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Climate Change and Economic Policy

In the final analysis an effective response to Climate Change will fall short if government’s economic development policies remain predominantly market led. Tackling Green House Gas (GHG) Emissions is not just a technical or technological problem. It requires a fundamental economic and social transformation to substantially changes current patterns of production and consumption. 

The government’s New Growth Path Framework (NGP) correctly identifies the “Green Economy” as an important part of a new growth path; without defining this term. Essentially it limits it to a dimension of industrial strategy, a segment of production of new renewable technology and its down and upstream multipliers. Taken overall, however, there are many other elements in the NGP that would, if implemented, such as agricultural reforms, contribute to greening the economy.

The UNDP-ILO- IOE-ITUC 2008 publication: “Green Jobs: Towards decent work in a sustainable, low carbon world” defines green jobs as:

Jobs in agriculture, manufacturing, research and development (R&D), administration, and service activities that contribute substantially to preserving or restoring environmental quality. Specifically but not exclusively, this includes jobs that help to protect ecosystems and biodiversity, reduce energy, material, and water consumption through high efficiency strategies, decarbonise the economy; and minimise or altogether avoid generation of forms of waste and pollution.

Jobs are seldom green in an absolute sense – a wind turbine represents a level of carbon embedded in the production of its metal parts. There are however very evident electricity intensive production facilities that cannot in any circumstance be greened in a form that is much more than green washing.

The NGP despite noting that the global economic crisis has opened up space to break with orthodoxy does not appear to break fundamentally from a neo-liberal framework. In particular it does not tackle the problem of entrenched political/economic power and shift the direction of structural change to meet the needs of the mass of people. We need to redirect the distribution of wealth as income, and in terms of who will benefit from infrastructural extension. There is simply too much reliance still placed on capital voluntarily investing.  A Growth path based on trying to facilitate voluntary investment rather than through prescribed asset legislation, or increased direct company taxation, will fall short of achieving the levels of employment growth or greening of the economy that is required. 

The Climate Change Response Green Paper (CCRGP) is textually sensitive to the plight of the poor but caught up in the dilemma of seeking to achieve adaptation and mitigation targets within the confines of a global economy that remains determined to resurrect the neo-liberal paradigm.

At the Climate Negotiation level a multi-lateral agreement is described as needing to contain a balance between adaptation and mitigation responses and have an appropriate “development- climate response balance” and “recognition that climate problems will only be possible if undertaken within the context of developing countries priority in achieving poverty eradication and promoting development.” [Pg 4 second to last para.]

The issue is what “development” and how we define “poverty eradication.” Poverty has to be measured and understood in a manner that takes account of all material and spiritual needs of a “good life”; including leisure time, communal welfare and solidarity and human dignity. Progress on an agreed definition of poverty in Nedlac has gone nowhere.

Development cannot continue to be based on a model which overwhelmingly promotes the conspicuous consumption of an array of new and ever expanding consumer commodities for the middle and upper classes. Commodities produced to be expendable. A new balance has to be found between who produces what and who consumes what. 

This central issue of income redistribution is not focused in the NCCRGP.  It remains quiet on any need for a radical shift in the structure of economic power. There are repeated references to the vulnerability of the poor in relation to adaptation issues but insufficient emphasis on the considerable shift in regulation and direction of both public and private funds that will be required. It may not be the purpose of this Climate Change Response to deal in such detail with the economy, but it does not even seem to fully incorporate the framework of Government New Growth Path (NGP). The NGP in turn does not focus on the considerable increase fiscal weight that will need to be placed behind a serious effort to promote carbon mitigation. The NCCRGP notes that work still has to be done on addressing the “cost and opportunities” resulting from a low carbon strategy with particular reference to “jobs and livelihoods” and to the “costs of action versus inaction”. [Page 33 point 8.1.1.] This is central to any policy and needs to be prioritized. It is not sufficient that it will just be incorporated into the white paper; such analysis needs first to be subjected to public scrutiny. 

The paper correctly shows a degree of scepticism about the likelihood of international funds becoming available to assist with a South African transition; and the problem that the role of private concessional loans rather than public funding dominated the Global Climate Change Funding models. [Pg 33, para 4]. It accordingly correctly promotes the mobilization of national funds and the integration of climate change responses into government budgets at every level.  It also correctly identifies South Africa’s vulnerability to carbon negative trends in trade, including tourism and of the embedded carbon cost in coal exports or oil from coal products. These potential restraints on business as usual for our fossil fuel dependent economy should have been more strongly echoed in the NGP.

