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1. Purpose and Opportunity

Very rarely do policymakers have the opportunity to avert disaster. Usually, it is only after some cataclysmic event (such as war or natural disaster) that the decisions proceeding that event are shown to be unwise, ill-considered, and more rational alternatives are made clear. Further actors are often unaware of how decisions will reverberate throughout history, acting not in the interest of the species at large but in narrow, short-term self-interest.

There is a possible disaster looming – the warming of the global climate causing massive erosion in the quality of this country’s ecology – that is widely considered a strong scientific possibility. We know what is coming if we do not act, and we know the solution, the urgent transition to a low-carbon economy.

The process to develop a national policy has taken a long time (5-6 years) and thus the finalisation of the Climate Change Green Paper (GP) must be applauded. However, the green paper is vague, lacks targets, timelines and plans. It also contains numerous contradictions and thus runs the risk of not meeting its goals to “contribute to the global effort to achieve the stabilisation of greenhouse gas concentrations” and to “effectively adapt to and manage unavoidable potential damaging climate change impacts.”
2. General Comments

a. The Introduction:

The GP acknowledges that climate change is one of the greatest threats to sustainable development and as such “South Africa, as a responsible global citizen, is committed to reducing its own greenhouse gas emissions”. In addition, the GP stipulates that “although there will be costs associated with South Africa’s greenhouse gas emission reduction efforts, there will also be significant short and long-term social and economic benefits, including improved international competitiveness that will result from a transition to a low carbon economy. Furthermore, that these costs will be far less than the costs of delay and inaction.” However, SA’s commitment to reduce its emissions is dependent on receiving the necessary finance, technology and support from the international community that will allow it to achieve the reductions that was pledged in Copenhagen. 

The GP sets the limit of the average global temperature increase to below at least 2°C above pre-industrial levels. The concern is that the GP suggests that below 2°C could still have potentially catastrophic impacts on South Africa in the medium- to long-term. A national policy should be taking brave and courageous steps to ensure that a safer temperature limit is achieved. If, as a country, we acknowledge that we have a responsibility to reduce our GHG emissions, given the amount being emitted, then it is imperative to commit to reductions without waiting for the financial go ahead from international sources.

There needs to be a strong emphasis on the developmental trade offs that have to occur in order to reduce GHG emissions and travel a path towards sustainability. The GP endorses “mitigation interventions that significantly contribute to a peak, plateau and decline emission trajectory where greenhouse gas emissions peak in 2020 to 2025 at 34% and 42% respectively below a business as usual baseline, plateau to 2035 and begin declining in absolute terms from 2036 onwards.” This trajectory allows for the belief that for the most part development and growth can continue as close to a business as usual scenario as possible.

The statistics in the GP are based on 2000 GHG emission profile. This raises concern as to the validity of the path being taken to reduce emissions. If these plans are based on figures that are over a decade old, the actions being proposed may not be able to achieve any significant change.

b. Key Adaptation Sector – Agriculture

Section 5.2.2 states “Invest and improve on its research capabilities in relation to investigating and implementing water and nutrient conservation technologies, developing climate resistant crop varieties (crop diversification) and creating a suitable database on greenhouse gases emissions that is specific to the agricultural sector and in line with the National Atmospheric Emission Inventory.” The use of the term “crop resistant varieties” could be referring to genetically modified organisms. If this is the case then this must be stipulated more clearly – one way or the other.

c. Key Mitigation Sector – Energy

The GP recognises that the energy sector is a large contributor to GHG emissions and thus there is a recognition that “successful climate change mitigation in South Africa must focus on the energy sector.” However, the GP focuses a lot on electricity and not on energy as a whole to include for example, mitigation of refineries and coal-to-liquid power stations. 

The GP idenitifes energy efficiency measures, the roll out of renewable forms of energy and also a nuclear energy roll-out as measures to reduce GHG emissions. The emphasis on nuclear energy as a mitigation measure is of concern. According to Lovins (2005) if you are concerned about climate change, it is essential to buy the fastest and most effective climate solutions. Nuclear power is just the opposite. Given the long planning, construction lead times and constant delays, it would be between 10-15 years or so before any new power stations will be ready to work - even if the decision to go ahead was taken today. In addition nuclear energy is not the cheapest of the non-fossil fuel alternatives; nor is it the cleanest. A host of renewable technologies have outstripped nuclear power in development and performance, while energy efficiency measures remain the most cost effective way to address the need for new power.

The GP states that South Africa has a high level of renewable energy potential and presently has in place targets of 10,000 GWh of renewable energy by 2013. Given that there has been very little progress, there needs to be a stronger plan in the GP to achieve this goal or to go beyond these targets.

A confusing statement within the GP is related to policy. The GP states “Develop renewable energy policy, legal and regulatory frameworks that allow for differentiated but specific targets, parameters and tariffs for all renewable energy technology options (wind, hydro, solar PV, CSP, landfill gas, biomass and biofuels).” This has to some extent occurred already and thus it should be rephrased to emphasise implementation of these policies.

In addition, there is reference to “clean coal technologies”. There can not be “clean coal” and thus this statement should be deleted.

Another concern is the focus on carbon capture and storage. The technology has not yet been proven to be safe and already industry is promoting it as the solution to Climate Change. It is believed that it will be at least 20 to 25 years before CCS may make a meaningful contribution to climate change mitigation. This implies that CCS will thus only be useful by 2030. If emissions need to peak between 2020 and 2025 then CCS would miss the mark completely. 

One of the biggest dangers is that it will be a licence for industry to continue producing large amounts of GHG with the justification that the gases are not going into the atmosphere and in fact is being “stored” underground. There is no guarantee that the GHG disposed of underground will be stored permanently and not leak. Some studies have shown that leakage is likely due to the differences and instability of the geological formations. The implications of leakage for the global climate system could thus be catastrophic. Besides the fact that this could provide a false perception of the amount of GHG emissions in the atmosphere, CCS would merely shift the responsibility of dealing with GHG emissions to the next generation. 

3. Specific Comments on particular sections in the Green Paper
ELA COMMENT: While there is acknowledgment that climate change is one of the worst environmental challenges facing the earth, the green paper lacks a sense of urgency. 

With this, Government will continue to engage actively and meaningfully in international climate change negotiations, specifically the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations, in order to secure a binding, multi-lateral international agreement that: will effectively limit the average global temperature increase to at least below 2°C above pre-industrial levels; and that is inclusive, fair and effective; has a balance between adaptation and mitigation responses; has an appropriate development - climate response balance; and is based on the recognition that solving the climate problem will only be possible if it is undertaken within the context of developing countries' priority of achieving poverty eradication and promoting development.

ELA COMMENT: The GP sets the limit of the average global temperature increase to below at least 2°C above pre-industrial levels. The concern is that the GP suggests that below 2°C could still have potentially catastrophic impacts on South Africa in the medium- to long-term. A national policy should be taking brave and courageous steps to ensure that a safer temperature limit is achieved. If, as a country, we acknowledge that we have a responsibility to reduce our GHG emissions, given the amount being emitted, then it is imperative to commit to reductions that will reduce the impacts on its people and land. Globally and in South Africa, the impacts of climate change are hitting sooner and harder than anticipated and we can expect that current projections will also be overtaken. With the global average temperature up 0.9°C from pre-industrial levels, we are already experiencing dangerous climate change.  

Given the significance of these impacts, it is clear that urgent and decisive international and local action is required to achieve a real reduction of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and in so doing limit the impacts of climate change into the future.

ELA COMMENT: What are these “real reductions” that are referred to? There are no figures to provide SA’s emissions data.

Section 4 - THE SOUTH AFRICAN CLIMATE CHANGE RESPONSE STRATEGY

South Africa will implement the following strategies in order to achieve its climate change response objective – 

· Taking a balanced approach to both climate change mitigation and adaptation responses in terms of prioritisation, focus, action and resource allocation. 

· Prioritising the development and maintenance of the science-policy interface and knowledge management and dissemination systems to ensure that climate change response decisions are informed by the best available information. 

