
Thank you firstly for your prompt reply.

I have a few questions, however, in relation to your response.

In its first full year of operation the carbon tax saw only a slight change in emissions despite a $7 billion a 
year tax.
 
Importantly, domestic emissions under the carbon tax are projected to continue to rise through to 2020. 
As a policy to address climate change, the carbon tax is a failure.

From what I understand, this has been a claim of Mr Hunt's since the election that has been found to be 
in misleading.

From all accounts, the carbon price, which we must remember is a long term program, has been effective 
even in the short term.

Ref: http://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-10-01/greg-hunt-carbon-emissions-misleading/4989750

...despite a $7 billion a year tax.

In addition, the carbon tax paid billions of dollars to those businesses it was trying to shut down. The $5.5 
billion payment to brown coal fired stations and the $10 billion funding for the Clean Energy Finance 
Corporation will be removed when the carbon tax is repealed.

The carbon price was a burden placed upon the top 600 polluters, with much of the money collected 
redistribute to the public to assist with the expected price rises to the general public, or so we have been 
told. In this way, renewables were shown to be more competitive by comparison to fossil fuels which was 
also assisting the need to shift to a low carbon economy.

Ref: http://climateinstitute.org.au/articles/media-briefs/the-carbon-laws-one-year-on.html/section/397

In addition, from reading Direct Action in the somewhat limited detail available prior to the election, I 
noted that it was based on an exact opposite approach; in that Direct Action was paid directly by tax 
payers and then redistributed to polluters to reduce their emissions.

Further to this, The Australia Institute has also indicated that Direct Action would need hefty 
administration at additional cost.

Ref: http://www.tai.org.au/node/355

While this, of course, will not hurt business, as you rightly suggest, I worry that this will be an increasing 
burden on the tax payer and if not tax burden, an otherwise avoidable loss of public services.

If you could help me make sense of these conflicting reports, that would help set my mind at ease.

Lastly, out of interest, I was wondering if you had, or could direct me to, additional information on the 
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component of Direct Action that interests me most; sequestration. When I read what information was 
available of Direct Action prior to the election, I noted that it is expect that, through soil sequestration, an 
annual abatement of 85 million tonnes of CO2 will be achieved by 2020.

If this was achieved through trees, it would be an admirable target and I am fascinated to know the 
mechanisms through which this would be achieves via soil. CSIRO has a review that outlines the 
uncertainties with soil sequestration, which troubles me.

Ref: http://www.csiro.au/resources/Soil-Carbon-Sequestration-Potential-Report

With that in mind, how would this be locked? In trees as with all bio-matter, it would eventually be 
broken down by organisms leading to CO2 or CH4 being created. That would only prolong the impact on 
climate and not abate it.

On the other hand, there is inorganic sequestration.

Ref: http://www.azimuthproject.org/azimuth/show/Enhanced+weathering

This might be useful.

Thank you for your time and help with these questions.
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