It is our overall view that neither the CCGP nor the NGP articulate a clear enough vision of the state’s role in the public funding of Adaptation or Mitigation. We cannot continue with a tax regime which bends over backwards to avoid taxing business, in the mistaken belief that this will encourage additional investment. The finances are needed now to strengthen urgent “developmental goal“  adaptation strategies to protect the most vulnerable in society. The building of better located and designed human shelter and infrastructure which is climate resistant. “Trickle-down” economics cannot respond to climate change or the pressing challenges of unemployment, poverty and income inequality.

In this respect we would fully support a direct Carbon TAX on emissions. 

INTRODUCTION

The Science

It would be well to identify that the 2o Centigrade increase above pre-industrial levels is in the end a political construction for negotiating purposes and not necessarily exact. Climate Science has improved in recent time, but predictability remains a problem. What we do know with certainty is that our emission of GHG has and is causing atmospheric warming and generating climate change. We have already used up 0, 8% of the 2%. It marks an irrevocable point at which a variety of “tipping points” will be reached and will trigger run away changes that we will not be able to contain. Every indication is that globally neither voluntary nor binding targets have been fully met. It is also worth noting that the Cancun agreements recognise that it may be necessary to examine a goal of 1,5OC in the light of further reports from the Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and further climatic developments. [Long Term Vision para 138.]
CLIMATE CHANGE RESPONSE

Principles

Common but Differentiated Responsibility and Respective Capabilities

The solution is a global one. “Differentiated Responsibility” allow us to take the stance that we will seek to contribution to climate change “mindful of our own unique state of development and vulnerability and ability to act.”(Page 6 para. 1) The reasons we are vulnerable are evident. The most unique feature of our state of development is that it has produced the most unequal distribution of wealth on earth. The state of our economy and the development backlog that exists would be a priority even without climate change. Many of the elements raise under adaptation are a product of vulnerabilities which arise out of developmental failures, some self imposed and some imposed by the global economic model.

Given the possibility that no multi-lateral agreement will be reached we need to be taking a position that seeks to meet  stringent mitigation targets independently of what moves others make, and without quite so much emphasis on the conditionality’s on financial and technological aid. Our respective capabilities are potentially strong if properly harnessed and if there is political will to forge a new growth path.

We also need to be more clearly articulating the need for an International Green Tax on flows of capital to create a Global Climate Change Fund. 

Put another way, this principle often appears in practice to be used with the emphasis on “Differentiated Responsibility” and “Respective Capabilities” rather than our nations “common responsibility” to humanity. 

Precautionary Principle

There are moments when the paper does appear to insist on this, yet at others it retreats from defining definitive actions.

Polluter Pays Principle

This is a clear principle, but it is not so clear how vigorously it is being pursued. There are for example too many references in relation to the acid mine drainage problem of the ownership of old mines being unknown. It seems very unlikely that the historic record of who benefited and who took over who cannot be tracked. Rather Government seems only too willing to not have to enforce the principle on some very large companies who will claim they cannot be held responsible because they didn’t know of any such thing as acid mine drainage back then. 

The Air Quality Act 39 of 2004 Section 9 (a) allows for the identification of air pollutants that present a threat to “health, well-being or the environment”. It should be used to enforce the polluter pays principle in respect of GHG’s emissions. It provides a basis to impose emission targets, and to fine where there is a failure to abide by directives. Big business is already trying to lobby to avoid a carbon tax and instead to plead for incentives rather than “punishment”. 
They need to be reminded that it cannot be business as usual. Incentives for this approach are much like paying someone to obey the law!
People Centred Approach and Informed Participation

In relation to a “people centred approach” the expression starts off well in wishing to “ensure human dignity” and deal with the special vulnerability of the poor but then slips into a rather convoluted sentence. This essentially counter poses economic sustainability, social equity and environmental stewardship to each other. It becomes a matter of sustaining the current form of economy and its growth dynamic and a series of trade-offs between the three.  

Environmental stewardship needs to be fleshed out – policy needs to examine the notion of the environment, or mother earth, also being accorded rights. “Economic sustainability” is too often stripped of its ecological roots and reduced to sustaining the current economic model.

Inter-Generational Rights 

It is not all that evident throughout the paper that the principle plays a particular part in defining the trajectory.

Climate Change Response Strategy and Policy Approaches and Action

The same “balanced approach” theme is again placed upfront. It is clearly believed that there will be trade-offs between sustaining continued carbon intensity to fuel “growth” to meet standard development goals within the same framework of distribution after growth rather than growth led by distribution.