· The short-term prioritisation of adaptation interventions that address immediate threats to the health and well-being of South Africans including interventions in the water, agriculture and health sectors. 

· The prioritisation of mitigation interventions that significantly contribute to a peak, plateau and decline emission trajectory where greenhouse gas emissions peak in 2020 to 2025 at 34% and 42% respectively below a business as usual baseline, plateau to 2035 and begin declining in absolute terms from 2036 onwards, in particular, interventions within the energy, transport and industrial sectors. 

ELA COMMENT: What is the baseline that will be used? This should be made explicit within the GP. Are these projections based on figures from 2000? If this is the case, these need to be changed and updated. The GP should use absolute emissions targets. The ‘peak, plateau and decline’ trajectory should be urgently amended to take account of: 

· the actual rise in emissions since the LTMS 2003 base year; 

· the latest science; and 

· the 1.5°C target.

Section 5 -  POLICY APPROACHES AND ACTIONS

The achievement of South Africa‟s climate change response objective will be brought about by employing the strategies outlined above and, specifically, through the implementation of various policy approaches and actions for key climate change impacted and/or affected sectors as described below.

The first sectors to be described include those that, in the short- to medium-term, are broadly regarded as the key sectors required to implement, primarily, climate change adaptation responses including – 

Water – water is arguably the primary medium through which climate change impacts will be felt by people, ecosystems and economies; 

Agriculture – after water, the prognosis for domestic food security and the agricultural industry more broadly, is a major cause for concern; and 

Human Health – further threats to an already challenging national health profile is also of concern

Figure 1: The 2000 South African Greenhouse Gas Emission Profile.

ELA COMMENT: The statistics in the GP are based on 2000 GHG emission profile. In addition, the figures given in GP (446 mt/y) and NC2 are not consistent (442 mt/y on p.142 and 435 mt/y on p.154). This raises concern as to the validity of the path being taken to reduce emissions. If these plans are based on figures that are over a decade old, the actions being proposed may not be able to achieve any significant change.

It is thus imperative that the GP sets out clear and relevant emissions data.

The second set of sectors include those that, informed by South Africa‟s greenhouse gas emissions profile (see Figure 1) and the mitigation potential of the sectors that are responsible for over 80% of South Africa‟s greenhouse gas emissions and that are thus the key sectors required to make a significant contribution to South Africa‟s mitigation efforts including –

· Energy –This section focuses in particular on the impact that energy efficiency, renewable energy technologies and a nuclear roll out could have on South Africa‟s greenhouse gas profile; 

· Industry – responsible for a significant contribution to South Africa‟s total greenhouse gas emissions; and 

· Transport – responsible for over 8% of South Africa‟s total emissions.

ELA COMMENT: Provide percentage of emissions for each sector – not just transport.

Section 5.1 Key Adaptation Sector - Water

To address these impacts of climate change on water resources, South Africa will:

5.1.1 Continue to develop and maintain good water management systems and institutions, from village through to national level, to ensure we achieve our equity objectives, and can sustain affordable provision of water to all.

ELA COMMENT: This is vague and needs dates and targets. Affordable provisions of water has been a key government objective since 1994. It needs ot be more explicit as to how this will be done.

5.1.2 Accelerate the development and/or capacity of effective and accountable catchment management agencies that will: promote equitable and sustainable use of available water resources at local and regional level; strengthen water resources regulation at local and regional level; monitor developments and emerging stresses, and propose effective ways of addressing them. As groundwater grows in strategic importance as a result of increased surface water evaporation, they will have to manage the recharge of aquifers as an integral part of local water management where this is feasible.

ELA COMMENT: There needs to be dates and targets

5.1.3 Invest in monitoring capabilities across a range of disciplines in order to spot trends and understand them as well as track the efficacy of adaptive strategies.

ELA COMMENT: This sentence is not clear on what exactly is being proposed – what kind of monitoring, expand on “spot trends” – is it trends of water usage, water runoff, etc? The idea to monitor is welcomed but this sentence must be made more explicit.

5.1.7 Increase investments in maintenance and renewals to minimize system losses in infrastructure networks. Maintenance deferred is infinitely more expensive, and the country needs the most efficient networks possible to optimize currently available resources.

5.1.8 Develop and implement an household rainwater harvesting incentive programme.

ELA COMMENT: rainwater harvesting should not be restricted to households. It can be extended to schools, sports fields, offices, shopping centres, hotels, and industry.

5.1.9 Implement integrated water resource management including protecting and restoring natural systems, increasing conjunctive use of surface and ground water, and learning through adaptive management experiments. Given South Africa inter-basin and trans-boundary transfer schemes integrated water resource management provides an important governing framework for anticipating and achieving successful adaptation measures across socioeconomic, environmental, and administrative systems. It needs to facilitate effective actions for specific outcomes based on linkages among monitoring, research and management as climate varies and changes. It explicitly addresses information across the nodes of action viz. States, agencies, communities and the private sector.

5.1.10 Explore desalination opportunities, especially those that may be powered by renewable energy resources.

5.1.11 Vigorously enforce compliance with water quality standards to ensure that our water remains fit for use, and that clean water is available for blending to dilute pollutants. Contamination by salts, excessive nutrients, heavy metals and other pollutants must be restricted.

5.1.12 Develop and rollout more effective support mechanisms to ensure that safe drinking water is available to all, with a priority of ensuring that affordable access for all is safeguarded

5.1.13 Measurably improve the management and maintenance of existing systems and strengthen the foundation of professionalism that already exists.

5.1.14 Invest in maintenance and renewals to minimize system losses in infrastructure networks. Maintenance deferred is infinitely more expensive, and the country needs the most efficient networks possible to optimize currently available resources and protect future ones..

ELA COMMENT: Enforcement of rigorous water quality standards would be welcome. However, the record of enforcement is not encouraging and lax regulation that has allowed  mines to continue operations without a water license. Ensuring that “clean water is available for blending to dilute pollutants” scarcely indicates a more rigorous commitment. Recognition of aquifers for storage is welcome. However, this strategy will be constrained by the historic and ongoing destruction of aquifers by mining corporations. We agree that measures to improve municipal capacity and infrastructure are urgently needed. We also welcome the hints at new approaches, including rainwater harvesting and extensive recycling. 

Section 5.2 Key Adaptation Sector - Agriculture

The agricultural sector is a key component of the South African national economy. While the direct contributions to GDP and employment are less than 5% and approximately 13% respectively, its full contribution, with multipliers, comprises up to 12% of GDP and 30% of national employment. Potential adverse impacts of climate change on food production, agricultural and subsistence livelihoods, rural nutrition and food security in South Africa are significant policy concerns. Furthermore, agriculture is a relatively significant source of greenhouse gas emissions with enteric fermentation and manure management accounting for over 20 million tons of CO2-eq emissions in 2000 (approximately 4.6% of total net emissions), with cropland accounting for over 17 million tons of CO2-eq emissions (approximately 3.7% of total net emissions).

ELA COMMENT: It is a concern that most of the figures and statistics in this document are based on 2000 information. These have to be updated to reflect the last ten years. While it is understood that the GP should be a working document and data will change, it should not be based on outdated data.

In response to these challenges to the agricultural sector, South Africa will –

5.2.1 Assess and investigate appropriate and country specific adaptation options in relation to their costs and associated environmental risk and support the agricultural industry's proactive efforts to exploit new agricultural potential and opportunities (new areas, new crops, etc.) and reduce the impacts on existing potential (crop switches, etc.).

5.2.2 Invest and improve on its research capabilities in relation to investigating and implementing water and nutrient conservation technologies, developing climate resistant crop varieties (crop diversification) and creating a suitable database on greenhouse gases emissions that is specific to the agricultural sector and in line with the National Atmospheric Emission Inventory (see 9.2.3).

ELA COMMENT: The use of the term ‘climate resistant crop varieties “ is ambiguous as this could refer to GMO crops. Such ambiguities must be clarified so that people know what policy does or does not aim to support. According to Greenpeace EU: “GM crops only exacerbate the climate and environmental crises. They are dependent on the intensive industrial agriculture model that has a big carbon footprint and requires large quantities of harmful pesticides. Only ecological agriculture can address the challenges posed by climate change and food scarcity.”

