
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Senior Manager 
ACT Climate Change 
Climate Change Draft Action Plan 2 
ESDD 
ACT Government 
GPO Box 158 
Canberra ACT 2601 

climatechange@act.gov.au 

Dear Sir/Madam 

1. Preamble 

The Inner South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC) is a peak group of primarily 7 
suburban residents‟ associations that can, and do, operate autonomously.  The nature of 
this arrangement means that from time to time there will be views at the ISCCC level which 
represent a number of constituent members but may differ from one or more individual 
associations.  In the case of this submission the Griffith Narrabundah Community 
Association (GNCA) has views which vary from those in the body of this submission.  These 
points of variance are noted where they occur. 

We also note that our lack of relevant expertise and time constraints have limited our 
capacity to provide comprehensive comment on the alternative pathways. While we sought, 
by e-mail, comments from ISCCC members and others on the alternative pathways, we did 
not have face-to-face consultations with the Inner South Canberra community on the draft 
Action Plan, and so cannot claim to represent the views here of the Inner South Canberra 
community as a whole. 

2. Overview 

2.1 ISCCC Views 

The Inner South Canberra Community Council appreciates the opportunity to make this 
submission in response to the Weathering the Change Draft Action Plan 2 (the Plan). 

The Plan provides an overview of possible strategies and actions for reducing the ACT‟s 
greenhouse gas emissions.  Unfortunately, the document does not „stand alone‟ and 
requires significant knowledge and reading from other sources to understand some of the 
context.  It may assume the reader has been involved since the development of the original 
strategy or before, but this may well not be the case.  It would have been helpful to have 
more information at the beginning of the DAP2 to put this document into context.  This has 
made it difficult for the ISCCC to make a confident response without more detail regarding 
costs, cost-benefits, rationale and timing. For example, estimated costs, in isolation, may 
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appear affordable, but if the estimates turn out to be significantly incorrect, or if there are 
significant inherent risks then the original assessment could be wrong.  Capital costs, where 
they are noted in the Action Plan, are not accompanied by ongoing operating costs. Also, 
many of the proposed actions do not include dates by which the Government plans to 
achieve them.  

The ISCCC would like to be assured in these types of documents that anything that is being 
proposed is consistent with national policies and the COAG agreed approach.  In this 
instance we understand that this may be so following a discussion with an ESDD officer, but 
it should have been documented. 

The ISCCC understands that the Government will provide further detail as it fleshes out the 
pathways after receiving community feedback. At this stage, the ISCCC considers that a mix 
of strategies should be used to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, so a combination of the 
pathways will be necessary, based on Pathway 2, with the addition of some gas-fired 
electricity sourced from the national grid and some use of offsets in the transition to 100% 
renewable energy sources.  

The ISCCC does not support the construction of a gas fired power station in the ACT or 
surrounding area (Pathway 3), or complete reliance on offsets (Pathway 5).   

Please note that the GNCA is not opposed to further exploration of the gas fired power 
station option to see whether an acceptable site can be found and whether a cost benefit 
analysis would support its adoption. 

It is important that, whichever pathway is chosen, or combination of pathways, there be a 
very clear understanding of the risks and what can be achieved in practice.  For example, 
with regard to the presentation of possible pathways, there seems to be a risk that, unless 
actions are carefully planned, there will be insufficient funding available part way through 
and the whole pathway could fail.  Also, if carbon offsets are adopted there may be a risk 
that at any time the Government could change this decision in whole or in part.  In this 
respect the Draft Action Plan 2 could have been better presented – the information is 
disparate and needs to be read several times to put all the „bits‟ in place. 

2.2 Griffith Narrabundah Community Association (GNCA) Views 

2.2.1 Insufficient rationale for the Action Plan proposed 
GNCA is concerned about the lack of a sufficient rationale for the Action Plan that is being 
proposed.  We consider that the ACT‟s climate change and related policies need to have 
regard to national policies and therefore the context in which they must operate.  At the 
national level, there is now a legislated carbon pricing scheme complemented by a suite of 
carbon abatement programs that have been agreed at COAG and are being implemented by 
State and Territory governments including the ACT Government.   
 