On mitigation the approach is weak. It is a matter merely of “significant contribution” to the scenario of a peak of 35% below “business as usual” by 2020, 40% below by 2025 followed by a plateau until 2035 and only a further decline thereafter. There is no justification of the scientific model and why it is considered firm enough as a base for policy. We are not as such challenging the model, but it should be exposed to critical debate to validate it and locate its scientific meaning. It may also need updating. We have grave doubts about the length of the plateau and the speed with which a real decline will be reached. In our analysis of the IRP by 2030 we will have doubled total electricity capacity and coal will provide 4884 MW more than currently even if the share of coal has decline to 47% of electricity production as a whole.  It appears to us that that represents a rise in the plateau before any final decline.

Of even greater concern the NCCRGP provides no indication of exploring the development of a carbon budgeting approach. We do not see how it is possible to have a serious mitigation strategy that does not start with our current emission rates, suitably broken down relative to the major target areas identified, and which seek to set specific measureable targets to be met over the projected period. In this context the National Green House Gas Inventory (Page 35) is critical. The sequencing spelt out there which only leads to “mandatory submission of green house gas emission data” by 2013 does however appear rather slow. Surely such legislation is a matter of urgency?

We made similar voluntary commitments in terms of the Copenhagen Accord and now presumably in terms of the Cancun Agreement. Cancun pledges will still presumably be conditional on finances and technology transfers. The NCCRGP is correctly sceptical of such conditions being satisfied. It is time to go beyond negotiating stances and to set a definitive scientifically based plan in place which we intend to achieve as an integrated part of a development trajectory to achieve a low-carbon economy.

The NCCRGP also needs to examine proposals for new ways of projecting “growth” statistics which are sensitive to environmental and social externalities of production, distribution and consumption.  The measurement of GDP as a measure of growth in production without consideration to human and environmental impacts is not a way forward. Our measurement of growth must include clear targets for employment growth, carbon reduction and quality of life indicators. 

Adaptation

Water

This treatment appears to cover a wide range of interventions. The problem is that many of them are not new notions or interventions, but problems that have persisted over some time. It is for example nothing new to stress that maintenance deferred is more expensive, and difficult, than timely intervention. It has long been a focus that reticulation systems need repair to avoid excessive loss. The continuing problems cannot be divorced from the current institutional context of mismanagement in many municipalities or the long history of underfunding and unfunded mandates.

Catchment Area Authorities have been on the cards for some time so what is holding up their effective establishment? There are important questions, such as management of ground water and the possibility of ground water replenishment but a full exploration of these possibilities has not been undertaken. It is well to point to the need to have a source of clean water to deal with diluting polluted water but we seem to be making heavy weather in preventing pollution. The issue of mine acid drainage needs to be exposed to the light of day before any policy is finalised. It is integral to water security given our heavy reliance on mining, and must have implications for ground water resources in the affected area.

We are not quite sure what the “more effective support mechanisms” are that must be rolled out to ensure that safe drinking water is available to all with the “priority of ensuring affordable access for all is safeguarded”. If this is referring to specific measures that will now we required in the light of increased water stress then well and good. We however do not believe that aspects of current policy and practise do seek to advance affordable access to all. There is an essential need to increase the life line amount per person to 50 kilolitres a day and to clearly isolate this from the obsessive preoccupation with enforcing cost recovery from the poor. The manner in which we appeal to communities to work together with government to bring about adaptation, water conservation, and other climate change responses should not be tainted by a stress on water as a commodity, rather than a right. People centeredness should be centred on appeals to human solidarity in the face of a common threat not the money nexus.

There must be affordable water even above the free-basic water and there needs to be a much more rigorous application of stepped tariffs to cover the provision of this most basic of human rights. There must also be much more rigorous monitoring of industrial and commercial farmer users. It is not equitable to insist on water metres for the poor, but allow the rich and industry to consume on credit of more than a month. We continue to reject so-called water management systems directed at the poor as a matter of dictate and justified because they are also available to the wealthy on a voluntary basis. 

The only real solution to informal settlements locating themselves in unsuitable and flood prone areas is proper housing on well located land. Climate resilience is also about building infrastructure that is protected from probable extremes and adequate storm water management systems.

A concern throughout this section is its early emphasis on mega projects in water transfer, as if because this is a notable aspect of our past urban growth, it is something that will continue into the future. This is making an assumption about exponential growth that is ecologically doubtful.

The issue of where infrastructural spending will take place and in what form, and to meet whose needs is a critical issue.  Farmers in the ex-homeland areas are primarily the dry-land farmers who are most endangered by climate variability. What more micro and localised water technologies are being planned to support such farmers or the “small holders’ to which the NGP refers?