Further, there is little to indicate a concerted policy shift to supporting CA, organic or not. Urban agriculture is entirely ignored.

5.2.3 Investigate short, medium and long term adaptation scenarios for the agriculture sector. Strategies and policies supporting this sector could usefully be informed by such considerations. Further supporting conservation agriculture, promoting the practise of conservation tillage, and initiating country wide organic farming pilot projects.

5.2.4 Use early warning systems to assist with timely early warnings of adverse weather and the possibility of related pest and disease occurrence whilst also providing up to date information and decision support tools to assess the vulnerability of farmers and inform on-farm management decisions.

5.2.5 Invest in education and awareness programmes in rural areas and link these to agricultural extension activities to enable both subsistence and commercial producers to understand, respond and adapt to the challenges of climate change.

ELA COMMENT: Education and awareness programmes should extend to both rural and urban areas.

Section 5.3 Key Adaptation Sector - Human Health

In response to these challenges, South Africa will –

5.3.1 Reduce the incidence of respiratory diseases by improving air quality through reducing ambient particulate matter (PM) and sulphur dioxide (SO2) concentrations by legislative and other measures to ensure full compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards by 2020. Progress in this regard will be published on the South African Air Quality Information System (www.saaqis.org.za).

5.3.2 Ensure that sound nutritional policies, health care infrastructure and education lie at the heart of all the health adaptation strategies by acknowledging that if a population‟s nutritional status is robust, individuals will have greater resilience.

5.3.3 Develop and rollout public awareness campaigns on the health risks of high temperatures and appropriate responses including, improved ventilation and avoidance behaviour.

5.3.4 Design and implement “Heat-Health” action plans including plans in respect of emergency medical services, improved climate-sensitive disease surveillance and control, safe water and improved sanitation.

5.3.5 Strengthen information and knowledge of diseases-climate linkage.

5.3.6 Develop a health data capturing system that records data both at spatial and temporal scales and that ensures that information collected can be imported into multiple-risk systems such as the South African Risk and Vulnerability Atlas electronic spatial database system.

5.3.7 Improve the bio safety of the current malaria control strategy.

ELA COMMENT: What does this mean? And by when? Until then will DDT still be used?

5.3.8 Strengthen the awareness programme on Malaria and Cholera outbreaks.

Section 5.4 Key Mitigation Sector - Energy

In response, South Africa will –

5.4.1 Integrate a climate constraint into its energy planning tools including the Integrated Energy Plan (IEP) and the Integrated Resource Plan for Electricity Generation (IRP).

5.4.2 Ensure that the Integrated Resource Plan for Electricity Generation (IRP) and its future iterations are modelled so as to take account of the peak plateau and decline trajectory described above through the diversification of our energy mix, the implementation of far reaching energy efficiency measures, investments in the development of new and cleaner technologies and industries and the initiation of the transition to a low-carbon economy.

ELA COMMENT: The ‘peak, plateau and decline’ trajectory should be urgently amended to take account of: 

· the actual rise in emissions since the LTMS 2003 base year; 

· the latest science; and 

· the 1.5°C target.

5.4.3 Use market-based policy measures such as an escalating carbon tax to price carbon and internalise the external costs of climate change. The use of such market-based policy measures should be aimed at using the market to motivate or drive the diversification of our energy mix, the implementation of far reaching energy efficiency measures and investments in the development of new and cleaner technologies and industries. Furthermore, some form of partial on-budget funding for specific environmental or social programmes may be considered to promote the long-term benefits of the carbon tax policy and help to minimise potential adverse impacts on low income households and trade exposed sectors.

5.4.4 Establish a business environment that facilitates the development of a local renewable energy technology manufacturing, implementation and export industry and that maximises its job creation potential. This is located within the context of the New Growth Path and the country‟s Industrial Policy Action Plan and in particular the national goal of job and employment creation.

5.4.5 Design and roll out ambitious research, development and demonstration programmes that result in new, novel and innovative approaches to the diversification of our energy mix, development of alternative energy sources, energy efficiency, cleaner technologies and industries, carbon capture and storage and the transition to a low-carbon economy.

ELA COMMENT: CCS technology has not yet been proven to be safe and already industry is promoting it as the solution to Climate Change. It is believed that it will be at least 20 to 25 years before CCS may make a meaningful contribution to climate change mitigation. This implies that CCS will thus only be useful by 2030. If emissions need to peak between 2020 and 2025 then CCS would miss the mark completely. 

One of the biggest dangers is that it will be a licence for industry to continue producing large amounts of GHG with the justification that the gases are not going into the atmosphere and in fact is being “stored” underground. There is no guarantee that the GHG disposed of underground will be stored permanently and not leak. Some studies have shown that leakage is likely due to the differences and instability of the geological formations. The implications of leakage for the global climate system could thus be catastrophic. Besides the fact that this could provide a false perception of the amount of GHG emissions in the atmosphere, CCS would merely shift the responsibility of dealing with GHG emissions to the next generation. 

5.4.6 Identify and resolve the financial, regulatory and institutional barriers that may impede the implementation of the renewable energy feed-in tariff at a level adequate to incentivise large-scale investment.

5.4.7 Review and scale up the 10,000 GWh 2013 Renewable Energy target in order that it can sustain long term growth in order to promote competitiveness for renewable energy with conventional energies in the medium and long term. Consideration should be given to the feasibility of “fleet” procurement of particular renewable technologies.

ELA COMMENT: The scale-up of renewable energy is supported. However, there needs to be greater focus on implementation – reviewing and scaling-up policy will not lead to implementation. 

5.4.8 Scale-up and accelerate the implementation of the “Working for Energy” programme which seeks to develop human capacity and labour intensive opportunities through renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies as well as energy management type projects which will provide poverty alleviation opportunities for SMMEs, local cooperatives and sustainable local economic development. Activities in this regard include labour intensive projects in respect of : biomass from invasive alien plants and bush encroachment; biogas for rural energy access; biogas generation from farm waste and municipal solid waste and wastewater; bio fuels development and implementation in rural applications; solar thermal energy like solar geyser fabrication, small scale co-generation; mini-grid hybrid systems and mini-hydro systems for both on and off grid applications.

5.4.9 Explore and further develop the potential for nuclear energy in terms of the national Nuclear Energy Policy, as a means to both ensure energy security as well as meeting the country‟s climate change mitigation undertakings. To this end, a new nuclear fuel cycle strategy should be implemented that provides for skills development and industrialisation and localisation opportunities with a view to developing a nuclear power station fleet with a potential of up to 10 GWe by 2035 with the first reactors being commissioned from 2022.

ELA COMMENT: The emphasis on nuclear energy as a mitigation measure is of concern. According to Lovins (2005) if you are concerned about climate change, it is essential to buy the fastest and most effective climate solutions. Nuclear power is just the opposite. Given the long planning, construction lead times and constant delays, it would be between 10-15 years or so before any new power stations will be ready to work - even if the decision to go ahead was taken today. In addition nuclear energy is not the cheapest of the non-fossil fuel alternatives; nor is it the cleanest. A host of renewable technologies have outstripped nuclear power in development and performance, while energy efficiency measures remain the most cost effective way to address the need for new power.

The GP repeats government’s ambition to build a nuclear fleet backed by the development of a nuclear supply chain. We object to this on the following grounds: 

· Nuclear power is low carbon only at the point of generation. The rest of the production chain through to decommissioning is both energy and carbon intensive. 

· Costs are excessive and will likely bankrupt the country. Even if cheap options are taken, the industry record is one of major cost escalations. Even with a concerted programme of localisation, a high proportion of capital goods will be imported. At the end, decommissioning costs are likely to prove unaffordable.

· Safety cannot be guaranteed 

· Nowhere has a safe storage option for high level waste been identified.

