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Consultation Draft Emissions Reduction and Resilience Plan - Industrial Processes
and Product Use

There are many points | would like to make in regard to reducing carbon emissions
in Tasmania's Industrial Processes and Product Use sector (IPPU), but | am unwilling
to make the effort at this time because of the disgraceful and demeaning
consultation process and the degenerate and industry biased nature of the
current draft ERRP for IPPU.

In response to the “Priority areas” section (which contains most of the actions
specific to the IPPU sector) this submission is mainly reactive or critical of what is
presented. Given the limitations of the consultation process and the need to make
so many criticisms of the Draft ERRP, this submission makes few specific suggestions
or recommendations.

It is hard to make suggestions or recommendations when so many of the
purported actions in the Draft ERRP is expressed in such vague, passive, non-
specific and non-time constrained language.

The shortcomings of the Draft ERRP relate mainly to the structure of the plan and
the key elements that are missing, as articulated in the general comments section.
The weakness of the Draft ERRP can be linked to the failure of the consultation
process and the absence of any expectations from government, especially in
terms of targets or other objectives.

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE DRAFT ERRP
Consultation

All the Draft ERRPs have been prepared without any input from the Tasmanian
community. While the Climate Change Act requires that business and industry are
consulted in the drafting of ERRPs the Act did not prevent the government from
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involving the community. The exclusion of the community from the drafting of the
ERRPs was a deliberate policy of the state government and therefore the
community cannot be criticised if it chooses to energetically resist the
implementation of the ERRPs and publicly targets the industries and businesses that
may seek advantage from the ERRPs.

The exclusion of the community from the drafting of ERRPs is unfair and
discriminatory, but it also results in draft plans that omit the considerable
knowledge, experience and interests of the community sector. The practical
benefit of the ERRPs is considerably less than it would have been if the community
sector had been consulted.

The industry and business sectors had 21 months to provide input to the Draft ERRPs
and the community now has a mere six weeks. It is not possible to make up for this
unequal consultation through writing submissions. In the interest of fairness the final
ERRPs should acknowledge that the plans are primarily “industry and business
sector plans”.

The Draft ERRPs have included suggested actions that include possible
government funding for industry, changes to regulations and other actions that
may impact the community as residents, consumers and users of the natural
environment. The community was not consulted in the drafting of the ERRPs and
there is no mechanism proposed to involve them in implementing them. How does
the community get a voice in the implementation?

Targets

Despite the former Minister Roger Jaensch promising that, in the absence of a
legislated statewide carbon emissions reduction target, sector plans would have
targets, none of the draft ERRPs released to date include a target.

In the minister’'s second reading speech on the Climate Change (State Action)
Amendment Bill 2021 he said: ‘The Plans will incorporate and support existing
targets and opportunities to reduce sector emissions, aligning our efforts with those
directly involved in managing emissions...".

Minister Jaensch made it clear that the sector plans would incorporate and
support existing targets, but the Draft ERRP for IPPU does not have a target. This is a
broken promise that should be acknowledged in the final ERRP.

Deceptive reference to Tasmania being 100 per cent self-sufficient in renewable
electricity generation

The Draft ERRPs are being deliberately deception by repeating expressions such as:

‘Tasmania is already 100 per cent self-sufficient in renewable electricity
generation capacity in a typical year, due to our hydro-electric and wind
resources.’



To be true Tasmania would have to disconnect the Basslink cable to prevent dirty
coal generated electricity being imported to Tasmania or only import renewably
generated electricity from mainland states (which is not currently possible).

All Draft ERRPs should be rewritten to acknowledge that Tasmania is dependent on
dirty high emissions mainland electricity.

Energy generation target but no carbon emissions reduction target

It is hypocritical of the State Government to insist on a target to double renewable
electricity generation but not to commit to any carbon emissions reduction target.
Given the target to double renewable electricity generation is included in the
Draft ERRPs the absence of any carbon emissions reduction target should be
acknowledged in the ERRPs.

Coordination, duration, timeframes and review

It is an essential requirement of any plan that it describes how and by who it will be
implemented and reviewed, but the draft ERRPs released to date are missing both
these elements. Unstated is the depressing fact that the community have no role in
implementing the ERRPs.

Given the ERRPs may, by law, endure for five years the community and other
stakeholders have an understandable interest in knowing how the plans may be
adapted over time in response to unexpected circumstances. The Draft ERRPs do
not canvass the possibility of these circumstances and how and who makes this
decision.

The Draft ERRPs have no identified timeframes for any actions. Plans without
timeframes are not plans. It the absence of any clear statement of timeframes the
ERRPs should not be called plans.

The draft ERRPs may last for up to five years before being reviewed but this fact is
excluded from the plan title (found on the cover page and in the footer on each
page) and is mentioned nowhere in the body of the document other than the
infroduction. Readers of the plan won't easily realise that once finalised the ERRPs
may be in place unchanged until end of 2029.