Agriculture

The central issue has to be food security. This means redirecting agriculture to meet the needs of the population and to achieve this in the most direct way possible. The problem of food miles is not only applicable to international trade in agricultural goods, but to how we locate agriculture and associated transport and marketing processes to ensure food reaches everyone at affordable cost. It is nothing new that our maize production has strayed into areas that are not suitable for maize production. The issue of finding alternative crops and encouraging or enforcing crop switching is crucial. However this must be carefully monitored to avoid GMO’s designed to try and withstand drought. 

The main weakness in this section is that nowhere does it envisage the need for legal regulation and enforcement. Land is not just privately owned it is a national resource. There have long been regulations which seek to prevent soil erosion why not regulations to prevent speculative farming on “marginal” land?  Rather than government being seen as directing agriculture to more optimum production outcomes the approach is to support “the agricultural industries proactive effort to exploit new agricultural potential and opportunities (New crops, new areas etc) and reduce the impact on existing potential (crop switches, etc.)” [Page 11 5.2.1.]. It may be that there are grounds to believe that our commercial farmers are all highly sensitive to issues of climate change and the environment; but government should not adopt such a “hands- off” stance. We have legislation which regulated mining rights in the national interest, why not land utilization? There is a serious failure to seek to promote more mixed forms of farming and less mono-culture.

The encouragement of conservation farming is supported but should be defined in the text. 
 Organic farming is supported but in the latter case in particular regulation of what terms itself “organic” should be taken in hand. It is in danger of being reduced to uniform size and blemish free vegetables found only in elite super markets. There is a failure to deal with problems of excessive and problematic fertilizer and chemical (such as pesticides) usage leading to toxic blooms affecting the health of our water systems.

The whole section fails to make food security the driving objective. It does not even touch on trade in agricultural goods and how this is or is not beneficial to the country. 

Human Health

The existing vulnerable health profile of our population is set out clearly enough and it is self evident that changed climate such as increased heat and climate variability can only intensify the problems. 

The problem is about sorting out our chronically ailing health systems to respond to the health challenges.

The issues of potable water supply adequate and environmentally safe and robust sanitation services, adequate and climate resilient housing and the right to adequate nutrition are the critical areas that are climate linked in the most direct way. 

Mitigation

Energy

The yet undone analysis of the “challenges of cost, lead –time, and the speed with which low carbon options can be established at a scale that can guarantee the countries base load needs” [Pg13 para. 4] is the central fundamental issue. The heart of the matter is not being exposed to critical review. 

In any such analysis it is essential that this concept of “base load” is carefully interrogated. It is treated here as an absolute that must always be present everywhere throughout the electricity provisioning system. There is no focused examination of possible changes in the form of the grid, or of the establishment of more decentralised or local grids. These options are captured in 5.4.8 but the issue is to take this further to ensure that Grid options are part of the cost analysis. Eskom’s only current interest in the grid appears to be to do short-term maintenance. There needs to be a medium to long term transformation.  “Base load” is a concept tied up in a conception of electricity intensity which dominates our vision. 

The examination of the issue of nuclear energy from a cost, health, safety and waste, and lead-time perspective is a critical issue. There is a considerable literature pointing to the length of time, and constant pattern of overruns, it takes to build such power plants and the always escalating costs that are involved.
 There is also a general bias in Eskom that has kept at bay the advance of renewable energy in favour of nuclear because of the electricity intensive lobby. Renewables can be used to achieve base load power if there is a reconfiguration of the grid. It is also very unclear why in the IRP nuclear is approaches as a matter of “fleet” procurement, but wind and solar are not. It is disingenuous to imply that because Nuclear is not a major carbon emitter it is somehow renewable. It is based on finite resource extraction and it leaves an unresolved threat to humankind health and life more generally. Nuclear plants have a shelf –life and there are unresolved problems in waste storage and de-commissioning. The carbon footprint of nuclear power is also unacceptable, varying between double and 7 times the carbon emissions of renewable technologies.
We have always been of the view that the role of local government in electricity reticulation should be retained and opposed the creation of Regional Electricity Distributors (REDS). The REDS have now been dropped. In our view the role of local government in renewable generation must now be asserted. There is a considerable space within which local government should take responsibility, with central state support through grants and a more equitable share of the fiscal resources to drive renewable and more localised electricity provision. We stress that these assets should be publically owned and run. The current approach of leaving it to the private sector is rejected. Refit tariffs are nothing but a hidden subsidy to private profit. It should rather be directed to local government. There are evident roles in terms of technical, construction and education and training roles for the private sector.

We understand that the IRP process is currently undertaking further scenario planning to foreground renewable energy. We presume this will include an entirely fresh examination which re-routes capital earmarked for Kusile power station to renewable applications.  