5.4.10 Develop renewable energy policy, legal and regulatory frameworks that allow for differentiated but specific targets, parameters and tariffs for all renewable energy technology options (wind, hydro, solar PV, CSP, landfill gas, biomass and biofuels).

ELA COMMENT: Policies have been developed. It is imperative that these are now implemeted. Change to “Implement renewable energy policy...”

5.4.11 Introduce innovative approaches for the establishment of sustainable structures and financing mechanisms for delivering renewable energy including securing funding international climate funding institution and other development finance institutions that fund the renewable energy projects.

5.4.12 Invest in new and clean coal technologies and efficient technologies where coal power is still built and reinforce this through introducing more stringent thermal efficiency and emissions standards for coal fired power stations.

ELA COMMENT: Often CCS, coal-to-liquids and gas-to-liquids are referred to as clean coal technologies. In reality, CTL and GTL release large amounts of GHG emissions. Sasol is responsible for at least 20% of SA’s GHG emissions. 

5.4.13 Set ambitious and mandatory targets for energy efficiency and in other sub-national sectors. Current energy efficiency and electricity demand-side management initiatives and interventions should be scaled-up, made mandatory through available regulatory instruments and other appropriate mechanisms.

5.4.14 Improve energy efficiency knowledge and understanding in the various sectors via awareness campaigns, demonstration programmes, audits and education, and publicise corporate commitment programmes, and public building sector energy efficiency implementation.

5.4.15 Develop and implement mandatory appliance labelling for household appliances.

5.4.16 Introduce Minimum Energy Performance Standards (MEPS) for appliances and equipment, as well as proposals for mandatory energy rating labelling.

5.4.17 Legislate requirements for the installation of energy-management systems in large-scale office buildings.

5.4.18 Replace older demand technologies or reduce their energy consumption. These technologies include energy efficient HVAC systems, heat pumps, variable speed drives, efficient motors and efficient boilers. The standards, retrofits and other management actions implemented to improve the energy efficiency of the commercial sector impact on either the useful energy intensity of demand or the energy efficiency of the technology meeting the demand. Thermal design of buildings and design measures that reduce lighting demand will have an impact on energy intensity and will reduce the useful energy demand to be met by HVAC systems, heating systems and lighting.

5.4.19 Develop, implement and maintain a greenhouse gas emissions information management system in respect of the energy sector that provides accurate, up to date and complete information to the South African Air Quality Information System‟s National Greenhouse Gas Inventory hosted by the South African Weather Service.

5.4.20 Ensure that the greenhouse gas emissions information management system provides measurable, reportable and verifiable information on all significant interventions (i.e. interventions that reduce greenhouse gases by greater than 0.1% of emissions from the sector).

5.4.21 Develop an initiative to roll-out an Energy Management training and awareness programme to be implemented within the industry and mining sectors.

5.4.22 Promote the development and implementation of appropriate standards and guidelines and codes of practice for the appropriate use of renewable energy, energy efficient and low carbon technologies.

5.4.23 Develop a legislative policy and regulatory framework to support carbon capture and storage.

ELA COMMENT: rejects the use of CCS as the technology has not been proven to work, is costly (see previous comment 5.4.5). This point should thus be deleted.

5.4.24 Extend research, development and demonstration efforts on new construction materials, housing design, and energy efficient buildings.

ELA COMMENT: the focus of the energy section has been mostly on electricity. Issues that must be addressed include CTL, GTL as responsible for high GHG emissions and thus plans to stop further development of CTL and GTL power stations. 

Section 5.5 Key Mitigation Sector - Industry

Commerce and Manufacturing

Some greenhouse gas emissions are not specifically energy-related, such as the process emissions associated with the coal to liquid conversion process and in the manufacturing of cement. 

ELA COMMENT: This sentence is confusing as CTL is energy-related.

Hence, although these emissions may be marginally mitigated through process and general efficiency improvements, significant reductions will only be achieved through the use of technology that is still under development and potentially very expensive such as carbon capture and storage. 

ELA COMMENT: rejects the use of CCS as the technology has not been proven to work, is costly (see comment on 5.4.5). This point should thus be deleted.

5.5.5 Improve industrial and commercial energy efficiency as described in 5.4 through, among others, improved boiler efficiency, HVAC, refrigeration, water heating, building energy management systems, lighting and air compressors, motors, compressed air management, building shell design, optimising process control, energy management systems and the introduction of variable speed drives.

5.5.6 Support accelerated research, development and implementation of carbon capture and storage applications for CO2 rich industrial process emissions, especially those related to the coal to liquid process.

ELA COMMENT: rejects the use of CCS as the technology has not been proven to work (see comment on 5.4.5). This point should thus be deleted.

5.5.7 Engage vigorously in the multilateral climate change negotiations, to ensure a fair and effective outcome that is in accordance with the principles of equity and common but differentiated responsibility, and that provides developing countries with sufficient time and development space for economic transition.

Mining and Mineral Resources

· A local and global transition to low carbon societies and economies will negatively impact on local coal sales and exports, although the export impacts are only likely to become significant in the medium- to long-term. 

· Climate change responses may create industry opportunities in platinum (e.g. catalytic converters), uranium (e.g. nuclear energy) and copper (e.g. energy efficiency).

ELA COMMENT: See comment 5.4.9 on nuclear energy

To address these challenges, South Africa will –

5.5.8 By 2015, compile and initiate the implementation of a strategy and action plan to reduce fugitive emissions of methane (CH4) by 42% from the business as usual by 2025.

ELA COMMENT: what does this mean? 42% of what? What will be used as the baseline amount? The GP refers to business as usual. If the amount is from the LTMS – these figures/data are now out dated and must be reviewed.

5.5.9 By 2015, compile and initiate the implementation of an action plan for the national roll out of appropriate coal-bed gasification projects.

5.5.10 By 2012, ensure that the industrial policy action plan (IPAP) has fully explored how local and global climate change responses may be fully exploited by the platinum, uranium and copper mining industries.

ELA COMMENT: why have these mines been identified to explore responses? In addition, the reference to Uranium mining implies a leaning to nuclear energy (refer to 5.4.9)

5.5.11 Work with the mining industry to increase its energy efficiency across its production processes.

ELA COMMENT: This point is quite vague and should give examples of how this will happen

Tourism

5.5.17 Support the establishment of energy efficiency programmes and the introduction of renewable energy into the tourism sector.

5.5.18 Establish programmes that will allow tourists to offset the emissions generated through their travel to and in South Africa.

ELA COMMENTS: offsetting has not been proven to work adequately. In addition it is unclear how this should work. Should a person pay the country they depart or the country they arrive in?

Section 5.6 Key Mitigation Sector - Transport

In response to these challenges, South Africa will –

5.6.1 Continue to put in place transport policies and developments that result in a modal shift in passenger transport to public and low carbon forms of transport including plans to move freight from road to rail over time.

5.6.2 Encourage the integration of land use and transportation planning in cities in a manner that encourages public transport, non-motorised transport (walking and cycling) and promotes alternative communication methods such as tele-commuting, in order to reduce long term transport fuel use patterns.

5.6.3 Improve the efficiency of our vehicle fleet across the board through a range of measures including the use of fuel standards.

ELA COMMENT: This is unclear. The reference to ‘our’ is this government’s vehicle fleet or all of South Africa?

5.6.4 Invest in the further development and deployment of cleaner technologies for the transport sector such as electric vehicles and hybrids.

5.6.5 Build capacity to deal with transport mitigation in the areas of planning, engineering, and relevant technical skills.

5.6.6 Support the production and use of cleaner fuel technologies and alternative fuels away from current fossil fuels.

5.6.7 Implement the flat rate specific excise tax based on passenger vehicle carbon emissions which applies to each gram CO2 vehicle emissions above a target range and investigate expanding the emissions tax to include other categories of motor vehicles.

5.6.8 Consider further incentives in the form of lower fuel taxes to encourage cleaner fuels, e.g. cleaner diesel fuel

5.6.9 Integrate climate change information into transport planning, in order to minimise the potential risk to infrastructure from extreme weather events.

