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Submission of the New Zealand Council of Trade Unions on the proposed ratification of the Kyoto Protocol and the Policy Options to Meet Obligations

1. Introduction

1.1 The New Zealand Council of Trade Unions (CTU) is the internationally recognised central trade union centre in New Zealand.  It represents 30 affiliated unions with a membership of approximately 250,000.  
1.2 The CTU welcomes this opportunity to make a submission as part of the first stage of consultation. Our responses to the specific questions (1-12) are in Appendix 1.

1.3 The NZCTU and the international trade union movement are vitally interested in the Kyoto protocol.  Unions are only too well aware of the devastating employment, social, and environmental effects of global warming.  However we are also very concerned about ensuring there is a “just transition” that ensures absolute recognition of the possible employment loss and other effects on workers due to the implementation of commitments made under the protocol.

1.4 The Council of Trade Unions is generally supportive of a sustainable development framework.  This means that Government policy, business investment and operation, and views of community stakeholders must all be directed towards a balanced approach to growth and development.  This is an approach that recognises economic, social, and environmental factors as equally important in the long term. That is why the Council of Trade Unions supports those employers who are making genuine attempts to introduce a triple bottom line approach to accountability.

1.5 The Council of Trade Unions (CTU) recognises that although it is very unlikely that implementation of commitments by New Zealand will have any tangible, and direct effect on the overall emission of greenhouse gases, it does not mean that we as citizens, and New Zealand is a country, can avoid recognising our obligation to join with other countries in taking a global initiative to reduce global warming.
1.6 Too often some of the key debates in the context of sustainable development have been reduced to a simple “jobs versus the environment” argument.  We do not resile from an approach that argues that jobs are always important.  The CTU advocates job creation in the context of high wage, high skill quality employment opportunities.  We also believe that sustainable development can be consistent with employment-rich initiatives. But  on occasions a case can be made that the job considerations are simply too important when weighed against perhaps minimal environmental gains. Having said that, the key element of our approach is that there must be a just transition for workers, their families, and their communities when there are sound environmental reasons for the phasing out of certain types of production, or economic activity.

1.7 The Council of Trade unions is also informed by the role the international union movement has taken on the whole issue of climate change.

1.8 The CTU recognises that there are unique features of the New Zealand economy and the composition of our GHG emissions.

1.9 We have also invited representatives from the Greenhouse Policy Coalition, Forest Industries Council, and Federated Farmers to meet with us and share their concerns.

1.10 We have attended breakfast briefings from the Minister, Hon. Pete Hodgson and also heard from a representative from the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry.

1.11 But our overarching submission is that the National Impact Assessment should occur before there is consultation on the decision to ratify. There is simply not enough detailed information on the costs and benefits of ratification for the CTU to be able to do any more than support the need for measures to be taken to reduce emissions. This means that we support the principles underlying the Kyoto Protocol but do not have sufficient information to support or oppose ratification at this stage.

2. Summary of Recommendations

2.1 That the CTU supports the principles underlying the Kyoto Protocol.

2.2 That the Government should complete the National Impact Assessment and then consult on the proposal to ratify. This is our key submission.

2.3 Issues of concern we raise in the absence of a National Impact Assessment include:

2.3.1 What guarantees are there of a “just transition” for workers affected by policy options to meet any obligations to reduce emissions? No worker should lose employment as a result of ratification.

2.3.2 What consideration is being given to exemption of specific sectors (agriculture, cement) or to ensure they receive significant assistance to offset the unfair burden of adjustment on those sectors, and in recognition of the national interest?

2.3.3 Is there not an argument that the Government should in any case take a pro-active role in research and development of non-GE biotechnology, alternative energy use, and other initiatives which can reduce emissions?

2.3.4 What specific plans are there to aggressively promote public transport  to reduce CO2 emissions?

2.3.5 Where is the policy development that links the proposed ratification of the Kyoto Protocol to a specific model of sustainable development that is consistent with industry development strategies that have commenced? 

2.3.6 What guarantees are there against “leakage” where firms simply import, or relocate which means that overall emissions do not reduce, but employment in New Zealand does?

3. CTU Issues in relation to Proposed Ratification

3.1 The CTU supports the principles of the Kyoto Protocol, but does not support ratification in the absence of detailed consideration and consultation on a National Impact Assessment.

3.2 The CTU notes that Article 13 (4) (a) of the Protocol refers to the importance to monitor the effect of measures taken, including the “environmental, economic and social effects”. This is extremely important and the New Zealand Government must be as forthright in international meetings on the Kyoto Protocol and COP meetings in advocating “just transition” as it has been in arguing for ratification.

