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	Russell Fisher
	Hello and welcome.  My name is Russell Fisher from Sustainability In Mind.  I’ve been asked on behalf of the City of Melbourne today to facilitate this really important workshop on responding to climate change as part of the Future Melbourne forums.

Firstly, I’d like to respectfully acknowledge that we’re meeting on the traditional land of the Kulin Nation, and I pay my respects to their elders both past and present.
Just by way of starting, I don’t know about you but I’ve been sort of thinking about the shift that’s happened politically in the country in the last couple of days and trying to make sense of what that means for climate change and, you know, there’s been a lot of talk about it during the election campaign and leading up to that.  And I think, the thing that I’ve been thinking about, and I guess it’s probably wishful thinking, is that there’s a sense or an optimism that we can actually move forward a lot quicker than what we’ve been able to.  Irrespective of whether the previous government was doing the right thing or not, I think there was a perception in the community that, that we weren’t responding quickly enough or boldly enough and I think that’s the opportunity today.  I mean we’ve brought together a great cross‑section and diverse group of people to focus on this, to feed into the City of Melbourne’s Future Melbourne, their strategic plan, and I really invite you to think about the leadership role that the City of Melbourne plays and how you can contribute to that as part of this strategic planning effort.

The Future Melbourne project, for those that don’t know, is, as I said, a strategy for the future of Melbourne.  It has a 2020 vision and a set of objectives for 2020 and beyond, and the process by which the City of Melbourne is engaging with the community is to run a whole series of conversations on lots of different topics and issues across lots of different levels.  The first phase of that has been to engage the community around key values and issues that people thought were important and primarily those values were around about being a green city.  If you can encapsulate it into a nutshell, that was what it was about.  And the key issues were a proactive and opportunistic response to climate change to maintain our environment and a 21st century public transport system to facilitate sustainable access.

So that’s the first one around, around climate change, is obviously the reason we’re here today and the first phase—well the second phase, rather, was to then look at those issues and then start to identify what were the options.  And today’s sort of a bit of a, a bit of a bridge, it’s a bit of both.  It’s about actually looking at what are some of the values and issues but also talking about the options, and the conversation today is one of many conversations so there’s not an expectation to come out with answers or solutions, although that would be great, but to feed into that broader conversation that will go through the City of Melbourne process leading to some objectives and agreements.

So if I can just put up the objectives.  So the opportunity is really to explore the implications of climate change scenarios for the future of Melbourne from a different range of perspectives, look at what opportunities and challenges that presents in responding to climate change and to identify any available options and solutions with a view of fleshing these out more fully at a later stage.  Now mindful that we’re, you know, we’re here for a short amount of time so we do need to be conscious that we’re not, as I said, not trying to get a full answer today but something that’s concrete that we can take forward.

The structure of the day is that we’ve got five speakers—we did have six by Cheryl Battergol, the Chair of Melbourne Water, was unable to be with us.  I’ll introduce the speakers as we go along.   The way I’ve structured it, so that you don’t get five speakers all at once, we’re going to have three speakers and then give you a short opportunity just to connect with one another and try and flesh out a few of the ideas that have been presented by the speakers and then come back and hear the next lot of speakers, do the same again and then have a plenary around that and the opportunity to ask questions of all of the speakers at once.  We’ll then have a break and then we’re going to move into topic tables and we’ve got a whole series of topic tables on a range of different subjects and we’ll invite you to, after the break, come back and self‑select around the topics that you think you would want to make most contribution to.  If the topic isn’t there that you, you want to talk about and you can find enough people that also want to talk about that with you, by all means start another table.  And then we’ll come back for a plenary, hear a short report from each of those tables about where they’ve got to in their thinking and then we’ll wind that up by five o’clock.

To make this work, I need your help in making sure that you look out for one another, give everyone a chance to speak, adopt the position of curiosity and enquiry.  As I said, we’ve been saying we’ve got lots of different perspectives here.  That’s a real gift.  Let’s make use of it to hear from the different perspectives.  It’s a chance to learn from one another and build solutions together.  We are tight on time, I make no apologies about that.  My job is to keep, is to help you keep it moving so when I do call times and things, please honour that and come back and we’ll, we’ll all get out of here by five o’clock.

At your tables there are, there are representatives from the City of Melbourne.  They will be acting as a scribe on each of the tables, taking notes, so those that aren’t from the City of Melbourne can relax about that, that role.  I’m just thinking, is there anything else?  Have I left anything out Gabrielle? … Questions during the speakers … After the speakers, yeah.  So just, just—I’ll go onto the speakers, we’ll get stuck straight into it.  Is there any questions from you about needs or anything like that?  We’ve got a break.  Toilets are down the corridor for those that don’t know.  Smoking is a long way out of the room, out of the building.  Mobile phones.  I think I’ve covered all of the bases.

Alright, let’s go on to speakers and we’ll get straight into it.  Just by way of framing it again, our speakers, we’re giving them 10 minutes.  I will give them a minute little bell, just warning, and then I don’t know what I’ll do after the 10 minutes, I’ll think of something, and then if you can save your questions until we come back to the table discussions and then the plenary.

Okay, so our first presenter is Arron Wood.  Arron, as many of you will know, was the 2007 Prime Minister’s Environmentalist of the Year.  He’s got a very distinguished career.  I’m not going to read you out the whole thing but he’s got lots of awards and been on lots of different committees, the most prominent one in Melbourne is probably the board member of the Port Phillip and Western Port Catchment Management Authority.  He also makes films I see.  You get around.  Okay.  And his topic today is Think Global, Act Local: four simple steps to address An Inconvenient Truth.  Thanks Arron
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	Arron Wood
	Russell.  Can everyone hear me if I just stand away from that?  […].
I’ve got to say before I start that I’m here as […] climate change […] slides.  Some of you may have seen the movie.  Has anyone […] about climate change at the moment?  Hands up.  Excellent.  That’s a good starting point because I actually went on the internet […] environment and I can tell you right now […] views.  So number one is […] and number two is climate change so you’re not alone […] climate change […].  You can’t hear me?  Alright, just so you can tape me.  Okay, excellent.

So what I want to talk to you about today, I guess, is to set the scene a little bit because I’m the first speaker and so I just want to give you a bit of a frame, a bit of an overall look at things.  The great thing about Al Gore was that, he won the Nobel Peace Prize; that was a pretty big achievement.  Certainly he’s done the hard yards to do it but he’s also talking about the fact now that this is one of the greatest opportunities that we’ve actually got so this is a huge opportunity; it’s not just one of those things that’s an impediment, an impact on our lifestyle, it could actually be the one thing that brings us all back together.  So with all these different cultures and different fears and all these sorts of things that are being sort of pushed around the place, perhaps climate change will be that thing that actually brings us back together again.

I just want to sort of start—and I don’t think we really need to go into huge detail with this but the Murray Darling Basin—I’m actually originally from Mildura so I’m a bit of an impostor here.  I promise I’m going to stick to my 10 minutes too, Russell.  There’s huge impacts right throughout the country.  Certainly we’re going to see those in, in Melbourne as well.  We’ve  already seen them.  Who likes bananas?  I like bananas.  We’ve already seen the sort of impacts that problems in rural Australia can actually have on our economy, so this is a problem of the highest economic order.  We’ve got a $16 billion a year tourism industry, $32 billion a year live export industry.  It’s a problem of the highest social order as well.  We’ve got farmers walking off the land, we’ve got one in four people in Australia suffering some form of depression and a lot of that has actually been linked to the sorts of detrimental impacts that are happening right throughout the, right throughout the country at the moment.  It’s also a health issue.  If we never thought it was a health issue, then all you have to do is look at China with the—they’ve got 30,000 deaths a year in kids related to water, related to water impurities and all that sort of stuff so 30,000 kids a year which is pretty bad.
Ten per cent increase in bushfire danger across Australia.  I don’t think I need to draw your mind too far back to the sorts of impacts we saw with the bushfires throughout Victoria.  Certainly the smoke was pretty clear in my street, that’s for sure.  Extreme fire danger days likely to increase by up to 25% by 2020.  So the problem with climate change is it’s a non‑linear model, is that you can actually have very quick jumps and changes.  We always thought that there was an incremental change, we’d gradually get warmer, we’d have plenty of time to deal with it, but the problem is that we’ve found many of our ecosystems are actually non‑linear where you get dryer days, you get more bushfire danger, you’ve got less vegetation on the ground, more sediment then runs into our rivers because we have extreme weather events, extreme rainfall events.  So these are the sorts of issues, I guess, that we’re dealing with in a non‑linear model.
Increase in hurricane activity and many people sort of try and shoot this one down and say the science is not clear.  We actually had the first, the earliest hurricane off the coast of the Northern Territory and Queensland this year, so the earliest that we’ve ever had.  So a lot of this science is not completely proven, obviously, but most of the base level science, the increase in fire danger days, the increase in temperature, those sorts of things, even if only at a conservative level, are actually proven and happening.  I just had to put that one in.  I do love my bananas.

