regarding quantification of the financial impact on farmers people or enterprises in the agricultural sector of regulation of their activities under the EPBC Act since its inception?

· Are you aware of claims made by NFF that the Act imposes “onerous regulations and costs on farmers” and “is causing farm management nightmares”.
· What is your response to concerns expressed by the National Farmers Federation in light of this analysis.
	ALD
	17/12/02

	39
	On notice
	Carr
	Penalties

· What penalty options are available under the Act?

· Have any of these been used?

· Mr. Early: you have been quoted in the “Environment Manager” journal (Oct 29 2002) as making “no apology for running a co-operative compliance campaign and using education first”?  How long do you anticipate the ‘education phase lasting’.

· Isn’t two years sufficient?

· Aren’t you getting concerned that the EPBC is gaining a reputation, on your watch, as being a toothless?

· You are also reported as saying EA doesn’t have an earmarked prosecutions budget.  Has this constrained you in seeking prosecutions?

· How long would an application to the Department of Finance take should you wanted to prosecute?
· Can you please provide a breakdown, by each assessment type, of the types of assessments that have been undertaken:
Assessment type 
Number of Assessments

preliminary documentation
?

public environment report (PER)
?

environmental impact statement (EIS)
?

public inquiry
?

accredited assessment process
?
	ALD
	17/12/02

	40
	On notice
	Carr
	Greenhouse Trigger in the EPBC

· Has EA provided the Minister with a brief on the issue?

· Has the Minister considered it yet?

· The annual report says you are working towards completing consultation. Who is this consultation taking place with?

· Who have you spoken to so far and what was their feedback?

· Please provide a chronology of consultations undertaken to date, including who participated and what their feedback was.

· When will the consultation wrap up?

· What else is being done to advance the issue?

· When can we expect to have a greenhouse trigger in the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act?
	ALD
	12/12/02

	41
	On notice
	Carr
	National repository for the disposal of low level radioactive waste.

National store for intermediate level waste

The shortlisted consultants present soon to a "Ministerial Committee on Government Communications" (MCGC), 3 members of this MCGC are parliamentarians:

· Which Parliamentarians are on the MCGC?

· What is the date and time of the next meeting of the MCGC?
· In which States are the presently short-listed sites? and in which regions of those States?

· What are the present land uses of the Commonwealth owned sites included in the short list?

· What effect is expected on these uses by placement of a nuclear waste dump?

· What are the selection and shortlisting criteria for sites for the Store in the current study? ie does this exclude or include sites within the Murray-Darling Basin, or sites above the Great Artesian Basin?

· What are the proposed radioactive waste transport corridors across Australia to these short listed sites?
· Through which ports does the Commonwealth propose that reprocessed or conditioned spent fuel wastes would enter Australia for transport to the short listed sites for the Store?
· What consultation, if any, has been conducted with State Governments or with Local Authorities over short listed sites for the Store within their jurisdictions?

· When does the Commonwealth propose to tell the State Governments and the effected Federal MP's of the areas being considered on the short list for the Store?

· Given that SA has Legislation prohibiting the import, transport, storage and disposal of medium to high level wastes, and specifying the spent fuel reprocessed/conditioned wastes as prohibited. Will the Commonwealth respect this State Legislation or do you still claim a 'right ' to override State Legislation?

· By which specific act or acts and sections of acts does the Commonwealth intend to exercise to over-ride State Legislation such as exists in SA since 2000?
· The Commonwealth had to rule out "co-location" of the Store and the Repository under community pressure in SA, will the Commonwealth also rule out having the two dump sites adjacent to each other? In other words how close could the two dump sites be and still satisfy the commitment not to co-locate?

· With the preferred site for the Repository being Site 52A on State owned land at Evetts Field West near Woomera, and an adjacent Site 52 only a few kilometers away on Commonwealth owned land having previously been included on the short-list for colocated sites, is it the case that Site 52 is on the current short list for the Store ?
	ALD
	17/12/02
Questions were referred to DEST for response.

DEST responses supplied 7/2/03 with a number of answers. For this question see E526_03, E553_03, E554_93, E495_03, E555_03, E556_03, E557_03 & E558_03

	42
	On notice
	Carr
	On the Repository:
· What preparations have the Commonwealth in place, or considered, for the potential that Minister Kemp does not allow the Repository to proceed, or is it assumed that he will?

· What consultation will the Commonwealth provide to parties with an interest in the proposed acquisition, including the SA Government, pastoral lessees, traditional owners and Native Title claimants?

· Will the Commonwealth respect their opposition to the acquisition or override their rights?

· What "compensation" does the Commonwealth propose for parties with an interest in the site?

· How does the intended acquisition affect Native Title rights in the site?
· What preparations under this Public Relations Strategy are intended to convince South Australians that forced acquisition of a site for a nuclear dump, against the will of the SA Premier and Parliament and against the will of traditional owners, is somehow in our interest?