The various measures to affect electricity saving and to regulate same are fairly wide. The key issue is the will to regulate to achieve such ends. Many measures will have cost implication for companies or for building owners which they will not do voluntary because it affects their competitiveness relative to others. Compulsion can level the playing field. No doubt regulations to require the green retrofitting of large buildings will have to be sensitive to the specifics of design and period, but must be pursued.

Localisation of energy production includes the installation of solar water heaters. There appears to be wide consensus on its importance from an energy demand side perspective, and from the projections of employment growth. The urgency of Government coming up with a new funding model for those with the income levels to install their own systems is urgent. It must however also be standardised as a requirement in new low-income housing development and be integrated into a national free basic electricity package. 

Mitigation –Commerce and Manufacturing 

Actions to reduce GHG emissions through international or national action should place high carbon emission production processes under pressures. It may be that they do have to face profit cuts, and may even need to be phased out. The treatment here tends to suggest it is all regrettable but necessary. Sasol and BHP Billiton in particular need to be placed under pressure. It is important to remember that we are dealing with a Multi-National Company, not a national asset, which is also involved in controversial activities globally, such as oil shale extraction in Canada, mining in Australia and other related issues with a poor human rights record.  

The critically underdeveloped section of this section, perhaps because it appears to be being left to the Industrial Policy Action Plan, is its brief mention of a “just transition.” To quote from the long term vision of the Cancun agreement:

 “Realising that addressing climate change requires a paradigm shift towards building a low carbon society that offers substantial opportunities and ensures continued growth and sustainable development, based on innovative technologies and more sustained production and consumption life styles, while ensuring a just transition of the workforce that creates decent work and quality jobs.”

And:

Recognising the importance of avoiding or minimizing negative impacts of response measures on social and economic sectors, promoting a just transition of the workforce, creating decent work and quality jobs in accordance with nationally defined development priorities and strategies and contributing to building new capacity for both production and service related jobs in all sectors, promoting economic growth and sustainable development.

The first missing piece in the NCCSGP is any reference to “a just transition of the workforce that creates decent work and quality jobs.”  The just transition cannot just be about being retrenched from one industry and then to have to wait around, or enter a training programme, in the hope of securing another job at some later date and in some other place. Industrial strategy must be designed to locate new growth industries in relation to declining industries. Mpumalanga presents the most evident case, where coal resources are already in decline, and where the coal industry has been so dominant, but will come under pressure to “phase out.” It should be a priority focus for renewable energy plant production and agricultural reform. The recent massive job losses in manufacturing are the very skills that will be in demand in a green economy.
In this context the statement under Human Resources on Page 34 at 8.3.6 that by 2013 a report be compiled to review which jobs are most threatened by climate change responses and investigate strategy to protect or redirect jobs is important. It should be set in motion urgently as a process involving both Nedlac and various sector bargaining structures.

In all such social plan scenarios skills development inevitably surfaces. For effective apprenticeships, or learnerships you need to have people located at a workplace. It was privatisation and commercialisation of SOE and municipalities which stripped us of their role as skills providers. This role needs to be reasserted.  All such training must also be oriented towards the skill sets required for adaptation and mitigation projects. The SETA’s should be required to take on specific green roles, but they are regulator bodies. The problem lies with the lack of ambition in the workplace to promote education and training. (See page 32- Human Resources)

There is a need for a strong hand in locating where new industries develop as others decline. It will also require that the state recognises that the public sector must play a central role in creating green employment. Employment in adaptation projects must move beyond the EPWP model of Working for Water, Working for Fire and Working for Wetlands. These must be recognised an integral full-time operations which will be required as a permanent part of public services. There needs to be a return to directly employed municipal housing construction workforces as part of the core adaptation strategy. 

We note the tendency to assert “new” technologies such as carbon capture and storage. It is very well to assert that further research and development is required. The problem is whether such R&D will be transparent and public.  Most such projects are being promoted precisely by the multi-national companies who face a medium to long term threat to their business interest. Shell is not interested in saving on carbon emissions in its delinquent proposals for extracting gas from the Karoo. It’s a business venture to offset other potential declining interests. The R&D problem is that so-called further experimentation ends up being caught up in a web of “commercial confidentiality”. Even with Eskom there is much that is not dealt with in the full glare of public accountability. We cannot be persuaded that Carbon Capture has any value unless its development is open to the fullest scrutiny. It is a known high cost option that is yet unproven. The SA atlas of CCS shows that almost all sites are offshore. In the final analysis, much like nuclear waste, geological stability being an unknown long-term issue , implies that CCS will simply be deferred emissions, and as such, cannot be seen as a solution. It compromises the notion of inter-generational rights.
Mining and Minerals

We can only repeat our concern with new untested technologies. In this case the intention of an “action plan for the national roll out of appropriate coal-bed gasification projects”. It is simply assumed that there are “appropriate forms” or “locations” for this still un-tested technology. We would expect of the policy to at least explain what is considered appropriate form or not; and why?  Despite pin-pointing the problem of large open cast mining being less carbon sequestrating, and causing increased water stress, no remedy or future regulation is proposed.