5.7 Disaster Risk Management

5.7.6 Collaborate with social networks such as community organizations NGOs, farmers‟ organisations, South African Adaptation networks, etc. in order to assist in raising awareness and achieving technology transfer and capacity building. In this regard make use of the existing network of community development workers to spread knowledge of climate change and its associated risks.

5.7.7 Strengthen both formal and informal education in respect of climate change, Disaster Risk Reduction and climate change adaptation.

ELA COMMENT: This section is vague. It touches on useful issues but seems like sweeping statements without any input and how these can be done.

5.8 Natural Resources Sectors

Terrestrial Biodiversity

Commercial Forestry

5.8.14 Promote the downscaling of climate models to provide information that allows for long term decision making, species and site matching in relation to future predicted site conditions.

5.8.15 Encourage agro-forestry and indigenous tree production as a potential socio-economic co-benefit of environmentally integral planting regimes, and tree breeding as an adaptive response to changing landscape conditions.

ELA COMMENT: Does this imply using more ‘plantation’ forests? There should be a greater commitment to increase indigenous forests that will be protected.

Waste

Although waste-related greenhouse gas emissions account for less than 2% of South Africa‟s total emissions, the amount of waste generated is rapidly increasing. Furthermore, some substances currently regarded as waste could be used in climate change responses, e.g. gypsum resulting from flue gas desulphurisation. With this, current climate change challenges for the waste sector include, amongst others – Methane, an important potential fuel, is the predominant greenhouse gas associated with waste. Many of our landfill sites are not designed or operated in a way that allows for the optimal extraction of methane for use as a fuel. Co-generation and use of waste and by-products as fuels has a significant potential to contribute to energy supply and electricity supply in particular. Gypsum is an example of a waste stream that could be utilized in the manufacture of ceilings for low-income homes thereby increasing the energy efficiency of these homes substantially. Cattle feed-lotting results in manure concentration and, hence, relatively concentrated methane emissions – i.e. emissions of a powerful greenhouse gas that could be used as a fuel.

ELA COMMENTS: There needs to be a poisiton in the GP on methane production from feedlots and should these be expanded – what the implication will be. Why is there specific mention of gypsum?

Section 8 INPUTS AND RESOURCES MOBILISATION

8.1 Financial Resources

Specifically –

8.1.1 Government will undertake work to determine the economic and fiscal costs and benefits of the proposed Climate Change Response Strategy. This work will specifically address the costs and opportunities resulting from a low carbon growth strategy, including on jobs and livelihoods and specific economic sectors. The work will also address the impacts of climate change through an assessment of the costs of action versus those of inaction and will address the costs of priority actions for specific sectors. This work to, to the extent possible will be incorporated into the National Climate Change Response Strategy White Paper.

ELA COMMENT: Why to the ‘extent possible’? This seems to be placing limitations before the work has begun.

8.1.2 Government will consider establishing a National Climate Change Fund that will mobilize resources from national and international sources for investment in both climate change mitigation and adaptation actions. A feasilbility in this regard will be undertaken and its conclusions incorporated in the National Climate Change Response Strategy White Paper.

8.1.3 Government will establish a Climate Finance Tracking Facility that will have the responsibility to track the flows of climate finance in both the private and public sector and that will also be responsible for reporting on the mitigation actions that have been implemented with international support.

8.1.7 Provide information that would support the banking sector to consider carbon implications in financing and investment decisions.

8.1.8 Carbon trading schemes will be investigated as a medium- to long-term policy response to climate change and will focus on the scope and administrative feasibility of trading schemes for South Africa.

ELA COMMENT: Does this relate to carbon trading and carbon markets? The GP makes a few references to carbon trading and the "need" for it. This could result in a fully-fledged carbon market that will erode into any form of carbon taxation; for example, carbon tax would be levied on emissions minus credits purchased, with credits being cheaper than taxes and hence no actual reduction in emissions.

Section 8.4 Information

end, South Africa will –

8.4.1 By 2012, develop, test and commission a web-based greenhouse gas emission monitoring and reporting system as part of the National Atmospheric Emission Inventory component of the South African Air Quality Information System.

8.4.2 By 2013, require the mandatory submission of greenhouse gas emission data to the National Atmospheric Emission Inventory by all significant emitters and compilers of greenhouse gas emission related data and/or proxy data by 2013.

8.4.3 From 2014 onwards, publish an annual report containing accurate, current and complete information on South Africa‟s greenhouse gas emission profile, including all significant sources, sinks and quantities of emissions, as well as information on historical and current emission trends.

ELA COMMENT: A point must be added to suggest that should emissions registry show that emissions are higher than expected, then there must be a review of white paper to amend and review targets and plans. 

4. ELA FINAL COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS

The GP needs to have improved data to inform its plans. As it stands it is a very broad list that tries to respond to climate change without having to make any difficult choices. There needs to be a strong emphasis on the developmental trade offs that have to occur in order to reduce GHG emissions and travel a path towards sustainability. The GP endorses a peak, plateau and decline emission trajectory which allows for the belief that for the most part development and growth can continue as close to a business as usual scenario as possible.
The statistics in the GP are based on 2000 GHG emission profile. This raises concern as to the validity of the path being taken to reduce emissions. If these plans are based on figures that are over a decade old, the actions being proposed may not be able to achieve any significant change.

A climate change policy, should paint a picture of a future that is sustainable without anymore coal powered stations, nuclear stations or any other harmful activities to people and the environment.

Furthemore, we hereby support the submission made by CJN!SA, which is attached as Annexure A. Further information on ‘job creation’ and ‘CCS’ is also attached in Annexure B and C respectively.
5. ANNEXURE A 

National Climate Change Response Green Paper 2010 

For attention: Ms Joanne Yawitch, Deputy Director-General: Climate Change

E-mailed to: jyawitch@environment.gov.za or dngobeni@environment.gov.za
From: CJN!SA
Introduction
Government’s Climate Change Response Green Paper [GP] seems not to believe itself.  It reiterates the international target of keeping temperature rise below 2°C and warns:

Even under emission scenarios that are more conservative than current international emission trends, it has been predicted that by mid-century the South African coast will warm by around 1-2°C, and the interior by around 2-3°C. After 2050, warming is projected to reach around 3-4°C along the coast, and 6-7°C in the interior. With these kinds of temperature increases, life as we know it will change completely …
Along with the rising temperature come intensified floods and droughts, fire and disease, mass extinctions of plant and animal species and rising sea levels as documented in more detail in government’s Second National Communication to the United Nations Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) [NC2]. Globally and in South Africa, the impacts of climate change are hitting sooner and harder than anticipated and we can expect that current projections will also be overtaken. With the global average temperature up 0.9°C from pre-industrial levels, we are already experiencing dangerous climate change. 

The GP focus is limited to climate change but we note that this is one aspect of global environmental change threatening economies and people’s livelihoods. The ruin of land, fresh water and the oceans makes people and their environments more vulnerable to climate change. Environmental ‘services’, particularly for clean water, are now in jeopardy in many areas of South Africa and engineered responses will become increasingly expensive and infeasible. Much of South Africa is already water stressed and much of the engineering that has turned South Africa’s rivers into a giant national plumbing system is to compensate for the pollution of water as much as for the lack of it. Acid mine drainage from working and abandoned mines now threatens an environmental catastrophe that, for South Africa, will be of the same order as the catastrophe of climate change. 

Life as we know it will indeed be scarcely recognisable. The Green Paper, however, cannot face what it sees coming. It is caught between the recognition of the seriousness of climate change and government’s priority for economic growth – that is, the priority to maintain the world in which present economic assumptions hold good. It cannot step beyond economic realism to get real about the climate. It therefore proposes two sets of action – for adaptation and mitigation – which are embedded in that view of the world which brought on the crisis.

We note that never-ending growth is not compatible with serious mitigation.
 There is no ‘carbon space’ left. Moreover, growth has been accompanied by growing social inequality compounded by the externalisation of environmental costs mostly onto the poor. The boom years to 2008 took GDP growth to 5.5% but were accompanied by increased pressure on the poor through escalating prices, notably for food and energy. We believe that in the coming years, growth will fail for three reasons: first, the 2008 capital meltdown was the first round a global economic depression that will intensify in the coming years; second, declining global energy production following peak oil will strangle the ‘green shoots’ of economic recovery; and third, in the longer term, climate change costs will exceed the value of growth. 