Scope - deceptive reference to future opportunities

In the ‘scope section’ of each Draft ERRP, it is explained that ‘The future
opportunities identified in the Plans for each sector will be combined and inform
the development of Tasmania’s next climate change action plan’. This means that
these are not commitments to action but merely ideas to feed into another plan. It
also means that any potential commitment to these ‘future opportunities’ (let
alone implementation) is further delayed until the completion of the new climate
change action plan which is not expected until the end of 2025.



SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ERRP FOR IPPU
Benefits

Throughout the Draft ERRP for IPPU the benefits that are included only relate to
industry and business and no other benefits are identified. Ironically, not even
benefits related to reduced carbon emissions are identified.

Scope

The scope section of the Draft ERRP for IPPU makes some overarching comments
about what the plan will focus on. It states on page 7 that:

‘The majority of Tasmania’s IPPU emissions are from the manufacture of
metals and minerals, followed by the use of synthetic greenhouse gases such
as HFCs and SF. The Australian Government has the regulatory responsibility
for the phase-out of HFCs under the Montreal Protocol. The remaining sub-
sectors combined make up less than 1 per cent of total IPPU emissions. The
Plan will focus on the largest IPPU emissions sources for Tasmania.’

This statement fails to clarify whether HFCs are excluded from the scope of the
draft plan or not and, if they are, why. There is no timeframe on the purported
phase out of HFCs nor any commentary about Tasmania’s responsibility to assist
with the purported phase-out.

The Draft Plan does not explicitly state what the largest emission sources are (let
alone provide exact emissions figures and any targets for reduction) but it is vital
that this is done with as much specificity as possible.

As stated above, ‘The maijority of Tasmania’s IPPU emissions are from the
manufacture of metals and minerals’. The table on page 7 of the Draft ERRP states
that emissions include ‘Industrial process that chemically or physically fransform
materials to produce metals and minerals such as cement, steel, lime, and
alumina’. Industries producing these materials are responsible for producing most
of the emissions form the IPPU sector. Happily, the State of Play Report further
details the industries involved, stating on page 10, that:

‘Tasmania has six major industrial facilities which each have scope 1 emissions
over 100,000 tonnes (t) of CO2-e per year. The facilities include manufacturers
of cement, paper, aluminium, iron ore pellets and ferro- and silico-
manganese (used to produce steel), as well as mining.’

Given the almost total exclusion of the community from the development of the
Draft ERRP and no transparency about how the final ERRP is to be implemented,
the community must publicly name and scrutinize each of these six major facilities
in ferms of their carbon emissions and actions to reduce them.

Priority areas

Under ‘Research and resources’ a series of reports and plans are listed as having
been ‘Key considerations in the development of the Report and the Plan’ (page 9).



As is consistent with all the Draft ERRPs, many of the listed reports and plans have
been developed between the government, industry and business without input
from the community.

It is stated on page 12 of the Draft ERRP for IPPU that a new Tasmanian Advanced
Manufacturing Action Plan 2024 is to be released in October 2024. Not only did the
community not get asked to provide input to this but we are not even told where it
is available and cannot use it to assist with making submission on the Draft ERRPs.

1. Supporting the use of existing decarbonisation technology, and research
and development into new technologies

The ‘current actions’ listed under Tasmanian Government are incredibly limited.
The State Government investment info a crumbed rubber plant is presented on
page 11 with no information about whether it is assured of occurring and what the
potential carbon emissions reductions are if it is successful. Given the state
government'’s control over a large proportion of the states road, it could have
made commitments to use this material in construction and maintenance its own
roads.

The Nyrstar upgrade project mentioned on page 11 is currently on hold and there
is no indication that it will ever take place and, of so, when and under what
circumstances.

Reference is made to the Tasmanian Advanced Manufacturing Action Plan
without any clarification that State Government had any part in it. If the State
Government was involved, as we suspect, then it should explain what if anything is
included in the plan dealing with carbon emissions reduction. The description of
the objectives of the plan on page 12 make no reference to carbon emissions
reductions.

Under ‘Australion Government’ the examples given of grants to Tasmanian
industries under the ‘Powering the Regions Fund’ make no reference to the intent
of the projects that are funded, the potential for carbon emissions reduction or
sources of additional information.

Under ‘Industry research organizations’, it is noted that the Tasmanian Government
is yet to become a member of the HILT CRC as stated on page 12. Is there an
explanation for this?

The main component of this section is reference to the study commissioned from
VDZ to inform decarbonization options in the Australian lime, cement and
concrete sector. On page 13, it refers to the VDZ report identifying
decarbonization pathways for this sector (five for the lime sector and eight for the
cement and concrete sector) without stating what these are. A reference is given
for the VDZ report, but it seems that it is up to the reader to find it and determine
what it says about Tasmanian facilities.

The ‘pathway forward’ is equally thin, referencing only the option for the
Tasmanian Government to extend funding, currently provided to a crumbed



rubber facility, to low emissions concrete production or green steel for building
products in the future. This is so hypothetical and vague that it can not honestly be
included as a pathway forward.