This one’s a terrible one, I guess, and if we sort of, you know, ever wondered what this could do to us, Victoria’s own emblem, the Helmeted Honeyeater.  So you’ve got—I was never good at graphs in school, but basically increase in temperature, if we have an increase of one degrees, we actually see an explosion in numbers of Helmeted Honeyeater.  An increase of two degrees, complete extinction.  So this is the sort of impact that we could see where our state emblem could disappear.  And I’m not saying this to scare you because the two degree, two to five temperature degree rise is a conservative one by 2070, so this is the sort of thing that’s going to happen within our lifetime.  So it used to be it’s going to affect my kid’s kids; then it was my kids; and now it’s us.  So it’s time to actually act.

Coral reefs, extensive bleaching on our coral reefs and, as I said about that non‑linear model stuff, is that our, our oceans are actually our biggest carbon sinks.  So most of our carbon is actually sequestered deep within our oceans and the problem with acidification of our oceans and coral bleaching and the sorts of issues we’re going to see with temperature rise is that they’ve now found that if we get to a certain tipping point, suddenly our oceans stop sequestering carbon and start releasing it and that’s where we can have huge non‑linear jumps.  So I’m going to tell you all the bad news and then tell you that it’s all okay, we’re going to beat this thing, okay, so this is not about raining on your parade in any way, shape or form.

Melbourne CBD.  Look, this is one of those shock value sort of pictures but I guess, I think an issue like this, a global issue of this magnitude, that we need a bit of shock value.  We’ve had a fair bit of inertia for a very long time and I’ll be a bit more blunt in the assessment of both political parties because this is not a new problem—the sorts of climate change issues we’re seeing now were being reported about 30 years ago so this is certainly an apolitical statement—but the inertia that we’ve actually had at a leadership level, at a national level, has been quite pathetic.  So we sort of need to see that leadership at a national level to allow the everyday person who has a real willingness to change, has a willingness to take charge of their own patch, we need that leadership to happen but I’m a little bit more optimistic of where we might head now.

We’ve got the summit in Bali coming up very soon.  The classic thing about climate change is we already know all the answers: we know how to save water, we know how to save energy, we’ve got great innovation in Australia, we’ve got great business leaders.  Much of the climate change debate is actually being led by the business community so we have the capacity, we have the technology, if you like—I think it was REM who said that—we have the technology to actually address this problem.
The other side of it too is it’s actually a huge economic boon.  Global carpet company Interface—carpet companies aren’t known for being environmentally friendly—implemented a heap of saving, water and energy saving measures and shaved $300 million a year off their bottom line.  So this isn’t an economic versus environmental decision; this is actually good for the economy as well.  We’ve got our first solar energy billionaire.  Unfortunately he had to go and build his factory in China because we couldn’t come up with the funding to actually allow him to build it here.  So, again, we need to facilitate that innovation, we need to capture all the ideas that we’ve got within the Australian community and establish ourselves as environmental education leaders.  We actually earn more by the export of mining knowledge than we do by most all that’s exported.  So in a post‑manufacturing society, where could Australia be?  An environmental education leader.

As I said, I wanted to get to some good news stuff and this is the good news.  This is—the blue line is actually California with the Terminator in control.  They’ve now set targets to, which will see them have an 80% reduction in their pre‑1990 levels by 2050.  This is Australia without the recent election factored into it and some of those promises that might unroll but if we continue on our current path, we’ll actually be 81% greater than our pre‑1990 levels.  So you can see that there’s two pretty different realities there and I don’t need to go into how different those realities are.

What do we need to do?  Set an emission reduction target of 80 to 90% below 1990 levels by 2050.  That’s our first one.  Make Australia an energy smart nation.  As I said, we’ve got the capacity, we’ve got the innovation.  I can show you homes in Melbourne that actually sell energy back to the grid, so this is doable, absolutely doable.  Put a price on greenhouse pollution.  They’ve shown that a carbon tax, if you like, is an immediate reduction in the sorts of emissions that you see.  Many Swedish communities have actually already pledged to be fossil fuel free by 2050 and I know there’s all the sorts of things and the uproar that goes with this sort of statement but there are ways and means to actually have a change in industry in this sort of area.  So by 2050, they’re looking at being totally fossil free, fossil fuel free, and they are some of the leading, top five leading economies in the world so this idea that it harms your economy, again, is a bit of a furphy.

Renewable energy targets.  I know both political parties were looking somewhere, I think it was around the 20% mark by 2025 I think.  Again, Australia has great technologies when it comes to renewable energy and we talk about peak loads and all the science of this and I haven't got the time to actually go into but, again, there’s been loads and loads of information written on how we can actually have a much greater look at our renewable energies.

Thanks Russell.

So where do we need to be in 2020?  At least 30% cuts in rich countries by 2020, that’s the Stern Report.  Where’s Australia at the moment?  We’re the yellow one there.  We are currently on track to have 11% renewables by 2010.  Austria, only a few letters different, and they’re already close to 80% renewables.  Again, one of the leading economies in the world.

This is a classic one.  I loved this one in the movie.  We may see a change in that obviously.  I’m going to keep that slide until I see that happen, though, because I’ve sort of been let down in the past before.  So the IPCC indicates that global emissions must actually peak by 2015, so when I talked about it being in our lifetime, our CO2 emissions have to peak by 2015.

So I guess just to close, it is a big issue, we know that, it’s a global issue.  I can tell you right now that students all over Australia are picking up and running with this issue well and truly and schools are very often our first and only entry point for the wider community to actually get into this sort of thing.  I can also tell you that in a climate of fear of other cultures and all this sort of thing, that the best part about global warming or climate change is that every country is in this together so perhaps we can use this as the one thing that brings us all back together, and also it could be one of the biggest economic moves that Australia could make to position ourselves as an environmental education leader.  Thank you.

	Russell Fisher
	Our next speaker is Chris Loader.  Chris is the Manager of Transport Planning and Policy at the Bus Association of Victoria.  He’s on the committee for Melbourne’s Transport Taskforce and is currently working with the committee’s Climate Change Taskforce.  He’s going to be talking obviously about climate change and transport and I’m very curious about this one, Chris, because in those issues that I mentioned, the two big things for the Melbourne community was climate change and transport.  So where they come together is with you.
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	Chris Loader
	Okay, I’ve got the hot topic then.  What I want to talk about is transport but it also really comes into the space of land use because the two are very much linked.  What’s happening in Australia—you’ve probably seen graphs like this before—1990, 2005, stationary is the big one, it’s growing the fastest, but  here is transport, it’s growing 30%, has grown 30% since 1990.  Those are 2005 figures.  It’s probably the second biggest and it’s certainly the second fastest growing source of emissions in Australia.  It’s about 14% of our total emissions.  If we look at Victoria’s transport emissions, here we are, 126% of 1990 levels in 2005, and we’re heading in completely the wrong direction.  Business as usual is just not an option for us; we’re going to have to do something quite different if transport’s going to play its role in reducing our greenhouse gas emissions.

This is the forecast for Australia going out to 2020 and here we are 62% above 1990 levels by 2020 in transport and I think if you go out to about 2030, it’s about double 1990 so that’s even faster than the figures we saw before.  Most of that is coming from road transport; about half of it’s coming from passenger cars.  Now these figures are from the Australian Greenhouse Office.  These include all those wonderful greenhouse gas abatement things we’re doing right now, all those travel smart programs, a bit of public transport investment here and there.  Even with all of the things we’re doing now, we’re heading in the complete wrong direction.  We need to do something quite different.

So we’ve done a little exercise to say what magnitude of measures would be required if we were actually to cut the emissions by some of the targets that people are talking about.  And what we’ve done is we’ve taken the Bureau of Transport and Regional Economics projections of greenhouse gas emissions from transport and we’ve said, Well we’ll make further measures on top of those and bring things down.  So we’ve got the current population and current travel growth demand trends and the existing abatement measures in there and we’re trying to put some more measures on top of that.

So we start with Stage 1.  Now we’ve just put together a very modest target, this is probably not good enough, but let’s say transport’s really hard and the best we can do is by 2020 the emissions are no more than 2005.  Not fantastic but what would it require to do that?  This blue line is where we’re heading.  Let’s see if we can pull it down here.  We need to save 19 megatonnes of greenhouse gas emissions that would otherwise have been there in the year 2020.  So I’ll go through that first and perhaps a more ambitious target, 2030 if we can be 30% below 1990.  I’ll come back to that.