We note further that the supposed ‘delinking’ of economic and carbon emissions growth has been nowhere achieved. A supposed reduction of carbon intensity has been achieved only in some Northern economies and only by exporting carbon (and pollution) intensive production to Southern economies. In the 2000s, global carbon intensities increased in all regions, North and South,
 and this trend was not reversed in 2008. 

We therefore propose that the idea of development should be delinked from growth. Sustainable development founded on economic, social and environmental justice should replace economic growth as the central organising principle of development. This means a commitment to growing human solidarity and equality as well as a relationship to the environment which enhances rather than degrades the functioning of eco-systems both for their intrinsic value and for the eco ‘services’ they provide. The Constitutional mandate for such a redefinition is found in the Environment Right which is concerned not only with inter-generational rights, as implied by the GP [p.5], but more immediately with intra-generational rights. This does not imply that economy and production are unimportant, but that the economy must be redefined to serve people rather than people serving the interests of accumulation.
Objectives

The GP opens with two objectives: to make a fair contribution to global mitigation and to adapt to inevitable climate change impacts. 

Adaptation is already an unwelcome necessity but, without serious mitigation, adaptation will fail. In South Africa, adaptation is already failing – even before it starts. This is because environmental integrity, including the relation of people to their environments, is the foundation of adaptation. People’s well-being and the well-being of their environments, now and in the future, are intrinsically linked. In South Africa, to the contrary, the priority for capital has resulted in the wholesale destruction of environments, as documented in the official Environment Outlook,
 as well as the impoverishment of people. The effect is to amplify climate impacts while undermining the resilience of both people and eco-systems. 

The GP says nothing of South Africa’s approach to the international negotiations. Consequently, there is no discussion of the basis for a ‘fair contribution’ to global mitigation except by generally implicit reference to other documents. 

The 2°C target is, in the words of climate scientist James Hansen, a recipe for disaster.
 The risk of runaway climate change – the point at which natural feedback becomes more significant than anthropogenic emissions – is already evident and becomes a near certainty at two degrees. Present commitments made under the Copenhagen Accord and sanctioned at Cancun will result in 4°C warming from emissions alone. Climate feed-backs will push this to 9° or more. The commitments are dissociated from any global carbon budget and, being voluntary, will be ignored by countries which find them inconvenient. They are, like the supposedly binding Kyoto commitments, mere pieties. The credibility of the international process can only be restored through an entirely new approach, however difficult that may be politically.

South Africa’s own Copenhagen Accord offer is to reduce emissions by 34% by 2020 and 42% by 2025 below the business as usual baseline – emissions still rise but less steeply than in the baseline – followed by an actual decline in emissions after 2035. Government has sedulously avoided saying what that implies in terms of actual carbon emissions at those dates. Depending on how it is calculated, it could mean either: 495 mt in 2020 and 504 in 2025; or 645 mt in 2020 and 690 in 2025.
 The GP should give us the target emission figures.

The Long Term Mitigation Scenarios is repeatedly invoked as the basis for this offer with the implication that this represents a fair contribution based on the science. The LTMS says South Africa should reduce emissions by between 30 and 40% below 2003 levels by 2050. Whether 30% or 40% is achieved depends on the date and level of peak emissions as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: RBS parameters for peak emissions

	Peak year
	Peak level

Mt CO2e
	2050 / 2003 reduction

	2016
	463
	40%

	2020
	473
	35%

	2026
	483
	30%


Adapted from LTMS Technical Report [117]

It is evident that, with CO2e emissions now probably over 500 mt/y
 and another 70 mt/y to come from just Medupi and Kusile, the LTMS ‘required by science’ (RBS) scenario is already blown. Getting on track with it would require an earlier peak and a steeper decline than envisaged by the LTMS. The Copenhagen offer comes nowhere close. Moreover, the LTMS itself misses what is really required: 

1. It assumes the disastrous 2°C target. Following Cancun, a 1.5°C target is on the table for discussion. If adopted, it implies a much earlier peak and steeper decline. 

2. It takes stabilisation at 450 ppm CO2e to be adequate to that target. The IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report [AR4] says this gives only a 50% chance of temperature stabilisation in the range of 2°C-2.4°C.

3. It gives 2015 as the target date for peak global emissions, whereas the AR4 says emissions must peak between 2000 and 2015. 

4. It assumes a 50% global reduction in emissions by 2050 with 80% reduction by Northern countries taking account of common but differentiated responsibilities. AR4 says that reductions in the range of 50-80% are required by 2050 to meet 450 ppm stabilisation.   

In short, the LTMS takes the least demanding end of the range in all cases. Meanwhile, numerous studies produced after the AR4 cut-off show that climate impacts are happening harder and faster than previously anticipated. In particular, AR4 could not take adequate account of climate feed-backs and its estimates of climate sensitivity are consequently conservative. The implication is that the most demanding end of the range should be taken as the minimum ‘required by science’.

The ‘peak, plateau and decline’ trajectory should be urgently amended to take account of: 

· the actual rise in emissions since the LTMS 2003 base year; 

· the latest science; and 

· the 1.5°C target.

Principles

The GP names 6 principles: common but differentiated responsibility (meaning that the rich North bears the largest responsibility for causing climate change and must act first and make the largest cuts in emissions); the precautionary principle; the polluter pays principle; a people centred approach for greater equity and economic sustainability; informed participation by all and particularly by vulnerable and disadvantaged persons; and intergenerational rights. 

The principle that is not stated, but which subordinates and contradicts the 6 named principles, is grandfathering. In climate mitigation terms, grandfathering allows those who emitted most in the past the greatest rights to pollute in the future. This is the basis of the reduction commitments mandated by the Kyoto Protocol: developed country signatories must reduce emissions from the level arrived at in 1990. The higher that level, the larger their ‘carbon space’. The principle then cascades down through the system to the level of corporations. In developing countries, the logic is picked up through the carbon trading mechanism – the ‘clean development mechanism’ (CDM) – which rewards big polluters for polluting a little less than they would do under ‘business as usual’. Far from paying, the polluter is rewarded.

Globally, grandfathering represents the interests of capital in general and of the Northern powers. In South Africa, it responds to the interests of the minerals-energy complex which has shaped carbon intensive and unequal development over the last 150 years. It represents the will to preserve a carbon intensive ‘path dependency’ and contradicts the GP’s repeated invocation of a transition to low carbon development.  

Grandfathering is implicit in South Africa’s Copenhagen Accord offer to reduce emissions below the business as usual baseline. The unrealistically high and steeply rising baseline used for this calculation creates an automatic ‘saving’ in carbon emissions. It is also evident in the GP and NC2’s sectorally defined policy approaches and actions. Founded on the LTMS wedges, they assume steep BAU baselines and look for reduced carbon intensity compatible with vested interests in each sector. In all cases, sector expansion is assumed to be a social good without need of further justification. The result is corporate centred, not people centred.

Grandfathering is further indicated by South Africa’s long-running support for carbon trading and specifically the clean development mechanism (CDM). The GP assumes carbon trading without justification. The Kyoto Protocol was a cap-and-trade scheme which, in neo-liberal economic theory, works only if the cap is universal. In practice, the market has not served to reduce emissions but, corrupt from the start, has served to transfer wealth to the rich. At Cancun, the cap was thrown out but trading retained without even the justification of a disreputable theory. We call for a clear statement and justification of South African policy on carbon trading with respect both to international negotiations and domestic implementation.  

Alternatives to grandfathering include approaches which first, recognise the global carbon budget and second, allocate it according to historical responsibility, recognising the ecological debt of rich to poor both between and within nations, or equal per capita entitlements assigned to all people, or a combination of the two. 