The four ‘future opportunities’ are all premised by the words “consider” and
“explore” and all are so vague that it stretches the meaning of the word
opportunities. Why can’t the State Government provide clear commitments to the
mechanisms it will establish to facilitate partnerships? Similarly, reference is made
to ‘Explore funding options for industry’ without making any reference to particular
funding options.

It is started on page 13 that an opportunity is to ‘Explore ways to support
Tasmanian IPPU sector businesses to access Australian Government funding’
without describing what the support will be and by whom.

2. Streamlining regulatory and policy frameworks to support the adoption of
low emissions technology

Page 15 of the Draft ERRP it is stated that “The consultation process identified that
a barrier to implementing and trialling new technologies and alternative
production processes is regulation”. This is an understandable concern for industry
however the Draft Plan provides no examples or details to explain what the real
world concerns are, if in fact, if they are real.

The ‘pathway forward’ is focused on State Government hypothetically providing
clarification and guidance for major industries. This sounds a lot like a code for
helping them make major projects proposals or to seek planning scheme
amendments. If the state government is suggesting that the EPA and other
regulators support industry to trial low emissions technology, this sounds very
inappropriate use of government pressure on regulators.

The cynicism expressed above is justified, as it is proposed in the ‘Future
opportunities’ section to “Explore options to streamline regulatory approval
processes” and “review regulations that may act as barriers to trialling or
implementing innovative low emissions technologies”. The downside to these new
technologies being approved through a streamline process is not considered. The
concerns regarding regulatory barriers were raised in the consultation process
without community involvement. The community need to be convinced that the
industry’s concerns are not imagined, exaggerated or are raised for ulterior
motives.

The ‘future opportunities’ make reference to “Consider embedding climate
change into government policy frameworks such as procurement...” and “Explore
sustainability accreditation systems for large-scale government infrastructure
projects” while omitting to referencing the apparent commitment to a
Government ERRP.

3. Supporting the transition to a low emissions economy



Under ‘current action’ the Australian Government'’s $400 million ARENA grants
program seems very impressive, but there is no indication that any funds will
directly benefit industries in Tasmania and, if so, how.

The ‘current actions’ by the Tasmanian government are very minor, being limited
to funding of $1 million for a grants program for a Advanced Manufacturing
Accelerating Growth Grants program.

In ‘pathway forward’ the points made about future workforce needs and climate
related financial disclosure seems entirely hypothetical, making no mention of any
actions being taken in Tasmania.

The ‘future opportunities’ are similarly vague, including statements that the State
Government will “consider support and guidance” and “Consider options to map
decarbonisation pathways”.

While the points about future work force needs is more action orientated, it seems
astonishing that after nearly two years since the process for developing ERRPs was
legislated that the government is still talking about identifying future workforce
needs and are yet to form partnerships to develop programs.

4. Driving action through partnerships, collaboration and information sharing
between governments, industry and key stakeholders

Under ‘current action’, it is disappointing that the State Government are sfill
planning to host a roundtable with the HILT CRC to consider decarbonization
pathways while still not being formally a member.

The relevance if any to Tasmania of the ‘Materials and Embodied Carbon Leaders’
Alliance’ is not explained.

The ‘pathway forward’ section is entirely hypothetical, mentioning only that
collaborative relations are needed, knowledge sharing can lever new
opportunities and meetings can connect industries. Surely, after nearly two years,
there can be something more concrete stated about what was discussed
between government, industry and business in regard to partnerships,
collaboration and information sharing and who will facilitate them.

The ‘future opportunities’ section provides a little more detail but the specific
means of organization are through existing industry and business organizations.
Does government have any involvement and influence of these processes?

The proposal to “Explore options for increasing engagement with Tasmania’s
largest emitters captured under the Safeguard Mechanism” is disappointing in that
after 15 months of the safeguard mechanism being in place ‘increasing
engagement’ is still presented as a future option to explore.

The ‘future opportunities’ excludes the community from having a role.



5. Building the resilience of the IPPU sector to the physical impacts of climate
change

The risks posed by climate change induced increase in bushfires, floods, coastal
erosion and extreme weather events causing damage to the IPPU sector’s
infrastructure and property is important to acknowledge.

Under ‘Tasmanian Government’ the existence of information gaps is
acknowledged but no action has been taken to fill the gaps during the nearly two
years it has taken to prepare this Draft ERRP. The State Government initiatives to
improve understanding of impacts of climate change are not explained and
therefore it cannot be determined if there is any relevance to the problem being
addressed. For example, are the purported initiatives designed at a scale to
identify specific industry and business facilities that may be at risk?

The Business Tasmania toolkit is not explained so we cannot determine what it is
intended to achieve and if it will be effective. There is no statement of who is to
ensure the role out of this toolkit and whether further resources such as for business
planning may be needed.

Given there are potential risks that could threaten the very existence of major
industries the future opportunities section is negligent in not providing any
timeframes for using the climate change risk assessment to assess business risks.
Who will ensure individual industry facilities will have access to the information they
require?

Given the lack any specifics about the nature of the assistance that may be
provided the suggestion of offering financial support to businesses seems
premature.

Yours sincerely

Peter McGlone.

CEO
Tasmanian Conservation Trust