· The Communications Strategy p.1 refers to a Cabinet meeting in July 2002 directing that the communication Strategy including media campaign be developed - on what basis did the Cabinet decide, and what matters were taken into account, that this Communications Strategy, media campaign and expenditure of $300 000 of public funds was warranted and in the 'public interest’?
· did all of the Fed Ministers from SA endorse this proposal at that meeting?

· Does the Fed Department of Science and your consultants accept that this 'leakage of concern' has already occurred to NSW following rural media coverage of the ACF release of 25 Oct 2002 "Outback NSW targeted as Reactor's Waste Dump" letting people know of inclusion of sites in NSW in the Current site and short-list study for the Store ?

· How 'concerned' would communities in other States and along the preferred transport corridor to the Repository from the Lucas Heights reactor have to be before they would also be targeted by the Commonwealth for a Public Relations exercise to change or dismiss their views?
	ALD
	17/12/02
Questions were referred to DEST for response.

DEST responses supplied 7/2/03 with a number of answers. For this question see:

E559_03, E560_03, E561_03, E562_03, E563_03 & E564_03

	43
	On notice
	Carr
	Noting that of a total of some 170 truckloads of wastes intended to be brought into SA to the Repository some 130 truckloads are of reactor wastes from Lucas Heights, including short-lived intermediate level wastes, to be transported out of southern Sydney through Katoomba, Bathurst, Orange, Dubbo, Cobar, Wilcannia and Broken Hill:

· Will the Commonwealth respect or override the concerns and opposition of these communities and local governments to transport of reactor wastes though their local areas and directly through many of their town centres?
	ALD
	17/12/02
Questions were referred to DEST for response.

DEST responses supplied 7/2/03 with a number of answers. For this question see:

E565_03

	44
	On notice
	Lundy
	Department and agencies

Provide the following information for each contract entered into by the agency which has not been fully performed or which has been entered into during the previous 12 months (financial year 2001-2002) that are all or in part information and communications technology related with a consideration to the value of $20, 000 or more, including the following details for each contract:

(a)
a unique identifier for the contract (eg contract number)

(b)
the contractor name and ABN or ACN;

(c)
the domicile (country) of the parent company;

(d)
the subject matter of the contract, including whether the contract is substantially hardware, software, services or a mixture, with estimated percentages.

(e)
the starting date of the contract;

(f)
the term (duration) of the contract, expressed as an ending date;

(g)
the amount of the consideration (AU$);

(h)
the amount applicable to the current budget year (AU$);

(i)
whether or not there is an industry development requirement; if so:


provide details of the Industry Development requirements (in scope and out of scope). full list of sub-contracts valued at over $5,000, including the all the information described in (a) to (h).

The data should be in both hard copy and electronically as a spreadsheet.
	EA

AGO

GBRMPA
	23/12/02

	45
	124
	McLucas
	And you will not know until Christmas what the plateaued visitation figures will be? … If, come the end of December, we could get a picture of what visitation has been since the reopening, that would be useful …
	Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority

(GBRMPA)
	16/12/02

	46
	124
	McLucas
	RAP spending: Do you have any notion of what we are actually going to have to spend? 
	GBRMPA
	12/12/02

	47
	127
	Bartlett
	Permits listed on web site - will amount of detail be more expansive over time?
	GBRMPA
	12/12/02

	48
	On notice
	McLucas
	Reef HQ

1. What date did RF HQ Re-open?

2. Can the Authority provide visitor numbers on a monthly basis from the opening date following refurbishment through to the end of December 2002?

3. Can I also be provided with monthly revenue figures for Reef HQ from its opening date through to December 2002?

4. Can I also be provided with monthly visitor numbers for 2001 to the closure date in 2002?

5. Can I also be provided with monthly revenue figures for Reef HQ for the calendar year 2001 through to the closing date 2002? 
	GBRMPA
	16/12/02

	49
	On notice
	McLucas
	Representative Areas Program

1. At the hearing the GBRMPA indicated that the Representative Areas Program was utilizing more resources than expected?

2. Can you please provide an overall budget for this program?

3. The GBRMPA also indicated at estimates that other programs may be delayed as resources were moved to the RAP program.  Could you indicate which programs will be delayed, by how long and the specific resources that have been reallocated to RAP?
	GBRMPA
	12/12/02

	50
	On notice
	McLucas
	Princess Charlotte Bay Zoning

1. When the Minister Senator Hill suggested the increase in protection of Princess Charlotte Bay to a Conservation Park Zone did he also suggest that historical fishing licences should be grandfathered or phased out by not being tradeable?