We also note that opencast mining and coal gasification are both approaches which seek to reduce rather than grow employment.

Tourism

It is not very clear why this falls under mitigation when most of the issues raised have to do with adaptation and threats to our bio-diversity. The key issues for mitigation relate to issues of transportation.

Transport

Transport is not only the fastest growing source of emissions in South Africa but on a global scale. 
Given that it is the second largest source of GHG, with considerable potential for mitigation, it should have deserved more comprehensive treatment. In essence the list of responses remains too general. It never quite gets beyond bullet points to be more specific about plans. It is simply insufficient to talk of moving freight from road to train “over time.” The problem of the lack of efficiency in Transnet and of the consequent shift from rail to road, and its consequent detrimental effect on road quality, is at least 20 years old. We are saying nothing new. The question that must be addressed is what is inhibiting progress?

It is the case that we have been left with a legacy of a transport system that is poorly integrated. On the one hand we have a public transportation system for the poor that remains under –invested and maintained whether in rail, in busses or in mini-bus taxi’s.  From the mid 1880’s and continuing into the 1990’s we radically reduced subsidies to bus passenger transport and engaged in a slew of privatisation of municipal bus passenger transport operations. The mini-bus transport industries current extent is not carbon efficient. Main commuter routes must be returned higher passenger load forms of transport.

During apartheid we also developed a world class freeway- system for the rich and have continued to do so. During all of these periods there is a consistent denial of the fact that public transportation systems require to be subsidised as a public good. To achieve that requires that most of the “public” transport system is in public hands. The Gautrain merely extended such lack of integration.  In essence we have a run -down train system for the poor and have been investing massively in highway expansion to keep the middle classes, tourists and minibus taxi in a slightly less pervasive grid-lock.

There is no mention of the Rapid Transport Systems introduced in Johannesburg, Durban and Cape Town which have been promoted as the cheap alternative to heavier levels of investment in underground rail systems or overhead monorails. 

Our railway systems are generally under maintained and stocked with aged rolling stock. Most Engines are diesel electric. They are therefore carbon intensive in two ways even if overall they are critical to a reduced carbon trajectory. There needs to be a much more detailed examination of our railway systems and how they link to electricity supply. We need, as with the grid, to examine alternatives and where and how renewable energy might be in-spanned. In addition we should be examining how the railway system might be re-expanded to service agricultural areas.

The department of transport needs to give flesh to a green policy trajectory in respect of transport. There have already been some indications that they do not contemplate the levels of infrastructure investment required. What their actual intentions are needs to be clarified in the context of this white paper.
Disaster Risk Management

This would be better located with adaptation. It has nothing to say about mitigation. It adds nothing to what already exists, and has nothing to say about the role of municipalities, even though in law they are seen as critical players. We can only re-iterate that we need to go beyond EPWP approaches to developing within local government a stratum of Disaster Risk Management practitioners and workers who fully understand the implications of climate change and adaptation. In short they should also be placed in a position to promote preventative measures rather than waiting around for disasters. 

Natural Resources Sectors

We will not comment on these sections. They are clearly critical issues but we have nothing much to add which others would not be better placed to do.

Human Society, Livelihoods and the Built Environment –Urban Areas

The centrality of urban design to carbon mitigation is self evident. In particular there is the apartheid legacy of urban sprawl and the linked problem of places of residence being far from places of work. The paper fails to fully capture this and does not even raise the more obvious point of finding land for settlements nearer to core urban areas were many people work, or alternatively locating places of work nearer to sites of residence. The further core issue is that of encouraging densification of residential accommodation on the one hand and creating more public open green spaces which are accessible to all; rather than a surfeit of golf courses. The application of the concept of resilience in urban- ecological systems sounds good, but if it is as yet “underdeveloped” it would be better to stay with general theories of urban development. The concept needs to be explained. Is it a matter of analysing urban areas in terms of principle drawn from ecology or of how natural ecological systems can and should become part of the urban fabric? Without clarification it remains very obscure. What are the “ecosystem services” specific to urban areas that must be protected or reclaimed? In short we hope the white paper will strive to be more accessible on this issue. 