What we’ve put together is six measures that could do that and I want, I’ll talk briefly about each of these.  Reduce demand for travel.  I’m not saying become hermits and stay home.  Really think about that in terms of reducing the number of kilometres that we travel in the city.  So that’s living closer to work or having shops closer to where you live.  It’s about activity centres with mixed‑used development, it’s about some of the Melbourne 2030 concepts, it’s about urban densification.  If there’s more people living in the same area, they won’t have to travel as far to get where they need to go.  If we sprawl out into the outer suburbs, people are going to travel much longer distances and we’re creating more travel demand.  So if we can do that, that will make some reductions.
Mode shift from cars to walking and cycling.  Walking and cycling, hardly any emissions at all.  A very powerful way to do that.  About half of trips in Melbourne or in most Australian cities are less than five kilometres long and I think it’s about 38% are less than three kilometres long.  That’s getting into walking and cycling territory but most of us jump in our cars to make those short trips.

Mode shift from cars to public transport.  It’s absolutely quite clear that you can have significant reductions if you get people out of their cars and onto public transport, particularly at off‑peak times when we have capacity but even in peak times.  There’s some strong savings there.

Car occupancy.  In Melbourne on our arterial roads in the morning peak, there’s about 1.14 people in each car and that’s actually going down, not up.  So we’re taking the least, the most intensive greenhouse, the most greenhouse intensive mode of transport, the single occupant vehicle, and that’s becoming more common.  We need to trend in the other direction.

Freight efficiency.  If you—they do surveys around the port of Melbourne.  Fifty per cent of the container slots on those trucks are empty going around the port of Melbourne so they’re taking a container in and going back empty or vice versa.  Lots of inefficiencies.  We can get a lot more efficient with our freight.  We’re not moving a lot of freight by rail.  There’s significant savings in emission if you can do that.

And finally fuel efficiency.  We are, we are getting much better at producing more energy efficient engines in our vehicles but we’re also very good at making our vehicles much more heavy and you just have to look at all the SUVs out there on the roads to see how we’re not getting savings in our fuel efficiency.

So what if we did these six things?  And I’ve put some parameters in for 2020.  Let’s cut our kilometres and our—this is just in cities—by 5%.  Let’s say people work from home a little bit more or they work a bit closer to, live closer to work or whatever it might be.  If we could just take 5% of the kilometres that are in cars and have people walk and cycle—and certainly they need the infrastructure and they need to feel safe doing that—if we can get public transport mode share up to 20%—and I’ve used kilometres here, it’s often 20% of trips by 2020 is the target—if we had 20% of motorised transport, personal transport in our cities by public transport, that would be 20%, that gives us 2.9 megatonnes.  Increased car occupancy, if we could just get 5%, it’s actually quite powerful because we’ve got a lot of cars out there.  Just getting a few more people in some of them would be great.  If we could reduce our freight fuel use by about 10% and if we could do 10% better than we’re currently planning to do on fuel efficiency, we could actually get 19 megatonnes.  It’s actually achievable.  This is the scale of things we would need to do to get emissions at 2020 the same as 2005.  Now you might say that’s not enough and you could well be right in that argument but I want to give you a flavour for how much change is required—but that’s still 39% above 1990 levels if that’s all we achieve.

So what if we did a bigger one?  2030 equals 30% below 1990 which is a figure that we heard from Arron just then.  That requires a saving of 66 megatonnes of carbon dioxide over business as usual.  Here are the figures.  Now I started this one off and I thought, Well, let’s start at the, perhaps the easier end, the fuel economy.  Let’s assume everything went hybrid, and the best hybrids are getting about a 50% fuel saving which is a 50% emissions reduction.  Let’s say we get the entire fleet, entire vehicle fleet in Australia down by 50%.  That gives us 28.5, nowhere near the 65 that we do need.  Let’s see if we can get freight down 30%.  Let’s get intermodal hubs working, let’s take the containers off the ship, put them onto a train, take them down to Dandenong and then have a short truck trip to where they need to go.  Let’s get that more efficient.  That gives us about 14.  Car occupancy, 30%, that’s pretty hard, 1.8 people.  We’d have to be ride sharing a lot more than we do at the moment, 2.7.  And then really I think the benefits here, 25%, if we could reduce travel demand, if we could reshape our city so that people didn’t have to travel as far or as often, you could—there’s some significant savings there, 8.1 megatonnes.  If we get people onto bikes and walking—not every trip can do that, not everyone can do that, but there’s certainly a lot of people who can—7.3.  And increase public transport mode share to 40%—now you might be surprised that number’s small.  What I’ve done here is actually taken out a lot of motorised trips altogether so of the motorised trips that are left over, if we can get 40% of those on public transport, there’s 4.8 and we actually get 66.  So this is the—I want to give you a feel for the magnitude of change that’s required in our cities to make this work.  Everybody has to, pretty much everybody uses transport everyday, this is something that affects everybody and it’s not easy to change a city overnight.

Now just on those fuel economy targets, is it achievable?  Well this is, this graph shows you what different countries are targeting for the emissions, carbon dioxide equivalent grams per litre I believe, or per 100 kilometres, sorry, for different countries.  Here’s Australia.  We’re sort of in the middle of the run there and that’s heading for about 180.  The EU are now talking about 95 grams per kilometre in 2020 or 70 grams per kilometre in 2025.  Way down off the scale.  They’re talking about that now so it’s not beyond the realms of possibility for something for us to do here.  We’re not going to achieve this by doing it with voluntary targets that we currently have; we need mandatory targets on fuel economy.  It’s absolutely essential.  Just to give you a perspective, the average fleet in Australia is about 270.  It’s up there.  So we’re going to have to buy some very different cars, very different vehicles, a lot more efficient.

What does that mean for a city like Melbourne?  Land use, as I talked about, we’ve got to increase the mixed‑use activity centres so people can walk to work because they live around the corner, the services they need are around the corner.  Increase the urban density so that the average distances become less.  Really strong integration with public transport so we can get the—if you have a density of people and there’s public transport available, they’re much more likely to use it.  We need significant investment in public transport if we’re going to get to 20, 2020.  We’ve got to triple public transport patronage in Melbourne.  Rail freight’s really important.  We’ve gone backwards on that.  We used to have rail‑port shuttles, they’ve been shutting down.  We need to go backwards.  Freight efficiency, we need to make sure that when we do drive trucks around the place they don’t have a little tiny parcel in them like a lot of the light commercial vehicles do.  We’ve got to make sure we utilise those vehicles efficiently.  We’ve got to make walking and cycling really attractive and some of the European countries have shown how that can be done.  We’re not going to need a lot of new road capacity in built up areas because we’re going to have a lot less traffic by 2030, so we’ve got to think about where we invest our money.

But all this great stuff about encouraging people towards sustainable transport modes, if you get, if you double the frequency of public transport, you’re going to attract some people out of their cars onto public transport, but if the road space is still there and it still costs the same you’re going to get more people driving their cars.  You need carrots to attract people to sustainable modes; you need sticks to make sure they stay there and they don’t fill up the gaps.  And you might even—I think by 2030, we’ve got to be talking about road capacity reductions, taking lanes away, taking traffic capacity away so it doesn’t come back.  Comprehensive road user pricing, motorists are not paying their way on the roads particularly greenhouse gas emissions, that’s got to change.  Mandatory fuel economy targets, I talked about.  And really what we can change, start doing now is behaviour change; the technology is going to take some time to come through particularly with car fleet, etcetera.  So behaviour change is something we really need to start thinking about now.  So there’s hopefully some food for thought on the challenges facing transport and land use.

	Russell Fisher
	Thanks very much.  Thanks very much, Chris.  That’s fantastic.

Our next speaker is Gavin Dufty.  Gavin’s with, the Manager of Policy and Research at St Vincent de Paul Society of Victoria.  Gavin’s worked a long time in the community welfare sector in the areas of income security, taxation and household expenditure with a particular interest in utility infrastructure policy and he works, he’s often on various industry and government committees.  His presentation will be on Will climate change turn up the heat on low income households?  Thanks Gavin
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	Gavin Dufty
	I’ll do the stand and deliver like everybody else.  Thanks very much.
Summary, the way I look at climate change is very simple.  Think of the GST.  Think how that washed through on households, the winners and losers from GST and basically that’s how I believe, financially, climate change is going to wash through on households but I’m going to use two case studies here today and I’m going to focus on electricity and water and what climate change might mean for those two essential items.