Information that has been available publicly has suggested that, given that the 
Commonwealth carbon pricing scheme sets a national emissions level, additional ACT 
targets and actions (i.e. over and above those that have been agreed and are being 
implemented nationally) would not have any impact on the total level of emissions in 
Australia and therefore on climate change.  If this were the case, reduced emissions in the 
ACT would simply allow a higher level of emissions by carbon polluters in other parts of 
Australia.  The GNCA does not consider that ACT residents, taxpayers and businesses 
should be asked to bear significant increased costs for no tangible result and possibly at the 
expense of putting scarce resources into other important and worthwhile activities. 
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We have recently been told informally by an official that the Commonwealth has recently 
written to the ACT Government advising that additional emission reductions achieved by the 
ACT will be recognised.  If indeed this is the case (it would be helpful to have the details), 
GNCA‟s concerns are lessened but only to a limited extent. 
 
The central issue remains whether the benefits of taking action to meet the ACT target that 
has been set are worth the significant costs involved (which are additional to those involved 
in the national carbon pricing scheme) and whether those costs are properly understood.  It 
is the GNCA‟s view that the additional ACT imposed costs are not warranted, especially 
given that the ACT only contributes approximately 0.2% of Australia‟s total greenhouse gas 
emissions.  Even if the ACT‟s emissions were reduced to zero, it would have a negligible 
effect on the overall national level. 
 
The ACT carbon targets were set well before the introduction of the national carbon pricing 
scheme.  They may well have served a useful purpose at the time.  However, the continued 
need for a Territory target that is so far in advance of the national target is very much open 
to question. The GNCA believes that it needs to be reviewed.  We note that the emphasis in 
COAG has been to develop a coherent and streamlined set of climate change measures 
across jurisdictions to complement the national carbon pricing scheme.  A consistent and 
coordinated approach, especially to improving energy efficiency, is in the interests of an 
efficient and productive Australian economy, and therefore in the interests of the ACT 
community as a whole. 
 
Over the period 2008-2010, the Commonwealth and the State and Territory governments 
reviewed the complementarity of their existing climate change mitigation measures with the 
then proposed Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme.  As a result, the Commonwealth and 
State Governments stopped a number of their existing programs. The GNCA is not aware of 
the ACT Government‟s response to its review but we do note that when the COAG Officials‟ 
Group on this matter made its final report, the ACT had failed to make its report to COAG 
available. 
 
Notwithstanding the above remarks, it may well be of course that certain additional energy 
efficiency programs are worthwhile in their own right provided that it can be clearly 
demonstrated that the benefits outweigh the costs.  These programs might include, for 
example, programs to educate householders and businesses about the cost benefits of 
energy efficiency measures and so encourage voluntary action.  But the GNCA is far from 
being convinced that the actions being proposed in the Weathering the Change document 
pass this test. 
 
2.2.2 Deficiencies in the costings information provided 
A second area of concern about the Draft Action Plan relates to shortcomings in the costings 
information provided.  Examination of the Draft Action Plan and background documents has 
led the GNCA to the conclusion that some of the costings and net savings claimed simply do 
not stand up to scrutiny.  The GNCA has commented on this further at pages 6-8 of the 
submission. 
 
Some figures are self-evidently incorrect or inconsistent (eg Actions 2.1 and 2.2). While it 
may be that such inaccuracies reflect simple typographical errors, the existence of such 
errors in a document of this type casts into doubt the care that was taken in its preparation. 
 
2.2.3 Lack of information relating to equity considerations 
As the Draft Action Plan acknowledges, the document does not calculate the distribution of 
costs and benefits between different groups (government, householders and businesses).  
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Nor does it indicate differences in incidence between individuals.  We are only given 
average costs.   
 
Information on the distribution of costs and benefits is crucial to any decision on appropriate 
pathways.  We need to know who will reap the savings and who will bear the cost in relation 
to each of the actions being proposed.  Equity considerations are critical in determining 
whether one approach should be favoured over another.   
 
The GNCA notes that various types of interventions are being proposed, including the 
provision of incentives.  The history of the solar feed-in tariff which, generally speaking, has 
resulted in a significant long term transfer of income from the poor and not so well off to 
many of the better off in the ACT community gives us little cause for confidence that policy 
making on climate change is going to be well based.  It is to be hoped that a repetition of this 
sort of incentive provision will be avoided in the future.  
 

3. The ISCCC’s responses to the Consultation Questions 

The ISCCC‟s responses to the „Consultation Questions‟ listed in the loose-leaf insert, 
accompanying Draft Action Plan 2, are as follows: 

Question 1:  Which of these pathways is the best fit for the ACT? 