Finally, the principle of ‘informed participation’ has not been honoured in this process. DEA officials argue that the climate policy process has been on-going since the 2004 National Communication. Throughout that period business has been given an inside track – evident, for example, in the development of the LTMS
 – and the process has been overly reliant on access to electronic media and elite venues in urban centres. This falls far short of “all people” having the opportunity for “equitable and effective participation” and ensuring “participation by vulnerable and disadvantaged persons”.
Policy actions 

The emissions inventory is for the year 2000 and consequently misses a decade of high growth in ghg emissions. Even so, the figures given in GP (446 mt/y) and NC2 are not consistent (442 mt/y on p.142 and 435 mt/y on p.154). It appears too that emissions from spontaneous combustion on coal mines are not accounted for.
 

Policy actions are defined primarily in sectoral terms, distinguishing between ‘adaptation sectors’ (water, agriculture and health) and ‘mitigation sectors’ (energy, industry and transport). Additional sectors are disaster risk management and natural resource sectors which, bizarrely, includes commercial forestry.

Adaptation – Water

GP correctly identifies water as a key vulnerability. It sees two major challenges: limited water resources and equitable distribution. It omits the wholesale pollution of water and the destruction of aquifers by the corporations at the centre of the minerals-energy complex. Enforcement of rigorous water quality standards would be welcome. However, the record of enforcement is not encouraging and lax regulation that has allowed 100 mines to continue operations without a water license. Ensuring that “clean water is available for blending to dilute pollutants” [GP: 10] scarcely indicates a more rigorous commitment. Recognition of aquifers for storage is welcome. However, this strategy will be constrained by the historic and ongoing destruction of aquifers by mining corporations. 
We agree that measures to improve municipal capacity and infrastructure are urgently needed. We also welcome the hints at new approaches, including rainwater harvesting and extensive recycling. We believe, however, that municipal systems should be transformed from the bottom up in recognition of the inter-related flows of water, waste and energy.  

Agriculture and forestry
A broadly pro-corporate / pro-commercial bias is evident particularly in the more detailed NC2. The broad intention is to preserve current economic interests in agriculture and expand them where possible. Thus, NC2 sees the potential expansion of industrial plantations in some areas with selection of new commercial species to adapt to climate change. It ignores the impacts on water despite otherwise extensive discussion of water and agriculture. This is difficult to reconcile with discussion of the adaptation benefits of conservation agriculture (CA) which appears to be associated with organic agriculture [78]. However, the text is ambiguous in its use of concepts such as ‘no till’ (associated with high chemical inputs) and ‘conservation tillage’. Reference to “climate resistant crop varieties (crop diversification)” (5.2.2) is similarly ambiguous and could include genetically modified organisms which are not compatible with sustainable agriculture. Such ambiguities must be clarified so that people know what policy does or does not aim to support. Further, there is little to indicate a concerted policy shift to supporting CA, organic or not. Urban agriculture is entirely ignored. 

More broadly, the discussion appears to be framed within the assumption of centralised agricultural markets. The principle of ‘a people centred approach’ notwithstanding, the people centred concept of food sovereignty is not in evidence. 

Commercial forests are held to store carbon. This is disputable. Studies elsewhere have shown that carbon stored in industrial plantations does not compensate for the loss of soil carbon consequent on the conversion of grasslands.
 Emissions from energy intensive mills and from short lived products such as pulp and paper are ignored. Emissions from the likely increased “frequency and intensity” of fires [GP: 24] consequent on climate change are likewise ignored. 

Health
Likely health impacts are broadly covered in GP. Here, we comment specifically on points concerning air pollution.

In NC2, adaptation measures include “the application of more stringent emission standards and pollution control” under the Air Quality Act [129]. GP [12] mentions only ambient standards and only for SO2 and particulates (PM). We emphasise that emission standards are critical if the polluter pays principle is seriously intended. The present suite of standards (ambient and emission) needs to be both more stringent and more inclusive as recommended by the South Durban Health Study.
 As a priority, standards for fine particulates (PM2.5) are urgently needed both because they are have major implications for people’s health and because they can be ‘fingerprinted’ to source. 

As with water pollution, the record of enforcement is unconvincing. Local authority capacity is highly uneven and, even in the best cases, an apparent reluctance to confront sources results in a reactive approach. Four years after being declared the first ‘priority area’, there is no discernable improvement in the Vaal Triangle’s air quality or local authority capacity. Ambient standards for PM10 were exceeded for much of the winter period without the local authority even being aware of it. ‘Full compliance’ is therefore eagerly awaited. 

Indoor pollution has severe impacts on health. NC2 suggests “environmentally-sound, low-cost” [viii] but this disappears in the GP. A range of residential efficiency measures including the Basa Njengo Magogo is also suggested [NC2: 160] and, for the poorest, the Basa appears to be government’s main response. At best, this reduces without eliminating indoor pollution from braziers and is a diversion from people’s demand for clean energy.

Malaria control remains dependent on DDT although the hazards of DDT are extensively discussed in NC2 and the “evidence calls into question the bio safety of the current malaria control strategy” [131]. However, there is no discussion of alternative strategies. 

Mitigation – Energy  
The GP focuses on energy efficiency, renewables and nuclear power to reduce energy sector emissions. GP and NC2 give long lists of policies for internalising environmental externalities (the 1998 energy white paper), demand side management, energy efficiency, renewable energy targets etc. All were ignored in favour of the real policy of cheap power to industry until the power tripped out in 2008. Once Eskom has built its new plant and is no longer constrained by a tight spinning margin, it will be under pressure to revert to pushing sales to pay off exorbitant capital costs.

GP notes “challenges” for introducing low carbon power options “that can guarantee the country’s base-load needs”. ‘Base-load needs’ is code for the energy intensive demand side of the minerals-energy complex. Mining and industry uses over 60% of electricity and the 36 members of the energy-intensive users group consume 40%. All but six of the group are in mining and mineral processing or fuels and chemicals. BHP Billiton’s three aluminium smelters consume over 10% of Eskom’s production for which Billiton paid as little as half the costs of production in 2008. Both energy and subsidised profit is exported.

Energy efficiency is essential but must be preceded by the question of what the energy is for. In a capitalist economy, efficiency leads to the long term expansion of the energy system: increased energy efficiency is another form of increased productivity and the benefit is taken in profit ahead of overall energy saving. The profit must be reinvested – whether in renewables, fossils, Hummer plants or perfumeries – to continue never-ending accumulation. 

The challenge is rather to transform the energy system to enable people to live well with each other and the earth. Efficiency would then be a function of energy conservation aimed at radically reduced consumption. In this context, a 100% renewable system composed of local grids supplemented by the national grid becomes feasible. 
In contrast, the IRP 2010 is a power expansion plan. Eskom’s current new build adds 17,000 MW capacity and is based almost entirely on coal supplemented by diesel fired peaking plant. IRP 2010 provides for private ‘own generation’ fossil plants to be built by major corporations. Taken together, this will add something in the order of 100 mt/y to South Africa’s carbon emissions. This is not compatible with a serious response to climate change.

The GP repeats government’s ambition to build a nuclear fleet backed by the development of a nuclear supply chain. We object to this on the following grounds: 

· Nuclear power is low carbon only at the point of generation. The rest of the production chain through to decommissioning is both energy and carbon intensive. 

· Costs are excessive and will likely bankrupt the country. Even if cheap options are taken, the industry record is one of major cost escalations. Even with a concerted programme of localisation, a high proportion of capital goods will be imported. At the end, decommissioning costs are likely to prove unaffordable.

· Safety cannot be guaranteed and is likely to be further compromised if cheap options are taken.

· Nuclear security regimes are not compatible with democratic accountability and control. 

· Nowhere has a safe storage option for high level waste been identified.
· Nuclear, being very centralized would entrench monopolies in the energy sector and related lack of people’s involvement and little accountability. 
· Nuclear does not at all create sustainable and localized employment to the extent that Renewable Energy would.
We support the intention to scale up renewables. Given their past neglect, there is evidently a large untapped potential. GP suggests substantial support for local production in relation to ‘working for energy’ [5.4.8]. We note, however, that current measures are biased toward privatising renewables in corporate hands and biased against micro systems of less than 1 MW. We believe that the objective of growing local and democratic control of energy systems should be central to the energy programme. 