Sorry about the size of the text.  I thought it might have been bigger.

Here’s a bit of background.  Why electricity prices will go up, and they’ll go up as of the 1st of January this year and they will continue to go up.  There’s a number of reasons for that.  The first one is if we factor in a $20 a tonne carbon trading scheme, carbon tax, however you want to do it, you’re looking at, for an average Victorian household, an additional $200 per year on their bill.  We’ve got a mandated rollout of interval meters, smart meters at the front of the  house which are there to manage loads so they’re one of the tools that we may use to deal with climate change.  Conservative, and I have to highlight, conservative estimates were put by the Victorian Government of 353 to 954 million.  I’ve seen new figures that are blowing that out to about $3 billion.  If we take the top figure, that’s $100 per year per household for nine years for the companies to recoup the cost.  So the tools that we’re going to use in electricity are getting quite [x‑ey] and currently we’ve got the expiration of the price caps or the government reserve pricing power on electricity and gas.  That will see, whether that was there or not, that will see some price changes wash through for electricity and gas pricing due to some changes in the wholesale electricity market.  Because it hasn’t rained, there’s no water in the dams which means they’ve been using gas‑fired generation and the futures markets almost tripled for wholesale electricity.  That’s going to add about 15% on your electricity account which is, again, around $150 to $200 next year for the average household but there’ll be more to come.
So what does that mean for households?  Just looking at household expenditure patterns and consumption patterns for electricity, I suppose it’s not surprising that low income people tend to use less.  They’re very price sensitive so they do tend to ration on average their consumption relative to the average.  That comes out to about 20% less in fact than average households.  They consume however conversely as a percentage of their income, their household expenditure, they’re almost double.  So pensioner groups spend about 5% to 6% of their income on electricity or energy costs whereas normal, average households spend about two and a half.  So what that means is when you put electricity prices up, those that consume the least actually proportionally feel more pain so pricing can be a really blunt signal and that’s one of the tools we’re using.

So how do people respond to prices?  Okay, so we put prices up, how are they going to behave?  There’s a whole lot of work on income demand elasticities particularly in the energy and water area.  What that shows is a 10% price increase in electricity, you’ll see about a 2.5% decrease in consumption on average: some people won’t reduce at all; some people will reduce more, about 2.5.  There’s some studies that are being done by [NIRA] now as a result of the interval meter rollout that are reaffirming those figures.  So while they, they’re earlier, there’s some stuff from 2007 that will be, has been released about four weeks ago that is affirming these figures.

What happens if we raise prices by 30% to 40%?  What happens then?  Well household consumption only reduces by 4%.  So you get rid of, I suppose, the elasticity in a household’s budget or the discretionary consumption very quickly and if you start to load up prices more and more, all you do is you load up prices and you don’t actually get big bangs for the buck in further reductions in consumption.  And, again, these are averages so there will be people that respond a lot more and there will people that don’t respond at all.

Water.  Water, you can see there’s a similar story going on in water.  The water companies—I’ll use Melbourne metro water, a Melbourne metropolitan water company, as in what they’ve submitted for their price path.  They were suggesting to the State Government that we’re looking at about 150% to 165% increase in water pricing over the next five years or for the five year price path.  The Government responded to that and said, No, that’s not going to happen, that’s too much, and they mandated for the next financial year a 15% price increase with the aim of trying to drive to minimising those price increases to 100% over the next five years because that was their policy commitment.  These price increases—and I’ll get to soon how much does that mean—are actually at times when we’re on Stage 3A restrictions.  There is no elasticity left in households anymore, you can’t basically do anything outside, it’s all internal usage.  So these price increases are going to be direct pass‑on to household bills.
Water.  Well how do households respond?  Indoor usage, 10% price increase, we’ll see a 1.3% reduction in consumption indoors.  Really inelastic.  I mean we’re getting into not much change at all and, again, that’s an average.  Some will be more and some will be none.  But however, when you actually look at outdoor usage by income thresholds, low income people have got 10% price increase, only a 1.9% reduction in outdoor usage.  It’s probably because they’re not actually doing that much outside.  Again, it reflects their, they’re very sensitive to pricing.  Middle incomes, on the other hand, 10% price increase when we’re allowed to do outdoor usage, is 4.6% reduction in outdoor consumption and for higher incomes, it’s 4.9, 4.9% reduction for a 10% price increase.  So, again, different households consume things differently and different households respond to and are impacted by prices differently.
So sort of to wrap that all up, and again I’m only talking about electricity and water, by 2013 you’re looking at $1,000 additional on an average bill.  Now to give you an idea of what that means for a low income household, that’s getting up 7% to 10% increase in costs to them relative to their total income, it’s a significant amount of money, all based on electricity and water.  That’s not to mention the flow‑on costs through the economy that’s going to occur.  I mean everybody is using it to make goods and services so these are the other ripple effects that are going to happen.

It won’t actually change demand all that much, particularly for low income households.  There’s actually not much demand to change.  They don’t have the income available to invest in alternative technologies, get off‑grid, get micro water or whatever.  So, you know, they’re stuck and they’re going to get hit.  And, again, just to highlight that they all will have a disproportional impact on lower income households who are, I suppose, perversely already the people that are consuming water and energy at a lower rate than everybody else but these cost increases, if they wash through as I predict, will disproportionately impact upon them.  And I beat the 10 minute bing.

	Russell Fisher
	Thanks.  You caught me on the hop there.  I was expecting another minute or two.  Thanks.

Alright, look, let’s give you an opportunity to have a bit of a, a talk.  I’ll just get my slide up.  Just to let you know that when we do the plenary and your question time, we’ll be, we, the proceedings are being audio taped so that—and those tapes will be going on to the Future Melbourne website so just so you know.  So look, we’ve got 10 minutes so it’s an intense opportunity.  If you haven't already introduced yourself, do that quickly, and then really just, just talk about whatever you heard from the three speakers so far.  What’s jumped out at you listening to those three presentations?  What are some of the key messages and things that they’re suggesting about the kind of responses that we should be thinking about in the city of Melbourne?  If there are any particular questions you have, note them for the speakers and we’ll, and save them and if you can get one on your table, that would be great.  Just mindful that we’ve got seven tables and five speakers so that’s—my mathematics is we’ll have potentially 35 questions but that’s my worry.  But, yes, look, so take 10 minutes and talk about what you’ve heard.  Thanks.

	
	[group discussions]

	Russell Fisher
	Okay.  Sorry to interrupt.  You’ve probably just got going but, as I said, we do need to keep moving.  I’d like to invite George Pappas to continue our presentations.  George, as many of you know, is the Chairman of the Committee of Melbourne.  He also is leading the, part of the Committee of Melbourne’s Climate Change Taskforce.  George has a distinguished background in business and commerce and is on a number of boards and served the community well in lots of different roles.  So thanks George.

	
	PANELLIST PRESENTATION: Speaker 4 – George Pappas, Chairman of the Committee of Melbourne

	George Pappas
	Thank you … Thanks very much for the introduction.  I’ve got to have my crib sheets here with me because unlike the rest of the speakers, I’m not an expert on climate change and you’ll realise that when you see some of my probably superficial comments about, about the whole issue.

But I guess the main point I really want to leave with you this afternoon is that if our Climate Change Taskforce at the Committee for Melbourne is any indication, this is an issue that’s being taken pretty seriously by Melbourne businesses.  I think, as many of you might know, Committee for Melbourne has about 170 members.  Most of them are from the business sector but a lot of them are from not‑for‑profit organisations or, for example, the Melbourne City Council is a member, the major universities are members, so we represent a cross section of the major organisations that make Melbourne work.  And about, when was it, about six months ago or so, maybe a little bit longer, we organised a climate change taskforce because we thought this was an important issue for Melbourne and, quite frankly, I’ve been surprised by the enthusiastic response of our members to the climate change taskforce.  Usually when we organise taskforces, if we get 20 or 25 members who participate then we think we’re doing well, we’ve picked an issue that’s topical and one that Melbourne people have a great interest in.  We’ve got 80 members, over 80 members, which is a bit more than half of our total membership, actively involved in this particular taskforce.  In fact, it’s so large that we’ve had to break it up into several groups and I know that there are a number of people here who’ve been involved in that taskforce.

So what does that say to me?  It says that not only does the Committee and others think this is an important issue, it’s one that Melbourne businesses are taking quite seriously.  What do we expect to do?  We are trying to look at the impacts on Melbourne.  The taskforce started not because we, like others, wanted to jump on the, on the Committee for Melbourne, sorry, on the Climate Change Taskforce, sorry, on the climate change bandwagon but rather because we thought we should look in our role as the Committee for Melbourne at what all of this means for Melbourne in the next 20 to 30 years.