ISCCC response: 

The ISCCC considers that a mix of strategies should be used to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, so a combination of the pathways will be necessary.  The mix of strategies 
should focus on energy efficient buildings, renewable energy, sustainable transport, and 
energy generation from waste.  Some gas-fired electricity generation sourced from the 
national grid, and some offsets may be necessary in the transition to 100% renewable 
energy sources. 

Question 2:  Are there any other strategies or actions you would like to see included? 

ISCCC response:  We would like to see the following additional actions: 

i. The ACT Government should indicate how it will inform the community in an ongoing 
way how it is progressing with the implementation of Action Plan 2. The ISCCC would 
like to see publicly available and regular updates on the relevant programs and 
implementation activities being undertaken by each Directorate that will enable the 
community to assess overall progress and to understand what is happening in their own 
area.  

ii. In particular, the ACT Government should keep the public informed of activities to 
implement assistance to low-income earners, and to bring its own assets, such as 
residences and office buildings, to appropriate energy efficiency standard.  We would 
like to know what is happening in this regard within the Inner South, for example which 
Government housing has been retrofitted to improve energy efficiency and what is the 
timetable for doing the rest?  

iii. We would like to see the Government establish active partnerships with the community 
to support communication with the public, to act as drivers of change at the community 
level, to implement community based contributions to the Action Plan and to monitor 
progress.  There are already several organisations that are well placed to do this.  Some 
funding may be appropriate depending on the tasks. 
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iv. We would like to see the Government keep a watching brief, and report on, new 
renewable energy technologies such as fuel cells and more efficient wind energy 
technologies. 

New Question 3:  What do you feel should be excluded? 

ISCCC response: 

i. The ISCCC is strongly opposed to construction of a combined cycle gas turbine (CCGT) 
power station in the ACT or surrounding region.  

ii. The ISCCC is opposed to complete reliance on offsets as proposed in Pathway 5  – these 
offsets are a “confession of failure” to address our future power needs and should only be a 
small component of an overall strategy. 

GNCA response:   

The GNCA is not necessarily opposed to the CCGT concept but considers that more 
information is required on the pros and cons including in relation to location and likely costs 
and benefits before any decision is made.  

Question 4:  How should these strategies be implemented? 

ISCCC response: 

i. There should be a clear indication, including proposed expenditures and expected 
savings, of how the ACT Government will roll out the various strategies over the short, 
medium and long terms, for example up to 2020, 2021-2040 and 2041-2060. 

ii. We assume that monitoring systems for each relevant government program are, and will 
continue to be, in place.  These systems need to be useful / informative / transparent 
and easily accessible to the community. 

iii. Engage community groups in the monitoring of progress. 

iv. There should be regular reviews and reassessments of the strategies to reflect/take into 
account changing input prices, technology developments etc. 

Question 5: How can the ACT work with the community to increase awareness of 
climate change? 

ISCCC response: 

The ISCCC agrees with the Draft Action Plan 2 statements that the ACT Government needs 
to further prepare itself and the community for the impacts of climate change.  In particular, 
the proposals that the Government improve the quality of information about local climate 
change impacts, and embed climate change risks into standard risk management 
frameworks, are both sensible and important. 

Further ISCCC comments regarding information collection, accessibility and dissemination 
are as follows: 

i. The ACT Government should make easily available information and briefings on the 
impact of climate change on the ACT, both on a website and through other channels. 

ii. The Government should also work actively with the community to develop greater 
resilience to the impacts of climate change. This is why the proposed ACT Resilience 
Strategy is commendable. 
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iii. DAP2 Action 8.1: The ISCCC supports the proposed development of regional climate 
projections, and the completion of an integrated regional vulnerability assessment for the 
ACT and South-East NSW. 

iv. DAP2 Action 8.2: The ISCCC also supports the proposal that the Government make this 
information readily available to the public through effective online and other delivery 
platforms.  The ISCCC could also assist with the transmission of this information, for 
example, by inviting relevant experts to its regular public Council meetings. 

v. Information dissemination would be consistent with the ISCCC‟s 2011-15 Strategic Plan, 
which provides for the invitation of experts and government officers to speak on 
resilience and sustainability issues.  This would also provide synergies with the 
Government‟s proposed ACT Resilience Strategy 