3.3 It is fair to say that there is a number of affiliate unions which are seriously concerned about the impact of emission charges and/or other measures to reduce emissions

3.4 The union movement has also experienced the painful effects of some policy initiatives where New Zealand was seen as “leading the world”. For instance the post-1984 deregulation programme, including massive tariff reduction, has a devastating effect on workers and their families.

3.5 The processing of the wall of wood that is coming on stream from forests will be affected by carbon prices. It would be of grave concern to the union movement if it is more economic to keep some of the timber unharvested to capture the benefit of carbon credits. There are also concerns that international interests might buy sinks with no interest in any harvesting or processing of the resource.
3.6 We are aware of major concerns of particular sectors that the costs of ratification outweigh the environmental benefits, that the time frame is too fast, that the Kyoto Protocol strikes at some key economic drivers, and that major competitors are unlikely to ratify. In addition, the forestry industry argues that key competitors are in fact developing countries not covered by the first commitment period in any case. These concerns are unsettling for workers in this industry.
3.7 The image of GHG emissions is perhaps much more of smokestacks belching out dirty black pollution, rather than sheep, cattle and dairy herds quietly munching our clean green grass and belching methane into the atmosphere. There does seem to be a special case for agriculture in New Zealand. If the only solution is to reduce production, then the direct impact on farmers, and workers in meatworks, shearing, dairy industry and so forth could be disastrous. 
4. The Union View in an International Context

4.1 Changes in the world’s climate have major implications for workers and their communities in terms of food availability and prices, living standards and lifestyles, occupational health and safety and public health. Measures adopted by governments that seek to control climate change also have major implications for jobs in many industries, as many are based on fossil fuel production and/or use, the major source of greenhouse gas emissions.

4.2 At the 1997 Kyoto Protocol negotiations there were only a dozen union representatives present – compared to more than two thousand environmentalists and over a thousand business representatives.  However, both the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) and the ICEM presented papers calling, among other things, for a clear recognition of the employment impacts of climate change policy. The ICFTU proposed that the UN’s International Labour Organisation (ILO) “should be asked to establish a tripartite team to work on sustainable employment programmes to be part of climate change programmes...”.  On 7th October 1998, the ICFTU, the Trade Union Advisory Committee to the OECD (TUAC) and a number of the unions’ sector-by-sector International Trade Secretariats (ITS),  held a meeting on ‘Climate Change and Workers: Workplace and Employment Transition’.

4.3 A number of major International Union organisations have adopted policies in relation to climate change. For instance the International Federation of Chemical, Energy, Mine and General Workers’ Unions have a policy :

supporting the development of  ‘Just Transition’ policies and strategies which address the transitional needs of workers and their families in the pursuit of more sustainable development; in particular where large scale moves from old to newer, more friendly, technologies are involved;

to continue to insist on the international context of ‘Just Transition’ and sustainable development and, in particular, to promote support for workers and their families in developing and newly restructuring countries;

to seek the creation of transitional funding, from industry and public sources, that will support the process of industrial change and relieve workers from carrying the burden of cost and insecurity that has accompanied the process of change to date;

to develop work on priority areas of concern such as the prevention of environmental dumping, the development of more efficient and cleaner use of energy, and the ‘sunsetting’ of obsolete and/or unwanted products and processes;

to increase its work with major companies, in particular regarding the development, implementation and monitoring of global agreements aiming to ensure the highest possible standards of health, safety and environmental performance of such companies wherever they operate.
4.4 At the Conference of the Parties in November 1998, the ICFTU and also TUAC released a statement. 

4.4.1 They submitted that unions around the world are increasingly conscious of the need to take concerted international action to slow down and, ultimately halt the process of global warming. The strong scientific consensus over the relationship between rising levels of green house gases, climate change and the steadily increasing risk of disruptive environmental effects must be matched by a strong political consensus for international action. Such action will require major economic changes in many countries and have a considerable impact on the structure of employment. However, as yet, the international community has given little attention to the sustainable employment strategies which will be the key to the broad political support needed for successful programmes to reduce greenhouse gas emission. 

4.4.2 They argued that the Buenos Aires Conference of the Parties (COP4) should initiate a serious programme of work now to analyse the positive and negative effects on employment of possible scenarios for emission reductions, along with scenarios based on policies that will be needed to address the regional, international and sectoral mismatches they are likely to reveal. They said that unless such work is put in hand now, international policies on climate change could conflict with global efforts to reduce unemployment and poverty in developing, transition and industrial countries. 