So we’re going to produce a number of things.  One of them is a report which will summarise the impacts and the implications for Melbourne in 2030.  In other words, there are well documented trends that are associated with climate change which, with all of the potential ways of restricting greenhouse gas emissions that we’ve looked at and will be exposed to, really won’t have much of an impact for quite some time and therefore these trends we should assume are pretty well entrenched.  Well what do they mean for Melbourne in 2030?  What’s Melbourne going to look like?  What’s it mean to Melbourne businesses and the Melbourne community in particular and how should they respond both in terms of adaptation to climate change and also in terms of the opportunities for Melbourne.  So that’s really what we’re working on and we hope that some time in 2008, by the middle of 2008, we will be publishing these reports.

In the meantime, there are many people, as I think I’ve said to you, who are participating in this activity who are intersecting with similar efforts that are going on at Melbourne University, through the city council and other organisations that I think will produce some interesting outcomes and interesting results.

I won’t bother to go through any of this stuff in an enormous amount of detail because others are more expert at it than I, but coming out of the work of the Committee and the various discussions that the Taskforce has had over the last few months since it’s been organised, it seems that these are, if you like, the major impacts and the implications of climate change for Melbourne.  Lower rainfall, up to 9% lower by 2030.  Annual average temperatures that are higher.  I mean we just have to go out and experience what’s happening in November and September and October and I think you get a feel for that but on average perhaps a degree or so higher by 2030.  Longer and more intense droughts.  Storm surges that have greater impacts.  Wind speeds that are faster.  More days of poor air quality, the risk of flooding, higher costs of water supply, increase peak demands of energy, shifts in the way that produce is grown and even more sewer overflows and whatever consequences that might have.  But that’s the sort of thing, if all of these trends continue, and we’ve had great advice from the CSIRO and [imput] from other people who understand the science much better than I do to say that, you know, this is pretty much a consensus of what we might see as a result of the known trends that relate to climate change.
What does it mean for Melbourne businesses?  And, again, you know, why is Melbourne business taking this so seriously?  Because I think in many respects, they’ve thought about it pretty intensively and they understand some of the issues that they’re going to face over the next 15 or 20 years or so.  They don’t quite know what the answers are but I think they’ve got a bit of a feel for it.  I think the insurance industry, for example, is one that has reacted already and has been aware of the climate change issues I think for much longer than, than many of us, and they see that they’re going to have to come up with new products or new policies or increased premiums and there may be some risks that they won’t be willing or able to insure.  If there are any adverse impacts on the health of employees, then absenteeism might increase and business is obviously concerned about that.  Business is concerned about the fact that there might be higher costs that are associated with greater regulation, that there might be litigation because of a failure to act and warn people of the consequences of whatever they’re doing in terms of generating greenhouse gas emissions.  Directors ought to be a bit concerned because if you’ve seen what’s happened in occupational health and safety issues, then directors could be liable and then, of course, there’s the issue of green washing, i.e. having ads about your products that say they’re green when, in fact, it’s a bit cosmetic.

So these are the kinds of issues that Melbourne businesses are concerned about and, if you like, this is the negative side of climate change.  More cost, more regulation, more risk which makes business a bit concerned and it’s not surprising, therefore, that what you’ve heard from the business sector is a requirement for certainty.  I mean it surprised me a little bit that people who come to our Taskforce meetings are asking for more certainty about greenhouse gas emissions, about the introduction of a carbon trading scheme, etcetera, than our Federal, sorry, our previous Federal Government has been prepared to go.  They’ve been a bit ahead, I think, of federal policy up until recently we hope.

So these are the issues that they’re concerned about but, you know, it’s not all gloom and doom because where there is change, there is opportunity and without wishing to present you with an exhaustive list of all of the implications on different sectors that are important to the Victoriana and the Melbourne economy, let me just illustrate some.  The energy sector in particular, it’s the first place that we go to because we’ve been dependent for most of our electricity generation on what has been a low cost resource, one of the lowest cost sources of electricity in the country, that is brown coal.  In a low carbon environment, it’s now going to become a high cost generator of power.  In the building sector, of course, the building sector is the, is the major emitters, I think you’ve heard before.  Stationary energy is the major emitter of greenhouse gases.  Well there’s got to be some concern there.  And the transport sector, I think you’ve had a fairly erudite discussion and presentation on the implications in the transport sector with the consequence being greater emphasis on public transport.  And then with respect to food and agriculture, the cost and availability of water is a particular issue and when you consider, for example, that one of the industries that is very important to Victoria and Melbourne’s economy, the dairy industry, is partly dependent on cheap water for its irrigation, then that’s a major issue for us not only domestically but also in terms of our international competitiveness.

How do we get ahead of the curve?  How do we convert these issues into opportunities?  Again, what is coming out of the discussions in the Taskforce is that there is potentially a wealth of opportunity for Melbourne.  I think we start from the position that Melbourne is one of the great knowledge centres of Australia, if not the knowledge centre and, you know, the centre for R&D in a lot of areas, the, you know, it’s a great global, it’s a great global, university city and so therefore the science and the technological skill potentially exists here to deal with some of these issues and turn them into opportunities.  We could, for example, for a whole variety of reasons, become the world’s capital of, for carbon sequestration.  I know that some people think this is an expensive interim measure but it’s a technology that we can make use of because we’ve got the, the electricity generation or the power generation located very conveniently to places where the carbon might be put in the, in the depleted gas fields of Bass Straight.  Retrofitting buildings, I mean there’s lots of activity that’s already taking place in terms of building retrofits and what’s interesting to me is the paybacks on this kind of investment and the ways of doing it are getting shorter and the technology is not very difficult and it’s really quite well known.  And then, of course, there’ll be all kinds of innovations in terms of climate friendly food production, from the short term increasingly popularity of organic food to perhaps more fundamental, long term investments in greenhouse emission friendly ways of fertilising and increasing the productivity of our crops.

So what’s the bottom line?  What’s coming out of this particular work that we’re doing?  Business is taking it seriously because there will be a significant impact on most businesses.  They realise that they need to plan for climate change and we’re pretty confident that there is a suite of technology approaches that deal with not only lowering emissions and helping us adapt to climate change but creating opportunities for Melbourne as well.  Thank you.

	Russell Fisher
	Thanks very much George.

Our final speaker is Dr Jim Falk, Professor Jim Falk, sorry, my apologies.  He’s Co‑Director of the Australian Centre for Science, Innovation and Society and Convenor of CASPI.  He has a longstanding background in researching the social aspects of science and environmental issues stretching over some 30 years.  I can vouch for that because as a young activist, I used to read your work on nuclear issues so it’s very delightful for me to hear you speak, so.  And—so he’s a well published author as well, so.  Jim’s talk is on Melbourne and the climate challenges.  Thanks Jim.

	
	PANELLIST PRESENTATION: Speaker 5 – Professor Jim Falk, Co‑Director, Australian Centre for Science, Innovation and Society

	Jim Falk
	It’s a slightly reverse talk in that I was asked to give an overview and we’ve had some of the things that would normally follow an overview.  I just wanted to start, though, by saying it’s a very interesting day to be giving this talk because I can now say that at least the Australian, Australia has come some distance and the Australian Government has now committed to ratifying the Kyoto Protocol, the 20% mandatory renewable energy target by 2020.  Five hundred million dollars to be invested in renewable energy, 60% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, enunciation of interim targets and one of the reports of the Garnot Review happens in six months time roughly.  And, of course, emissions trading scheme and appropriate policy instruments to achieve those reductions.  That’s a good start and one at least feels that there is some hope that we might begin the weary trek, which it’s going to be, to achieving the sort of stabilisation of emissions that will be required to actually prevent very serious impacts from climate change becoming a reality.
I just want to spend a moment—I’m afraid that some of you will be well aware of this but just to bring us all up to date.  As you know, there’s been thousands of pages of reports coming out over the last few months from the fourth assessment report of the International Panel on Climate Change.  That is one of the key graphs which is the global mean temperature and as we can see it is not only rising, it was rising at about 1% per annum in the 1990s, now it’s rising 3% per annum.  The rate is increasing because the carbon dioxide gases are, the rate of emissions is also increasing.  The, there are a range of impacts which we’re all aware of, the increasing likely intensity of extreme weather events.  The increases in temperature translate for Melbourne into an increasing of days over 35 degrees centigrade, perhaps 9 to 12 days by 2030.  It’s not very far away.  The average number of high and extreme fire danger days increases between 4% and 25% by 2020, more intense fires, faster fire spreads, a longer fire season.  More economic damage from extreme weather events.  Agricultural production reduces over much of southern and eastern Australia.  Unless, of course, we dramatically change the way we do it.