2. Did he suggest that Bathurst Bay that was originally Green in the draft plan be down graded to a yellow zone?

3. Why was Bathurst bay rezoned yellow?

4. Why was the bottom of Lloyd bay zoned yellow when it was green on the draft plan?

5. Why was the green zone bordering the Cape Bowen / red point Preservation zone removed from the final zoning plan when it was on the draft plan?

6. Were there any areas which received increased protection from the draft zoning plan to the final zoning plan?
	GBRMPA
	12/12/02

	51
	On notice
	Carr
	· Is it correct that Natural Heritage Trust funding allocated by the Commonwealth for World Heritage Areas in 2002 – 2003 was $15m? 

· If not, what was the figure?

· Is it correct that Natural Heritage Trust funding allocated by the Commonwealth for World Heritage Areas in 2002 – 2003 was $7m? 

· If not, what was the figure?

· Is it correct that the Commonwealth is now only providing NHT funding for World Heritage areas in Tasmania and Queensland’s Wet Tropics? Isn’t it correct that there is no longer any direct funding for Fraser Island (Qld) Willandra Lakes (NSW) Shark Bay (WA) and other World Heritage areas?

· Why has this cut occurred?

· Why is the Commonwealth abandoning its responsibilities to support management of World Heritage Areas? Surely the whole idea of World Heritage Areas is that they belong to the world and their management should not just be left up to the local authority?
	Heritage Division (HD) [formerly Australian and World Heritage Division]
	16/12/02

	52
	On notice
	Carr
	· What Mechanism’s are you proposing to use to restore environmental flows to the Murray?

· Are you concerned that about the Government’s approach of tackling water rights before restoring environmental flows?

· Won’t the Government’s water rights focussed approach make returning water to the Murray prohibitively expensive?

· Roughly how much would it cost, at present water prices, to restore environmental flows to the Murray if all that water were to be purchased on the open market – for each of the 3 COAG Proposals?

· Would you agree that it makes sense to resolve water right and environmental flows at the same time?
	Marine and Water Division

(MWD)
	16/12/02

	53
	On notice
	Carr
	Earlier this month the Wentworth Group produced the “Blueprint for a living continent” document.

The Group has encouraged COAG to:

· Convert existing water title system to one system

· Reduce irrigation licences by 1% per annum for the next ten years

· Immediately provide an additional $300 million to begin securing water for environmental flows early next year, which they regard as sufficient to secure 425 GL of water which is need to keep the Murray Mouth open.

Questions

· Can you please comment on each of these recommendations?  

· Do you agree with them? Are they feasible?
	MWD
	13/12/02

	54
	On notice
	Carr
	The MDB Ministerial Council is now debating about how much water should be returned to the Murray.  The Wentworth Group assert that even the highest quantity being discussed (1500 GL) - the approximate equivalent of a 20% reduction in water diverted for irrigation across the southern connected River Murray system – is only given a ‘moderate’ chance of restoring the Murray to a healthy working state.

· Do you accept these comments?

· If yes, would an outcome by COAG of anything less than 1500GL option be a failure in terms of restoring the health of the River?
	MWD
	16/12/02

	55
	On notice
	Carr
	Water Quality

In last year's election commitments the Government undertook to spend during the life of the NHT2 at least $350million "directly on measures to improve water quality". 

· How much of the $350m has been spent? 

· How will the Government account for the $350m expenditure through investments in implementation of regional plans?
	MWD
	16/12/02

	56
	On notice
	Carr
	National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP)

National Action Plan (NAP) for Salinity and Water Quality. Accreditation criteria for regional integrated NRM plans include that "plans will demonstrate consistency with .... agreed national and state outcomes and basin-wide strategies and targets that have been collectively agreed by relevant jurisdictions...". 

· Which "national resource management strategies and targets" does this refer too? 

· What is the Government is doing to ensure implementation of national strategies (such as the NRMMC National Vegetation Framework, National Principles for the Provision of Water for Ecosystems) through regional plans.

· To what extent have these national strategies been adopted in draft and accredited plans.

· How much has been spent under the NAP for "priority" and "foundation" projects, per State.  

· What criteria are used to assess project proposals (especially priority projects)?
· Which NAP regional plan or plans does the Government expect likely to first accredit? 

· What are the likely costs to the Government of plan implementation during 2002-03?
·  What will prevent spending 2002-03 NAP monies?
	Natural Heritage Division

(NHD)
	17/12/02

	57
	On notice
	Carr
	NAP 

· Please provide a list of the 6 biggest priority projects (by total cost during 2002-03 and outyears), including how these projects match up against the assessment criteria, and how these projects aid in implementing agreed national strategies.
	NHD
	16/12/02

	58
	On notice
	Carr
	Natural Heritage Trust

· Please provide a breakdown of the 1324 Envirofund projects by type (ie water quality, protection of native vegetation, salinity, coastal erosion) and electorate.
	NHD
	13/12/02
and 1 attachment

	59
	On notice
	Carr
	Return on Investment in Limiting Future Land Clearing
· Has the Government responded to the Prime Minister's Science, Engineering and Innovation Council report "Sustaining our Natural Systems and Biodiversity", which analysed, amongst other things, return on investment in limiting future land clearing, and recommended that "the Commonwealth Government urgently work with the states and territories to limit broad-scale land clearing..."? 