There are clearly many short comings in our urban areas with the problems of a lack of formal housing and the proliferation of ill located informal settlements being foremost. It is not surprising that the up to 50% of informal settlements are vulnerable to climatic events and degraded by poverty driven devastation of any natural resource. The paper however appears to get stuck on “adaptation” rather than also examining what local government in urban areas should be doing to overcome the development backlogs. It may be the Department of the Environments responsibility to deal with “adaptation” but government as a whole is responsible for achieving the improvements in infrastructure and human settlement which will achieve resilience.

We fully agree with the development and enforcement of new building codes, but this must also extent to retrofitting. It will need to be enforced by local government, and require more resources and trained staff in building regulation roles. Certainly the Home Builders Registration Council must adopt green building requirements, but it is municipalities whose policing role needs to be extended. We repeat our view that municipal housing departments must be re-established to directly deliver housing and to provide environmental design related adaptation and mitigation services in poor areas.

Human Settlement, Infrastructure and the Built Environmental –Rural Areas

Many of the issues affecting these areas have already been dealt with in terms of issues of water and food security. 

We question the reference to new “drought resistant” seed types. The dangers of these areas being used to experiment with GMO’s is evident. Rather we should be drawing on indigenous knowledge resources and on alternative drought resistant crops.

The heart of the problem in the most rural of areas is the weakness and under resourced state of most municipalities.

Human Settlement, Infrastructure and the Built Environmental –Coastal Areas

We have no problem with this section other than why it should be isolated from its particular urban or rural context. The main concern is perhaps based on the importance attributed to the tourist industry and the extensive facilities in harbours and beach front installations. It is however then a matter of pinpointing which authorities are responsible for taking the necessary defensive action, and also ensuring that the private sector takes responsibility.

Waste

The section is utterly inadequate.

In the first instance there is waste built into many products in the form of in-built expendability. There is also a surfeit of packaging used in the distribution of many products. To tackle the waste chain means instituting research into and the consideration of regulations which reduce some of these unnecessary aspects of production and distribution, or place responsibilities on the producers, or importers, to take responsibility for avoidance, minimisation, re-use, composting and recycling, and the phasing out of that which is not able to be safely returned to the economy. The current externalisation of costs to domestic consumers is unjust, and must be recovered from the value chain.
There are also particular products such as batteries, or long life electricity globes which need to separated from every day domestic refuse.  Batteries or long life globes need to be returned to the distributors and taken back to the producers for safe disposal or recycling. In respect to long- life globes there is an urgent need to clarify the meaning of their content of mercury and how and why it must be kept out of the normal waste stream. To our knowledge there is no formal regulation. After Eskom’s hurried mass distribution contamination threats to land- fills has already happened. Currently it features as little more than an obscure urban legend.

It is wrong to promote land fill gas extraction (which is a mix of many toxic compounds other than methane) while not at the same time encouraging separation of waste streams and the maximisation of avoidance, minimisation, re-use, composting and recycling.

The first issue with any continued land fill site use is to ensure that what goes in is appropriate rather than something to be recycled. The second is to protect land-fills from being contaminated with poisons.

The promotion of Methane Extraction from land-fills needs to be monitored from a health and safety perspective to ensure that it is not contaminated by other gasses, such as mercury oxide, or a variety of chemical pollutants which may have negative consequences for workers and neighbouring communities. To develop minimum land- fill regulations to enforce methane extraction , or flaring, is a direct way of tackling a GHG, but there are indirect efficiencies that need to be introduced all along the way from the point of production. To lower GHG emissions means starting upstream so that the notion of “landfills” as we know it becomes obsolete and the organics that can be available for methane production are clearly isolated from other contaminants. 

Because the facility of off-set carbon trading exists municipalities are being encouraged to draw on it. eThekwini claims it has been beneficial for its balance sheet. In principle we have strong reservations about the whole “cap and trade” dispensation.

Local Government has generally been tardy to introduce separate of refuse and recycling. Where they have it has inevitably been contracted out. In one case the absurdity of this meant that the main source of income for the contractor was not in the recycling, but in the subsidy paid by the council.
 Municipalities need to re-engage with the entire waste chain, introduce ways in which avoidance, minimisation, re-use, separation and recycling can be enhanced, improve their refuse departments by re-engaging outsourced workers, and promoting co-operative ventures with those involved in informal waste-picking. A key issue here is the lack of a minimum price for recyclables, leaving this up to “market forces” which are controlled by a few large players. Opportunities for local re-manufacturing are also a good solution to include.
Roles and Responsibilities and Institutional Framework

We have generally commented in other sections where we consider that particular responsibilities should rest somewhere, or particular processes be engaged. How Government seeks to mobilise different structures of government, or civil society is clearly important. It may however also require that various of these levels of government or roles of parties are revamped. Many of the principles expressed here are to be welcomed, in practice it is more difficult to achieve because of wider social dislocations.