These are, of course, average trends and they are based on certain assumptions about the way the world will go and I’ll talk about that in a moment.  This shows the average decrease in precipitation around, over Australia in the last 20 years of the 21st century relative to the last 20 years of the 20th century.  And what you can see, as we know, is that we will get—it predicts some of the greatest desiccation anywhere in the world happening on the southeast coast of Australia where we live and so we expect up to 20% more drought over most of Australia by 2050 and a drop in the water flowing down the Murray Darling Basin by perhaps 10% to 25% by 2050 and, of course, it supplies about 70% of our irrigated farmland.
The good news is that you don’t have to retire to Brisbane, Brisbane will come to you.  And, of course, higher carbon dioxide concentrations do increase the growth rate and provide, and longer growing seasons provide some increases in certain areas of agriculture provided the water’s available but that is the catch.
The less good news is that the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, which you’ve just seen the reports from, is almost certainly now an understatement of the impacts.  The reason for this is that they’re based—they had to have a cut‑off date and that was mid 1960, sorry, mid 2006, I’ve been around too long, mid 2006.  I actually wrote a book on climate change in 1989 so I can be forgiven for that.  And there’s been quite a lot of evidence coming out since then which is not included in the report.  So, for example, carbon dioxide growth globally is increasing right at the very top end of the range of possibilities considered by the IPCC at more than 3% per year and average global temperature is rising faster than predicted for those reasons, or at the very top end of the range which suggests, all other things being equal, a 2,100 temperature from 3 to 6 degrees above the pre‑industrial revolution temperatures however there are also now evidence of some significant positive feedbacks of which the retreat of ice generally across the globe is the most significant but not the only one.  So we have the record low arctic sea ice extent, collapsing ice shelves, melting glaciers, current sea level rise is now faster than predicted by the IPCC which could yield, if these positive—because once you reduce ice, you reduce the reflectivity of the earth’s surface, you could yield greater warming and several metres per century, perhaps even more some scientists are predicting.

This is, I suppose, really not a terribly scientific slide.  This is simply something you can do yourself which is to see what happens if the water rises by one, two or five metres to where we live and the yellow is five metres, the orange, which you cannot see very much, is I think three and the red is one.  It really is not as simple as that because the issue is not what happens to the level of average water but what happens with water rises and then put on top of that storms and surge events and all the rest of it.  But it just indicates that even I, even we, even with this very simpleminded way of looking at it, are not immune from things as simple as rises in the water level over time.

Climate change therefore presents us with a really significant challenge.  This shows the levels of warming in the IPCC range between their highest level scenario and their really extensive, let’s deal with the problem scenario.  I have to say, however, that the highest level scenario now looks like it will be exceeded, unless we do a lot, for a whole range of reasons.  One is that China and India’s economies are growing apace; secondly, they are growing apace with fossil fuels.  China is building a one gigawatt coal station I think every two days and that’s a lot of carbon dioxide going into the air.  China, like us, are serious about trying to increase the efficiency of their energy production.  They are talking about phasing out 50 gigawatts of small coal stations but it is a huge task facing them.

It’s a huge task facing us but the only way to begin is to begin and that we have done with some of the policies enunciated leading up to the change in government.  There will need to be much more.  I stress again the importance of understanding that life will not be the same as it is now, many things will change and what we have to do is to discover the opportunities in those changes.  There is the opportunity—and I think very much so now that we’re at least beginning to bite on the bullet—for Melbourne to be a leading city in developing new technologies, new practices, working with other cities around the world, reshaping our commercial and forms of production and living in a way which means that we’re an example to everybody else and that we can therefore find opportunities, others take that up.  I know that’s the view of the City of Melbourne.  I did just want to stress that it’s a big task, that it’s going to take a lot of determination and that we shouldn’t be frightened from it because I think the alternative is really unspeakable.  Thank you.

	Russell Fisher
	Thanks very much Jim.

Okay, another opportunity for you to speak some more, another 10 minutes, again reflecting on the two speakers you’ve just heard, building on the earlier speakers and if there’s any particular questions that you have, save them and we’ll have a bit of a plenary in about 10 minutes.  Okay, thanks.

	
	[group discussions]

	
	OPEN DISCUSSION

	Russell Fisher
	… together again, thanks.  We’ve got about 10 or 15 minutes for a plenary and the opportunity here is to ask questions really of the speakers that we’ve heard.  We have a couple of roving mics, one over there and one over there, so when you’ve got a question, if you could just put up your hand and we’ll get a mic to you because, as I said before, we want to tape the proceedings and if you could just say who you are and who you’d like to ask a question of.  So who’d like to, who’s burning with a question? … Thanks.

	Jodie
	Hi, I’m Jodie from the City of Melbourne.  I’m just asking this one on behalf of the table.  We’ve got a mixture of RMIT students, City of Melbourne and ACF here so—and we were all quite a little bit transport focused at one point so the first question we had was of Gavin and, strangely enough, this was the only transport one we didn’t have.  But in relation to addressing the equity issues with increasing costs of electricity and water, I mean how are we, you know, on all levels looking at broaching that issue because it’s been ongoing for any sort of raised energy costs or whatever, basic costs of living, it’s always sort of landed on lower income earners as a percentage of their wages?  I mean how are these being tackled across the board from all sorts of, I suppose level of government and non‑profit and so on?

	Gavin Dufty
	I believe that what we need is a demand tariff or tariffs where you, for essential services each household’s allocated a consumption threshold that, where these costs don’t wash through, you know, and you could argue that could be 20% below what is average now and so you can link it in with the household allocation or whatever.  And so low income households are generally protected by that because they are lower consumption but also households that are doing the right things get protected and it’s also a place to aspire to for other households to get to so they know when they’ve done their bit and that’s really important and we see that with water restrictions.  There will be outriders.  It’s not a magic bullet, it won’t work for everybody, but there will be people where it doesn’t work and that’s where the concession, a concessions framework or compensation framework, I believe, will need to come into it and that won’t be just for households, that will be for commercial and industrial people and companies because we do need compensation because we do want certain things to be made and there will be large households with, you know, six kids or whatever that can’t get in there and it’s just too technically hard to get an individual per house threshold because household structures change, they’re so fluid.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, thank you.  Another question … I find that hard to believe.  Somebody must have a burning question … Yes, thank you.

	Female
	I’m a student at RMIT, I’m doing Environmental Engineering.  I’m part of a group called ACCENT, the Australian Climate Change Education Network—sorry, I’m from the Australian Climate Change Education Network and I’m just wondering—I’m probably going to aim this at Arron—just wondering about education in terms of climate change, there isn’t really anything set up in schools apart from voluntarily.  How is that being attacked?  Like how are kids going to learn about climate change science and not only them but also the older generation?  So people aged from 35 to 45 and older who have been used to a certain type of lifestyle, how are they going to be reached?

	Arron Wood
	Firstly I think it’s a good question, it’s an excellent question because every—we actually just had a discussion at this table as well, is that the problem with this climate change debate is we’ve all come from different knowledge levels, extremely different knowledge levels.  So some people actually know a lot about it, some people know nothing about it at all and some people have been denying it’s ever happened.  So the, I guess the ability to get everyone up to that one what you call base level understanding of climate change would have seen us move forward much more rapidly than we have.  So the formal school system, right from primary to secondary and even early childhood education has got a massive role to play in any issue.  And what we’ve done to date is we’ve hammered numeracy and literacy and we sort of say, Well it’s great to be numerate and literate but if you can’t breath the air or drink the water, then you’re pretty much buggered.  So one of the things that we’re seeing which is fantastic is we’re seeing a real change in many education departments’ policies and philosophies.  Queensland’s gone through it, I’m pleased to say Victoria’s gone through it and it will be fully implemented in 2008 and that’s the Victorian Essential Learning Standards.  And what those standards do is they actually allow much more consideration of things like climate change and the environment so you’ll find that they’re much more holistic, almost, for some of our purists, motherhood statements but they allow schools to actually integrate that into their curriculum so you’re seeing it right across Australia.  Unfortunately our premier state, New South Wales, is the furtherest behind which is quite, quite funny, but many of the other states are moving forward pretty strongly on the climate change and environmental education side of things because they’ve actually picked up on the fact that many students have baggage in maths or English or any of those areas but we can all be an A+ student in the environment.  So you’re seeing some great moves right through the education departments but certainly I’m a bit biased, I think that base level understanding is absolutely vital for us to move forward into that action phase so we wouldn’t be left with this debate phase.  So, without going on too much, that’s it in a nutshell.