4. Managing Risks 

i. For the most part, the ISCCC supports the proposed actions in Action Plan 2 for 
managing risks associated with climate change, in particular those relating to protection 
of the ACT‟s biodiversity, integrating climate change impacts into natural disaster and 
emergency risk management, building resilience to climate change impacts, and 
responding to health impacts of climate change.  

ii. Critical issues that will test the eventual success of the Draft Action Plan 2 include the 
degree to which this draft Action Plan will be consistent with other ACT Government 
strategic plans such as the Draft ACT Planning Strategy and the Integrated Transport 
Plan. These documents may need to be revisited from time to time. 

iii. Actions 13.1 to 13.4 relate to urban planning and development, and amongst other 
things, refer to the adoption of the revised ACT Planning Strategy. The ISCCC has made 
a submission to the ACT Government in relation to the Draft ACT Planning Strategy, and 
so will not comment about that in depth here. Suffice to say, the ISCCC had some 
significant concerns about the content of that strategy and about the extent to which it 
would really lead to a more sustainable and resilient city.  We emphasised in that 
submission the importance of an integrated approach to urban and transport planning, 
and the need to ensure that urban intensification takes into account the character of 
existing suburbs and evidence of what constitutes the most sustainable housing types 
(eg townhouses and villas rather than apartment buildings).  

 Within that context, the ISCCC agrees with milestones for Action 13.4 that propose 
the ACT Government take climate change into consideration during Territory Plan 
variations, concept planning, planning and design frameworks, and master planning 
processes. 

5. Griffith Narrabundah Community Association Comments on the 
Strategies 
 
Strategy 1 Energy Efficient Buildings 
We recognise that more energy efficient buildings offer an important path for achieving 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions, given that buildings are one of the most significant 
sources of GHG emissions.  More energy efficient appliances and equipment are also 
important.  The GNCA supports action being taken in this area consistent with what has 
already been agreed nationally.  But we consider that additional actions can only be justified 
if it is clear that the benefit to cost ratio is positive.  The Draft Action Plan has identified 
raising requirements for both residential buildings and commercial buildings, including 
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requirements to retrofit existing buildings in both cases.  The latter in particular can be very 
costly and it seems likely that the retrofit costs have been underestimated. 
 
Commercial buildings 
The Draft Action Plan claims that there are substantial net savings to be gained from 
additional action in relation to new commercial buildings and from retrofitting existing 
commercial buildings.  If that is the case, establishing more stringent performance 
requirements for new buildings may be warranted.  However, available information suggests 
that the net savings are unlikely to be realised as claimed and that the benefit to cost ratio 
may indeed be negative.  In this connection we note that the Regulatory Impact Statement 
prepared in connection with amendments to energy efficiency requirements in the BCA for 
commercial buildings showed net costs rather than net savings for most types of commercial 
buildings in Canberra.   We therefore question the accuracy of the statement that the current 
standards for new buildings and major additions through the energy efficiency provisions of 
the Building Code of Australia are already expected to deliver important benefits by 2020 
and significant benefits over the longer term.   
 
If the offsetting benefits are as large as claimed, one must ask why action is not being taken 
voluntarily in response to market signals or, if action is being taken in response to shifts in 
the market, why further regulation is necessary.  Equally, if there is a rationale for 
government intervention on the grounds of significant benefits to costs, we would expect the 
suggested measures to be supported by relevant industry bodies.  But if the owners and/or 
the users of these buildings are opposing the proposals, there are obvious question marks in 
relation to the claim that the cost is low compared with the benefits to be achieved in energy 
savings. 
 
The GNCA does not support the use of targeted incentives in the case of commercial 
buildings given that it is claimed that the owners or renters of the buildings will benefit in any 
case. 
 
Residential buildings 
Six star ratings are already required for new buildings and a move to 7 star would seem to 
have limited additional benefits.  The GNCA notes that there is no factual basis for the claim 
made in the Pitt & Sherry paper that a 7 star rating requirement would add no further cost.  It 
is not correct that amendments to the Building Code of Australia are only agreed if the 
energy savings benefits of the measure exceed the cost.  In fact the ACT Government 
agreed to the adoption of 6 star notwithstanding the lack of a positive benefit to cost ratio for 
Canberra in most cases, as shown in the Regulatory Impact Statement undertaken at the 
time.   
 
The failure to acknowledge the costs of 6 star requirements in the Draft Action Plan casts 
doubt about the reliability of the data provided generally. 
 