Inputs and Resources Mobilisation

Within the limits of current global economic ideological constraints this section sets out a realistic picture. We are not likely to receive large packages of Aid and will be faced by the problems of concessional loan finance if we do not gear our own internal resources to meet the challenge. 

There is however a question of what position we have or do adopt in respect of any Global Climate Change Fund. It remains fundamental to the trade union view that a Global Tax must be placed on flows of capital to create the level of public funds that are essential: a fund under global democratic control. It can be structured along the lines of the Tobin tax, which is an equitable formula.
The challenge is urgent and requires a real commitment from Government as a whole. It is not so much a matter of determining “the economic and fiscal costs and benefits of the Climate change Strategy”, or “addressing the costs and opportunities resulting from a low carbon strategy” than persuading government and society that it is not about trade- offs, but about a shift in how human economies are structured and major changes to current patterns of production and consumption world- wide.

It is problematic that government has not yet been able to do the analysis of “fiscal costs and benefits” of the proposed strategy. It is not sufficient that the white paper will only incorporate this “to the extent possible.”  Their needs to be far more commitment from Treasury to tackle these critical issues and make it accessible to public debate.
In addition it must be an analysis which fully incorporates the entire “life cycle” of different technologies or development trajectories. It is no enough to examine the upfront cost and mid- term of a proposals existence. It must incorporate all externalities such as threat to human health or workers health and safety. It is well known from nuclear power that the cost of decommissioning or “clean up” after the plant becomes obsolete are large.

Technology

The 2007 Climate Change Technology needs document is noted as having been submitted to the UN negotiations in the hope of unlocking funding. Little more is said about the current state of negotiations on Technology Transfers. We have been unable to find more than a passing reference to continued work on the matter by one or other COP working group. It has to be assumed that the Convention on Trade in Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) of the WTO continues to be part of the assumptions underlying the process. It is however key to unlocking transfer of the most recent of technological advances that such rules on intellectual property rights are revised.

The whole section is underpinned by an essentially market driven approach dependent on private “financiers”. It is seen as positive that mitigation technologies will be transferable once the “major stumbling block of funding” has been overcome. It then refers to “implementation plans for the soft-technologies required for adaptation” [Page 35 Para 1] and makes the point that these will generally be delivered by local government or community based organisation and not attract investment from financiers. Nothing is said about what should be done about this. There is the obvious underlying user-pays philosophy at work.
In addition it appears to reduce adaptation to a primarily “soft technology” issue. In the Needs Assessment document the distinction between “hard” and “soft” technologies is essentially between material technologies and knowledge systems seen as a technology.
 The reference to “soft adaptation” a technology in a way that suggests that adaptation is primarily a soft technology issue is not consistent with the Technology Report. The report included housing as an adaptation technology. It is also crucial to incorporate “energy efficiency design principles, especially in low cost housing.”
 

As we have stressed throughout it is our view that adaptation and building resilience are about investment in human settlements and the entire attendant infrastructure. In such extension every effort must be made to build in features which are also about mitigation. The state must face up to the necessity of it having to play a major role up front in financing and delivery of “hard” adaptive technologies, and the provision of micro alternative technologies for food production, cooking, water heating and water sourcing ; amongst others. 

It must also re-examine the role of local government in electricity provision and the development of more decentralised electricity provision under public control.

Conclusion

The one obvious gap in this policy development process is any real engagement with the Convention and debates about the problematic carbon market driven model of the Kyoto Protocol and the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). The lack of funding commitment by the developed world cannot be disentangled from a model in which you can fund developing countries mitigation efforts while avoiding cutting your own emissions. 

� Business Report 31/01/2011 “Carbon Tax a dark cloud for polluters” – which reflects on a Deloittes Research Report which argues against the Carbon Tax, or if there is that it should not increase the overall tax burden on business.





� See South Africa’s Climate Change Technology Needs Assessment 2007 Page 22 (hereafter CCTNA2007)


� http://www.psiru.org/reports/2010-02-E-future.pdf


http://www.boell.de/downloads/ecology/Thomas_economics.pdf





�  Outcome of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention: A Shared Vision for long term co-operative Action (Point 10)





� Outcome of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention: Economic and social Consequences of response measure.





� See Transport Workers and Climate Change: Towards Sustainable Low Carbon Mobility –International Transport Workers Federation (contact ; education@itf.org.za





� Waste Management and the Workplace- Jan Theron and Margarett Visser –UCT Labour Law


� See for example CCTNA2007 Page 24.


� See CCTNA2007 Page 34 –Para 1
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