Older groups, we’re actually using the kids to educate the older groups in many cases so we have now had 10,000 students and teachers through the River Health [conference] program and in many cases we link them with expert industry mentors and I will share it with you actually because a group of Bayswater secondary students chose their topic as the use of recycled water.  Melbourne Water was going through that at the time and looking at uses and they were looking at golf courses.  Through the kids’ research they found that the highest uses of potable water, or one of the highest uses is metropolitan fire fighting and they’ve now got that firmly on the table to actually negotiate the sorts of approvals they need.  So kids as change agents, through the system we link them with expert industry mentors who through that process actually learn a lot from the students themselves as well.

So I think too what we’ve got to avoid is just saying the older generation has buggered this all up and there’s no hope for them.  I’ve got a lot of great mentor networks and people that actually want to make a difference and people like the people in this room have a real sort of attachment to young people and wanting them to have a much better life and a better future.  So, again, it’s about working together and not saying any one particular sector of our society is to blame.  It sort of sounds a bit altruistic but this is our chance to bring community back to where it’s been so lacking.

	Russell Fisher
	Thank you very much.  Another question … Good, thank you.

	Female
	This is a question for Chris.  I’m wondering if there’s been any work on working on the barriers for stopping people using the private car.  I don’t use a private car and I’m kind of at a loss as to how to talk to people I know who do who really, you know, could easily do without one and until we start making it difficult for people to drive cars and much easier to ride bikes and catch public transport, it’s not going to happen.  But is anybody taking those steps to actually find out how to get people out of their cars?

	Chris Loader
	There’s all sorts of research about that sort of topic.  I think one of the main big ones is the pricing of your car.  A lot of the costs in running a car are fixed costs and so once you’ve bought a car you might as well use it because the marginal cost of driving your car is quite small.  So one simple thing is to look at moving those costs into the marginal cost of driving a car and if you’re talking about putting a carbon tax on or a carbon levy on the fuel price, congestion charging, paying for all those other things, then suddenly driving is going to become more expensive.  But a major reason why people don’t use public transport is they don’t have any: it runs once an hour and it stops at seven o’clock at night and it doesn’t run on a Sunday.  You know, people aren’t going to use public transport if it doesn’t run a decent service level and I’ve just been doing some analysis that the only—there’s been a lot of growth in public transport patronage in Melbourne.  I work in the bus area.  The only routes that are really growing are the routes that run seven days a week and run late at night and actually provide a service that people can use.  So a lot of it’s about providing that service and there’s a lot of things about the way cars are priced and the way driving cars are priced.  They’re just a couple of answers to your question.

	Russell Fisher
	Thank you.  Another question?  If not, I’ve got one.  My question is to you, George.  I was very interested in what you said about the response you got to the Committee of Melbourne Taskforce and, you know, the large numbers and stuff.  I was particularly interested to learn more about the sense of urgency in the business community and particularly how this is manifesting itself in a different than business as usual sort of manner.  One of the key findings of the Stern Report was that global warming was a massive market failure which suggests to me that we need to have different business models and different ways of thinking about how we do business.  So in terms of the responses that are coming back from the participants of the business community in this, I’m really curious to learn what kind of different kinds of thinking and ways of thinking about how we operate markets and stuff in response to climate change and I’m just wondering if you could expand on that.

	George Pappas
	Sense of urgency, first.  I think there is a sense of urgency.  I think there is a genuine commitment to doing something about climate change.  I can’t explain half the membership of the Committee for Melbourne joining this taskforce any other way and I think that’s, that’s an indicator in itself and the interesting thing is that when you do get that kind of concentration of people from a cross section of different organisations in Melbourne, the sparks that fly as far as ideas are concerned are pretty significant.  I mean Jim’s on the Taskforce, I think Chris is on the Taskforce, Alyssa is helping out with the taskforce, actually she’s doing most of the work and the others sort of show up and have a bit of a talk but I think, you know, you can comment on whether (a) you think there’s a sense of urgency and (b) whether there are different ways of thinking just as soon as I finish.

Look, I actually think the solution is not that mysterious, quite frankly.  I mean we’ve dealt with these kinds of issues in the past.  If you have a judicious mix of regulation and pricing then you’ll get the results and what I mean by that is if we are serious about restrictions on greenhouse gas emissions then I think the majority of the group in the Taskforce is saying, Well let’s, you know, let’s agree on a date and let’s agree on a target and let’s get it in so that we know what to plan for.  Now business likes to plan for certainty, not uncertainty, and they’re the ones I think who’ve been arguing for this.  Secondly, if you, if you enable the pricing mechanism, make sure you take care of the low income and low usage things that we were talking about earlier and allow pricing flexibility to actually pay for the investment in low emission technologies, whatever they might be, then I think you’ll get the solution.

For example, I don’t know if anyone in the room sort of remembers, they’re probably too young to remember when catalytic converters were put into cars, when was it, 20 years ago or so.  And there were great predictions that catalytic converters to reduce those particular emissions from automobiles would send the price of the average car to unsustainable and unaffordable levels and destroy the car industry.  Now, interestingly enough, that hasn’t happened, has it?  You know, the automotive manufacturers have adapted to this and they’ve adapted—(a) there was a regulation that said, You’ve got to put these things in and you’ve got to have, you’ve got to meet low emission standards but, you know, if you’ve got to pay for it, we understand the increase in cost and you pass it on to the consumer.  And of course what it happens is in a highly competitive and technologically sophisticated industry like the car industry, then manufacturers compete to see who can bring in the best technology to achieve the job that’s required at the lowest cost and that’s, that’s what’s happening.

I understand, for example, that the manufacture of solar cells, photovoltaic solar cells is now taking place in China and it’s taking place increasingly on a mass scale.  It’s moved out of the pilot plans, it’s moved out of the low volume production process into—and I don’t understand the technology but, but roll form, you know?  You can, you basically roll these out on a roof.  Now what that is doing to the cost of solar cells is quite significant.  That’s the process that will take place.  That’s just one example.  I’m not saying that solar cells are the answer to everything.  I don’t know what the answer to everything is but that’s the kind of dynamism that I think you will see if you have a judicious mix of regulation and pricing flexibility and, I’m sorry, that’s not a new way of thinking.  That’s, you know, a traditional way of thinking but that’s the way these things get solved.

	Russell Fisher
	Excellent, thanks.  Alyssa, did you want to add any more to that?

	Alyssa
	I was just going to add very briefly onto what George was saying that we’ve been increasingly surprised by the, as George said, the number of members that have been involved but when I’ve been going around and visiting them, it’s been really interesting to find what businesses are doing themselves and individually, how they’re actually measuring their emissions, they’re looking at their supply chain, how they can influence others and also do the right thing themselves but they’re not wanting to talk about it so much because they’re afraid of green‑washing and all of these, these other effects.  So they’re really excited by the Committee for Melbourne and what the City of Melbourne is doing because it’s a vehicle for them to put out some of their creative ideas, talk about what their, some of their exciting things that they’re doing and saying, Hang on, why can’t we just do it together?  Why can’t we build on these exciting opportunities?  We’re sick of talking about gloom and doom.  If no one’s going to do it, business wants to lead from the front and get community and others onboard to support that.  So our members are, surprised me and are leading the way and so are represented in this room in terms of their ideas and what they’re individually doing which is being supported by policy, their investment, their investment choices and also what they’re looking from, from government and the businesses that they deal with on a day‑to‑day basis.  So the Committee for Melbourne is looking for solutions that are not only equitable but they’re talking about solutions that are innovative, sustainable, liveable and long term, long reaching and long lasting and that’s what we would like to see.  So we’re looking, like here, at creating a space where those opportunities can flow and be built on.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, thanks.  And I think, Chris, you just want to add a bit.  Can it be brief because we’re conscious of time?