4.4.3 The Statement submitted that the success of emission reduction strategies will depend on the engagement of workers and their trade unions, working with employers to achieve agreed targets at workplaces and in promoting political support for other measures within their communities around the world. For this to materialise, workers must feel confident that their livelihoods are not jeopardised. Governments at Kyoto failed to address this fundamental problem. Sustainable employment must, therefore, become a cornerstone of sustainable development policies in general, and climate change policies in particular. 

4.4.4 In fact, the failure to address employment issues at both the national and international levels is a major weakness of the Kyoto Protocol. It is vital that in developing mechanisms to implement the agreement, employment issues are integrated into follow-up programmes. In the European Union, for example, the European Trade Union Confederation and national unions have supported strong implementation measures and are actively involved in examining and addressing employment issues. In many other countries unions have not been involved in climate change discussions with the consequence that employment issues have been neglected. This range of response indicates how the potential for broadly-based worker and public support for integrated and effective target-setting and implementation can be jeopardised by inadequate consideration of social impacts of proposed changes. A just employment transition programme should be the basis for stronger public agreement on essential measures, including for the eventual support of any climate change protocol. 

4.4.5 The direct impacts of a sea level rise alone create the potential for over 60 million environmental refugees by 2030, as 70 per cent of the world's population live and work within 60 kilometres of the coast. When other anticipated effects are accounted for, the potential for disruption of workers lives and jobs is staggering. In addition, hundreds of thousands of workers within CO2 contributing industrial sectors, which are the focus of desired changes, (i.e. manufacturing, energy, transportation and construction) are at risk of losing their livelihood, thereby increasing the risk of higher levels of poverty and social unrest. Further, as existing programmes and insurance schemes become inadequate, workers will be expected to bear the social costs of disruption through increased taxes and levies imposed by all levels of governments to support preventive measures, disaster relief and re-fitting of production, as well as the restoration of damage caused by the effects of climate change itself. Many other costs and effects have yet to be quantified or assessed. 

4.4.6 Once again the emphasis was that equitable distribution of costs through "Just Transition" policies must deal with the recovery of the economic and social costs of climate change and of emission reduction programmes. Companies, which have profited from unsustainable practices, must assume their share of responsibility. As a means of building social consensus around climate change policies, transition measures must provide for income protection, redundancy procedures, re-employment, education and re-training, coupled with promoting employment through energy conservation, alternative energy development and “green job” creation strategies, generally. The employment potential of new and alternative energy paths is encouraging, but translating this into reality will require active government employment programmes with a mixture of solutions, including with appropriate financial mechanisms. 

4.4.7 The Statement also said that trade unions are concerned that the use of tradable permits in emission reduction programmes has yet to be adequately thought through, especially with regard to their impact on jobs. All measures, including tradable permits, must be analysed in terms of an overall sustainable employment strategy. The intent of the international resolve to limit greenhouse gases must not be undermined by ill-conceived or poorly implemented measures. Strong regulatory measures to verify environmental performance would be essential to ensure the credibility of any system of tradable permits. For example, any system which might lead to job losses with little or no overall improvement in emission reductions would seriously damage public support for climate change programmes. Furthermore, revenues from related financial mechanisms must be properly directed to promote environment, employment and economic development to eliminate possible regressive effects on income distribution and social development. 

4.4.8 The ICFTU and TUAC urged decision-makers at COP-4 to consider the ways to undertake large-scale detailed studies on the employment implications of adopted targets or implementation measures. Research by international and inter-governmental bodies into the employment implications of climate change and its mitigation must be encouraged as a first step and as a means of fully understanding the best approaches for implementation and transition measures. In particular, the ILO and OECD, must assume responsibility in both doing basic research and promoting it. The ILO has a clear mandate to address employment related issues. As well, the OECD has a responsibility to undertake concrete action as part of its programme of work which grows out of last April's Environment Ministerial meeting in Paris. The complexity of the research needed cannot be underrated. It must include the interacting effects of financial, trade and investment decisions on employment as related to climate change. As well, it must be a continually evolving process, modelled after new and emerging knowledge from the scientific and other research communities. Such research must also have practical results, pointing to alternative courses of action for national and regional governments in shaping their economic and employment policies. 