As far as existing buildings are concerned, The GNCA has strong reservations about 
requiring changes that may be very expensive in relation to achievable energy savings.  If 
this route is taken, it may be appropriate to provide assistance for the householders 
concerned.  In this connection, the estimated cost to the householder of the accelerated 
replacement of electric hot water seems surprisingly low.  The GNCA would expect that 
there would be many instances where the cost of installing replacement water heaters would 
be greatly in excess of the estimate of $2,300 per household given in the Draft Action Plan 
because of considerations such as existing site access difficulties.   
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In general, if action is being taken with a view to further reducing emissions in the residential 
sector, the GNCA favours, on efficiency grounds, market-based measures, such as the 
retailer obligation scheme mentioned in the Draft Action Plan. 
 
The GNCA also favours more research work being undertaken on the relative energy 
efficiency of townhouses and villas, as opposed to high-rise apartment complexes, and the 
results of this work being reflected in urban planning approaches.  Available information 
suggests that townhouses are likely to produce fewer emissions than apartments.   
 
Strategy 2 Sustainable Transport 
Claims made about the savings to be derived from greater use of public transport and 
reduced vehicle emissions cannot be verified on the basis of what is in the report.  The 
GNCA supports action to improve public transport but notes that past action over a period of 
years has not proved very effective, usage remains low and that the cost of providing public 
transport in Canberra remains relatively very high. 
 
The GNCA believes there is scope to encourage the use of lower emission internal 
combustion engine vehicles such as diesel and gas powered cars through, for example, 
lower car registration fees. 
 
Strategy 3 Sustainable Waste  
The GNCA supports further exploration of the potential for generating electricity from 
energy-from-waste technologies. 
 
Strategy 4 Renewable Energy  
The GNCA supports the encouragement of the development of renewable energy sources 
provided this is done with due regard for cost effectiveness and that it does not involve the 
sort of inappropriate subsidies and inequitable income transfers that have characterised the 
ACT solar feed-in tariff scheme.    
 
The GNCA notes there may be the same sort of sensitivities in selecting wind sites as have 
occurred with proposals for a gas fired power station. 
 
Strategy 5 Gas-fired electricity generation  
The GNCA is not opposed to the exploration of this strategy but notes the need to ensure 
that any site selected for a power station does not have an adverse impact on nearby 
residents or landholders. 
 
Strategy 6 Carbon Offsets 
Given our comments above, relating to the lack of a strong case for ACT action over and 
above nationally agreed actions, the GNCA is opposed to any significant purchase of carbon 
offsets as part of an ACT climate change strategy. There are higher priorities for ACT 
government expenditure. 
 

6. Leading a Sustainable Future 

ISCCC Comments: 

The ISCCC is aware that the ACT Government‟s greenhouse gas emissions constitute only 
about 4% of the total ACT greenhouse gas emissions.  Nevertheless, the proposed action of 
achieving carbon neutrality in ACT Government by 2020 will provide leadership to the 
community and other jurisdictions in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
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The ISCCC calls for the release of the Carbon Neutral ACT Government Framework so that 
the community can better understand the Government‟s strategy for achieving carbon 
neutrality, and any implications for the Canberra community. 

The ISCCC also supports in principle the proposed action of encouraging the development 
of a clean economy in the ACT, which would help to leverage the significant research and 
development and other relevant capabilities in the ACT, and broaden the base of the ACT 
economy.  We have not yet seen, however, the ACT Clean Technology Business Strategy 
2011-2015, and would like to know when the ACT Government plans to release it. 

GNCA Comments: 

The GNCA cannot support proposals for ACT Government operations to be carbon neutral 
by 2020 without seeing some estimates of the costs and benefits of this target. 

7. Conclusion 

The ISCCC supports actions that will lead to the community being better able to cope with 
adverse climate change impacts in the future.  Such actions should include those which will 
help the community make practical changes to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and ward 
off future cost increases in areas that respond to climate change, such as increasing costs 
of fuel, electricity and water. 

To assist in achieving this, the community needs a lot more information to be made readily 
available and in a manner that can be assimilated easily.  

We understand the reservations provided about the costings in DAP2 and would like to see 
further information on this as pathways, strategies and actions are progressed so that we 
can see that the overall best cost options are being pursued.  What the community must be 
able to see and understand are the cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness data and 
accompanying narrative, not the „raw‟ (lowest) cost – the quality and achievement of 
environmental objectives are paramount. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Kevin Gill 
President 

2 March 2012 

 