· What new Government proposals or initiatives are contained in that response? 

· What Commonwealth financial resources are committed to controlling land clearing in that response?
	NHD
	12/12/02

	60
	On notice
	Crossin
	Kakadu and Uluru National Parks.

1. What is the total amount of money that has been allocated in the budget for Kakadu National Park for the years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003?

2 What is the total amount of money that has been appropriated during each of those years for Kakadu National Park?

3 What is the total amount of money that has been allocated in the budget for Uluru National Park for the years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003?

4 What is the total amount of money that has been appropriated during each of those years for Uluru National Park?

5 Of the amount that has been appropriated for each of the years specified could you provide the total amounts for each expenditure area such as staffing, travel etc?

6 For each of the two national parks what amount has been expended for each of the years specified for road funding and infrastructure, park facilities and infrastructure?

7 What is the current amount paid for park entry fees for each of the parks?

8 When was this amount last increased? What to date and how much was the increase ion dollar terms?
	Parks Australia

(PA)
	16/12/02

	61
	On notice
	Carr
	Warwick Smith Report

· What were the Terms of Reference of the review?

· Have you seen the final Report or a summary of the report? 

· When will the report be released? 

· What are its recommendations in relation to the future of the AGO?

· Is the AGO likely to remain a separate agency?

· Are you aware of rumours about the Warwick Smith report containing recommendations to abolish or at least contract the AGO?

· You are not aware of any recommendation to ‘downgrade’ the AGO.

· What impact has this speculation and uncertainty had on the staff? 

· Has there been any impact on recruitment or program delivery?

· What progress has been made in appointing a permanent CEO?

· Why has this not been progressed?

· What are the plans for appointing a permanent position?

· If there is enough uncertainty not to appoint a CEO, how is it affecting your programs and long term planning?

· What progress has been made in replacing the Deputy CEO?

· How long has this position been vacant?
	Policy and Coordination Division

(PCD)
	16/12/02

	62
	On notice
	Carr
	General Budget Questions

· Has the cancellation of the Agency Incentive Banking Scheme resulted in a financial loss to the Department?

· If so, how much?

· How much were you getting in interest payments which will now be foregone?

· What effect will this have on programs?

· What effect will result from changes to the Capital Use Charge on the financial state of the Department?

· Please provide a balance and explanation of all expenditure going in and out under the Financial Management Accountability Act 1997 (Section 20 Accounts).

· Please provide a list of all revenues and expenditures, item by item, in any special accounts held under that Act.
	PCD
	17/12/02

	63
	114
	Carr
	Can we have a copy of those letters [to Mr Beale from automotive companies in Feb and March]
	Sustainable Industries and Atmosphere Division

(SIAD)
	12/12/02

	64
	114
	Carr
	In February and March which car companies in particular were telling you they think there is a potential to void the warranties?
	SIAD
	12/12/02

	65
	114
	Carr
	Could we have a list of the companies you wrote to?
	SIAD
	12/12/02

	66
	114
	Carr
	Could you also indicate the particular companies that indicated the possibilities of a warranty being voided?
	SIAD
	12/12/02

	67
	115
	Carr
	Legal advice as to whether the Commonwealth is liable for any damage to vehicles as a result of government failure to implement safeguards - is there any legal liability if the Commonwealth fails to provide advice?
	SIAD
	12/12/02

	68
	On notice
	Carr
	Fuel quality standards group

Ethanol - Environmental impact

· What is the EA position on the environmental advantage of using ethanol rather than conventional petrol?

· There appears to be a lot of American literature supporting the use of ethanol on environmental grounds. Why is the research so different in the two countries – could you explain the difference?
	SIAD
	12/12/02

	69
	On notice
	Carr
	10% limit

· What are other countries doing with in terms of capping ethanol use? Are there any international standards of ethanol use?

· What is happening in US and Europe?

· How long has EA been aware of the potential damage of greater than 10% ethanol and the potential for car warranties to be voided?

· Have you ever done any testing on the ethanol content of fuel being sold and what did it show?

· Did you ever seek legal advice on the Government’s liability if there was damage to vehicles and the government failed to implement any safeguards? What did it say?

· Does EA support a 10% cap on the maximum level of ethanol? Isn’t this the advice you provided to the Cabinet for their consideration?
	SIAD
	16/12/02
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