4.4.9 The setting of targets and implementation of measures through the millions of workplaces which trade unions have organised around the world will become the centre of changes which will be needed. Trade unions have shown how such tools as workplace eco-audits are suited to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, energy conservation and eco-efficiency. Workplaces can also be powerful vehicles to influence personal consumption patterns of workers at the job site, travelling to and from their homes and in their communities. This calls for promoting partnerships with governments, employers and NGOs in very tangible ways. Joint employer/trade union programmes must be encouraged and working with community organisations must become common practice. Governments must play a central role in promoting stakeholder involvement in decision-making and in ensuring transparency, as decided by the UN Commission on Sustainable Development in April 1998 which urged governments to include workers and trade unions within the decision-making framework on sustainable development.

4.4.10 Emissions from developing countries are rising fast and the costs of breaking away from high emissions development patterns will be onerous. While industrial countries have a responsibility to take the lead in cutting emissions, developing countries must also start to participate in emissions limitations. Industrial countries should provide substantial financial and technical assistance as a means of enabling developing countries to adopt binding targets within the context of differentiated goals and long term implementation strategy. In this context, it is vital that projects, especially in the energy and transport sectors, be supported by bilateral or multilateral development assistance and also incorporate greenhouse gas targets to lower emissions. 

4.5 At an International Climate Change meeting in November 2000, the ICFTU stated to world leaders present that “overall, trade unions feel that you have not yet met the commitments of the Kyoto Protocol which asked you to strive to minimise adverse effects of climate change, including the social impacts”.

4.6 In March 2001, the ICFTU expressed concern at the announcement by President Bush that the USA would not ratify the Kyoto Protocol. Bill Jordan said that climate change signals serious implications for workers who face employment dislocations due to infrastructure losses and damage to industries and communities brought about by rising seas and disrupted climates. He said that we need successful negotiations that might lead to a properly planned transition process for workers so as to minimise its negative social and employment impacts.  A failure to promote meaningful alternatives to current negotiations is a step backwards which will turn possible transition planning into overt crisis management with devastating impacts on the world’s workers, the poor and, especially, the people of developing countries.

4.7 He referred to the fact that at the COP6 meeting at the Hague, business and trade union groups urged governments to push for more research to better understand the employment implications of climate change, so as to allow for better transition planning.  This  appeal found favour among G8 Governments when their Environment Ministers, meeting in Trieste, Italy last February agreed that, "...a firm consensus for action on climate change is needed and that all sectors of society must be called upon to play their part in implementing change", further adding that "addressing social and employment issues is a matter of fundamental importance to promoting consensus".

4.8 What the above indicates is a profound concern in the union movement about the transitional impacts of implementation and the need for union involvement at key international events on climate change. Although many of the drivers of this approach are based on energy-intensive employment displacement effects, they translate readily to a broader context.

4.9 The CTU is also aware that climate change is a vital issue for our Pacific neighbours. The CTU has close relationships with unions in the South Pacific.

5. Policy Options

5.1 The CTU is not yet in a position to make detailed submissions on policy options as we are seeking full consideration of a National Impact Assessment before both a decision whether or not to ratify and consideration of policy options.

5.2 We can however make some general comments about policy options. We favour a mix of market and government measures to reduce emissions. We believe that, in general, it is better for regulation rather than taxation to be applied to discourage emissions. However, it may well be best to impose some emission charges that can be offset by measures taken to reduce emissions. This implies a significant degree of micro-management by government, but it also allows considerable flexibility to apply specific measures that are appropriate for particular sectors. We therefore favour negotiated greenhouse gas agreements rather than taxation, but tax is an option where agreement cannot be reached.

5.3 The CTU supports a major programme to boost energy savings, and to accelerate innovation around alternative energy sources. We recognise that work has started on this.

5.4 We believe that if a case can be made to ratify, then the Government should at least keep a reserve of carbon sinks, and should consider being the major player in terms of reconciling credits with emissions.

5.5 The CTU supports policy options which are both environmentally favourable and employment-rich. For instance, much greater provision of public transport given that 40% of our CO2  emissions are from the transport sector.

6. Conclusion

6.1 The CTU supports the principles underlying the Kyoto Protocol.

6.2 We are seeking a rigorous cost-benefit analysis of the implications of ratification. This means that the National Impact Assessment needs to come first and be subject to wide consultation before there is a decision whether or not to ratify.

6.3 We are seeking Government commitment to a process of “just transition” for any affected workers, if there is a case made for ratification, so that there is no loss of employment.