Carbon capture and storage is proposed both for power and CTL. We oppose CCS for the following reasons:

· It has not been shown that either capture or storage will work at the scale required anywhere in the world. 
· It is very expensive both to build and to operate – requiring a global infrastructure on the scale of the oil industry. Even if separation plants are built, there can be little faith that utilities looking to cut costs will not switch them off when no-one is looking. Meanwhile, the money spent on CCS is not available for more convincing responses. 
· Separating CO2 will consume around 30% of the energy produced by the power station and thus substantially reduce their efficiency. Sasol’s CTL process allows for a relatively cheap separation of a portion of its carbon emissions. On Sasol’s own account, CCS would at best reduce its emissions to the level of those emitted in producing fuel from conventional crude oil.

· Underground carbon storage requires very particular geological formations. The newly minted ‘CO2 Storage Atlas’, prepared at the behest of government, Eskom, Sasol and other minerals-energy complex corporations, show that potential (not proven) sites are remote from industrial areas and mostly off-shore.

GP calls for investment in ‘clean coal technologies’. This is merely an industry public relations slogan: any technological advances in mining or combustion is claimed to be clean coal and used to justify expanded coal use. The GP endorses this agenda. Thus, coal bed methane extraction is punted as an alternative to mining. It is, however, only intended for use where mining is not viable. It is therefore a way of expanding the resource, and hence emissions, not of reducing impacts. Similarly, advances in combustion efficiency, as claimed for the supercritical technology to be used Medupi and Kusile, do not make coal clean. Indeed, it is a particular irony that the use of FGD scrubbers – an established technology hitherto resisted by Eskom but now also advertised as clean coal – on these plants will off-set efficiency gains.    

As with the power system, government appears intent on expanding liquid fuels as fast as possible. Refining capacity was dramatically expanded through the 90s. Sasol is currently expanding its Secunda plant and, with government support, investigating the feasibility of a new CTL plant in the Waterberg. State-owned PetroSA plans to build the very large 400,000 barrel a day Mthombo refinery at Coega. Two new pipelines are under construction: a large multi-fuel pipeline from Durban to Gauteng – with the Durban end purposely routed through poor areas; and a private Maputo-Gauteng line. 

Government’s promotion of oil and gas exploration is similarly not compatible with a serious response to climate change. The award of shale gas exploration rights in the Karoo Basin is of particular concern given the growing evidence of serious groundwater pollution caused by hydraulic fracturing (or fracking) in the US. In climate terms, shale gas extraction is energy intensive in itself and makes use of a range of toxic chemicals produced from energy intensive processes. Lower carbon emissions from gas combustion as compared with oil or coal are therefore off-set. Moreover, the US EPA has recently doubled its estimate of methane emissions from well vents and pipeline leaks, leading to a serious revision of the assumed benefits even of conventional gas. 

We support the GP’s proposals for a ‘modal shift’ in transport and, more particularly, for planning that enables public transport, cycling and walking. GP does not, however, address the broader issue: current planning assumes the ‘consumption city’ and is inherently biased to the rich because increased consumption is associated with economic growth. Both public and private investment is then directed to rich areas. A shift to planning for sustainable neighbourhoods, of prioritising people over growth, is called for.
 

The green paper says almost nothing about Coal-to-Liquid and Gas-to-Liquid technologies (GTL isn't mentioned at all). In terms of energy mitigation, both CTL and GTL must be addressed especially given the fact that Sasol’s Secunda plant is often cited as the single largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in the world. 
Carbon tax

GP proposes a tax on carbon emission. We note: 

1. The Treasury discussion paper which indicates that, as an economic measure, a tax is more effective and easier to implement than carbon trading. 

2. The tax will have little effect unless it is very substantial.

3. A tax is regressive and cannot be introduced without measures to protect poor people. The GP says “programmes may be considered to … help to minimise potential adverse impacts on low income households …” This is not good enough. Measures must be specified and should include: an expansion of free basic electricity as the first step in an inclining block tariff together with energy efficient programmes to ensure that all people can survive in comfort on the free supply; the extension of free services or proportionate support to other clean energy sources; expanded and free public transport.

Conclusion

In summary, we observe that the LTMS shows that an adequate response to climate change cannot be made within the confines of current planning models. The assumption that informs these models is that economic growth constitutes the central organising principle of development. This is not because growth is needed to alleviate poverty but because it is needed to reproduce capital. This is what determines the bounds of realism in planning and it is this realism that has produced the crisis of climate change, the crisis of peak oil and the political and economic crisis gripping global capital. 
Thus, the LTMS energy modelling assumed ever increasing demand but could not reconcile this with even the inadequate carbon reductions of its ‘required by science’ scenario. The GP, like the LTMS, is founded on an absolute commitment to growth. To address climate change and meet the needs of people, there must be a radical redefinition of what is meant by development and who defines it.

First, the central organising principle should be sustainable development founded on economic, social and environmental justice. 
Second, localisation is essential to any serious programme of mitigation and requires that national resources should be focused on supporting people’s capacities to direct local development.

Third, if we are to address climate change another energy future is necessary. We call for people’s energy sovereignty founded on democratic and local control. 
Fourth, the transition to a different energy and development order will require energy inputs from the declining fossil fuel system. If these investments go into the declining system, they will represent a permanent loss. What remains of the carbon budget should therefore be used to build the new system.

Fifth, food is the most basic form of energy for people and the food system must be thoroughly transformed to enable people to define and take control of production and consumption and hence of their own futures. 
Finally, we believe that a ‘people centred approach’ means an open-ended process of transition to a society in which people are actively and consciously making the decisions that shape their collective future. 

ANNEXURE B: FOR MORE ON ENERGY SECTOR JOBS:

http://www.greenpeace.org/africa/en/Press-Centre-Hub/Publications/South-African-Energy-Sector-Jobs-to-2030/
South African Energy Sector Jobs to 2030

Publication - August 12, 2010

How the Energy [R]evolution will create sustainable green jobs.

The Energy [R]evolution scenario published by Greenpeace International and the European Renewable Energy Council sets out a vision for a low-carbon energy future for South Africa (RSA) and compares it to a scenario derived from the International Energy Agency (IEA) 2007 energy projection for Africa (IEA 2007) the ‘IEA Reference case’. The South African Government has also published a set of energy scenarios, including a ‘Growth Without Constraints’ (GWC) scenario1, which is commonly regarded as a reference case for the country. The GWC scenario was designed to reflect South Africa’s energy future in the absence of climate change, with no oil constraints, and if no effort was made to internalise externalities (Scenario Building Team 2007).

This report presents an analysis of the energy sector job creation associated with the three scenarios to 2030: the Energy [R]evolution, the IEA Reference case, and the Growth Without Constraints scenario. Only direct employment is calculated, including jobs in fuel production, manufacturing, construction, and operations and maintenance. Energy efficiency jobs associated with reducing the need for electricity, and jobs associated with coal exports are also calculated.

It was found that the Energy [R]evolution scenario could be a major employment creator in South Africa, with a net increase of 78,000 jobs by 2030. This is slightly more than even the Growth Without Constraints scenario, which sees energy sector employment increase by 71,000, and considerably more than the IEA Reference case which has an estimated growth of 46,000.

ANNEXURE C: FOR MORE ON NUCLEAR ENERGY

http://www.earthlife.org.za/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2008/12/Final_Sustainable_Energy_Briefing-20_nuclear-power_sept2010.pdf
The purpose of this briefing is to promote discussion and debate on all aspects of  nuclear energy, including the declining number of nuclear Reactors, the costs, the technologies being promoted and the extended construction times. It provides a very basic idea of what nuclear energy is about and some of the technologies used. It then delves into the following issues to highlight the main areas of contention when discussion the nuclear solution: 

• Waste  

• Cost implications 

• Sustainability of resource 

• Climate change 

In addition, the briefing provides an update of what is happening in South Africa in terms of nuclear energy.
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