6.4 We support major Government investment in technology, including non GM bio-technology to advance the science of reducing emissions in a New Zealand context.

6.5 We have not seen any documentation that coherently establishes the links between the Government programme on economic and social development with a proposal to ratify the Kyoto Protocol.

6.6 For the reasons given in this submission as set out above we cannot support ratification at this stage.

APPENDIX 1

CTU Response to Specific Questions in Stage 1 Consultation

Question 1
What are your views on the Government’s case for ratification?


The CTU supports the Kyoto Protocol in principle. But we cannot support ratification at this stage. The case has not been made because the National Impact Assessment has not been done. Nor is there any documentation linking proposed ratification with the economic development strategy the Government has commenced.

Question 2
What are your views on the assessment of the issues relating to ratification set out in Part I? 


It falls a long way short of a National Impact Assessment.

Question 3
Can you think of any other economic opportunities that may be connected with climate change? Please provide information if you have it. 


There are opportunities to promote public transport. We accept that there may be economic opportunities but believe these are overstated in the documentation compared with a real analysis of the costs of ratification. We believe in any case that we are more likely to make advances in bio-technology relative to other countries, but that in many of the other areas mentioned in the document, there will be many other countries which may also make significant advances.

Question 4
What other issues or further information not presented in this document do you think the Government should consider?


There is very little material on how to provide a just transition for affected workers and sectors. We do not support a policy approach that leaves those affected entirely to the vicissitudes of the market. For instance, tariff reduction which was ostensibly meant to be in the national interest, led to thousands of redundancies yet the State did little to support these workers.

Question 5
Do you have any comments on specific aspects of the proposed Climate Protection Bill Part I legislation on ratification set out in pages 25 - 27 of this paper?

•
Government ability to buy and sell on the international market
•
the inventory


•
the registry.

If the Kyoto Protocol was ratified we can see the need for a Government ability to buy and sell on the international market, a national inventory, and a registry.

Question 6
Who should take responsibility for managing greenhouse gas emissions? Government? The private sector? A mix?

We cannot answer this question in any detailed way but our general approach is to favour a mix, but primarily the Government.

Question 7
If the private sector takes responsibility, how do we divide this responsibility between sectors? Where the Government takes responsibility, how much should it take? Should Government set aside a reserve of emission units to reduce its possible liabilities at the end of the commitment period. If so, in what circumstances?

If there can be a case made to ratify, then the Government should set aside a reserve for the end of the commitment period. The Government should only allow limited trading of emissions. The primary focus should be to negotiate greenhouse gas agreements with each sector, and ensure that the agreements are enforced. This is preferable to the use of emission charges.

Question 8
Keeping in mind the measures that the Government has already announced or is developing (including Negotiated Greenhouse Agreements), which of the following proposed market-based policy instruments do you think are appropriate, and in which sectors or circumstances?

If there can be a case made to ratify, we support the exclusion of selected sectors (agriculture, cement) unless acceptable ways can be found to drastically reduce the effects ratification in those instances. We support GHG Agreements. In terms of market-based instruments, we recognise there may be a need for some limited emissions trading to preserve flexibility which may be important for some sectors especially in a transitional sense, but do not believe that the emphasis should be on market-based solutions.

Question 9
Should market-based policies be implemented prior to the commitment period? If so, which ones?

If a case can be made to ratify, there could be piloting of emissions trading.

Question 10
What transition arrangements might be needed for different sectors?

If there can be a case made for ratification, the CTU believes that the Government must fund major innovation to assist emissions reduction. This means that the issue is seen as one primarily of technology enhancement in the national interest given the economic and social benefits derived nationally from the agriculture and forestry sectors. Credits should be retained by Government so that if necessary they can be used not so much to offset emissions, but to fund transitional support measures. No worker should become unemployed due to ratification. That requires significant funding for transitional mechanisms alongside major investment in technology on emission reductions so that reduced production is not the major response to comply.

Question 11
What elements are necessary for a system to manage forest sinks? In particular:

•
what proportion of sink credits should the Government retain? (and why?)

•
should participation in a system to receive sink credits be voluntary or mandatory?

•
who should sink credits be assigned to (e.g. land owners, forestry rights owners)?


•
where should the point of obligation be when there is a responsibility for emissions from forest harvesting?

The Government should maintain most of the sink credits.

Question 12
Should the Government seek to use the provisions of article 3.4 (additional sink activities) of the Protocol?

If there can be a case made for ratification, there should be further investigation of the feasibility of doing this. It should not be ruled out at this stage.
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