	Chris Loader
	I guess, in a way, this is question to George, but I just want to reflect that last week in Sydney for two days the Banksia Foundation had a forum in which 40 of the winners, including Arron here, presented case studies of what they had been doing which brought them to their winning position.  That was from the community sector to government and mostly business, so we had an extraordinary two days of presentations of the kind that you’re describing much of which only gets into the light because of award programs like that.  But there was a keynote presentation from one of the major sponsors of Banksia, DaimlerChrysler, who sent to that forum the Head of Research for DaimlerChrysler and who spent an hour presenting the work that DaimlerChrysler are doing in innovation in collaboration, I might say, with many other sectors of, and many other competing companies in the automobile sector.  The presentation from DaimlerChrysler created a very interesting discussion about this issue of regulation because it was very clear from DaimlerChrysler talking about the way that they’re responding to their markets that they saw innovation, smart, good innovation as a major, sorry, smart regulation as a major driver of innovation.  And yet what became very interesting in the discussion that ensued is the degree to which in Australia we are embedded in a culture which rejects the association between regulation and innovation and what’s more that it comes across all three sectors, that is that the community sector—and I think Arron was involved in some of this discussion—we talk about individual change, we do not talk so much about political change of demanding regulation.  At government it was very clear, both local and state governments in presenting, that there is a great deal of fear about regulation and a view that it’s by and large negative and of negative political impact.  And then from companies who were genuinely surprised at the kind of very positive framework that was presented from DaimlerChrysler.  So in a way it’s, that’s a slightly long way of introducing a question about how do we shift the culture in Australia which seems to be so fundamentally embedded about the nature of regulation and move it to how we can look at regulation as a positive contribution to innovation?

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, look, one quick response.  I’m just conscious that we’ve opened up a big topic of debate here and I’m conscious of time.  So Jim, do you want to respond to that?  Thanks.

	Jim Falk
	I just wanted to make comment that one of the things that we need to always remember is that Melbourne can’t solve this problem by itself; at the same time, it has to do its bit but part of that bit I think is working with other cities and, interestingly enough, we have to learn also from other cities and we have to learn about how we can shape our affairs.  And I think the point that Chris just, George just made is part of that.  I’m co‑ordinating with a professor from the University of California at San Diego, a collaborative research project with a number of cities including Beijing, Bangkok, San Diego and California and Melbourne, of their, the potential, the ways in which we can collectively and individually respond to the challenge of climate change.  And, of course, in some of those cities the idea of using regulation is absolutely natural.  The Chinese have no problem with it, and they of course, they, if—and unless they, unless they do it, we’re all in deep trouble.  So in a way there needs to be a convergence of understanding about the range of possibilities around the world and we have to learn from each other.  So I just encourage the City of Melbourne, whether it’s via this project or some other, to begin to work with some of these other cities around the problem of climate change and also to remember that we have to develop the opportunity which is now better in Australia to be able to collaborate at different levels of government, from municipal government to state government to federal government, to reshape the frameworks in which we can move along this very different pathway along which we’re going to move.  We have to change the direction and then as we move down it we’ll end up in a very different place.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, well thanks very much Jim.  And look, let’s draw that to a close.  I’d like to thank all of our speakers for their—oh sorry …

	Female
	Oh just the scribes […] the front where [Lanie] is and we’ll just brief them for the next exercise.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, thanks.  Yeah, but look, I’d just like to thank all of our speakers for their fabulous input into this discussion and stimulation to the next part of the, the proceedings.  So if you could please join me in thanking all of the speakers.

[applause]

We’re going to have a break for about 10 minutes or 10 to 15 minutes.  When you come back—I’ll give you a heads up of what we’re going to do.  We’re going to set up the tables according to topics.  These are the seven topics: food supply and distribution, transport, infrastructure including energy supply, buildings, commerce, public health and our way of our life.  So we try to get some focus to the discussions around particular domains.  These are by no means all of them and if you feel strongly that there’s a group of you that want to talk about another particular area, by all means just let us know and we’ll set up another table space for you.

I think the, just if I can pick up on where we left off with that discussion, the focus of your conversation should really be about starting to move away from, move from issues to really focusing on what are the, the ways forward with this.  So, so for each of your topics, discuss and your scribes will capture the ideas around what are the adaptive responses we need to be making in Melbourne to climate change around that particular area, what would be the key visions or values underpinning that vision of a green city, what are the opportunities that present themselves in that area, what are some of the challenges and if there are particular ways forward or options that you think that should be explored, identify what they might be.  Remembering, of course, this is a beginning; this is not the answer to all of the, this isn’t all of the solutions and it feeds into ongoing conversations but it provides a bridge to a lot of that work that’s being done that I think we’ve touched on in terms of the issues and starting to move now to looking at well what are our options that we should be exploring and evaluating.  And if I can just remind you in the sense of—and I think Jim’s slides really hit the nail on the head for me—is the sense of, you know, that climate science is pretty, pretty conclusive.  What’s starting to emerge is that the impacts around climate change are starting to, or the temperature rises are starting to increase potentially exponentially.  If that’s the case, then we have to move rapidly and we have to make quite significant adaptations and changes.  So with that in mind and the leadership role that Melbourne, Melbourne city provides, think about those questions in that, in that context.

So let’s have a break.  Scribes, if you can come down here, we’ll give you a briefing and stretch your legs and we’ll see you back here in about 10 or 15 minutes.  Thanks.

	
	[group discussions]

	Russell Fisher
	We want to start moving into topic tables.  The topic tables are, as you can see, there’s a little triangular bit of paper notifying each one.  If you could find one … They’re on the screen up here too if you want to think about which one to choose … Okay, and look, don’t feel as though you need to be wedded to your table.  If you feel like, no, this isn’t really what I wanted to talk about, I can move, so use your feet.  The discussion, as I presented before we broke, is really to think about the key features and values, opportunities, challenges and options on your topic.  I think given we’ve probably got a little less than half an hour, and just talking to Gabrielle, some of the front end of this in terms of values and opportunities and stuff has been done before by other forums and stuff.  Obviously you need to have a bit of discussion about that before you talk about options but we’re wanting to start to think about what—and you heard it in the kind of questions that came out—starting to move now into options around and ways forward in response to climate change.  So think about that, what would be the ways forward that you recommend, and when we come back I’ll ask each of the scribes just to give a synopsis around their discussion and particularly around any values or features that emerge from their discussion and also what are the options and then we’ll have a large sort of group reflection on that and then a closing.  Okay?  Question … [inaudible question from audience] … Okay, that sounds like a really good idea.  If you can’t drum up some support, merge with another.  So, go for it.  Or you can have a conversation with yourself, yeah.  Okay.  Any other questions?  Yeah, Jim … [inaudible question from Jim] … It’s responses so, yes, it could be mitigation as well, yes.  Good pick up, thank you.

	
	[group discussions]

	Russell Fisher
	Folks, you’ve got about five minutes.  If you could start thinking about your options if you haven't got there and highlighting some of your key ones.  So if there’s one thing that stands out, what would it be?

	
	[group discussions continued]

	Russell Fisher
	One more minute … Okay, let’s get together so we can hear from each of the, each of the tables.  Well go around from this side on my right, so David maybe if you can start on commerce.  Are you ready to start?  No.  Who’s ready to start?  Can we see a show of hands?  Oh, up here.  Okay.  Let’s start over here.  Transport.  So a really quick report on what you got.

	Female
	… and so on, we’ve come up with four different key options or ways forward and maybe they sound familiar on some level but this is the, Future Melbourne is the plan we want to be driving these sort of things.  The big one is advocacy and whether—and that’s an investment in sustainable transport—whether that comes down to a single voice having spoken to different groups in this forum and how similar our views are on such a lot of big issues, whether that’s a way to go, but certainly the City of Melbourne has, has a big role in that advocacy role.  Looking at ways to invest in walking, cycling and public transport particularly infrastructure and moving it away from cars and trucks and so on and high emission vehicles.  Prioritising use of road space for low emission transport.  And road pricing which is actually being charged for the use of, the use of roads which is something we haven’t quite heard of before.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay.  Thank you very much.  Next.  Who’s next?  Food supply?  Thank you.

	Female
	I’m going to give the issues and [Shayla]’s going to give our solutions.  The first big issue we came up with was everyone’s blaming everybody else so you’ve got the city people blaming the country people and vice versa and sort of split between consumers and producers which we didn’t have a great solution to but …

	[Shayla]
	We basically said that that needs to stop so we basically just need to move away from saying that it’s the farmer’s fault or it’s the city people’s fault.  We need to just realise that it’s combined basically, so we also need to come up with some kind of critical mass but, yeah, that’s about it for that one.

	Female
	Number two was there’s been a lot of subsidies that have had really negative impacts on farming and land use.

	[Shayla]
	So with that one we need to have some positive impacts so maybe stop the subsidies for the negative stuff and have subsidies for more sustainable farming like solar power, wind power and things like that and also have more focus on native produce so things like […] to […] supply of […] so, yeah, it’s just moving away from unsustainable to sustainable. 

	Female
	The third one was imports, the fact that we’re not eating in season anymore and food’s travelling a really long way.

	[Shayla]
	So we basically said that that was, that needed a global response.  It’s not a matter of stopping imports into Melbourne or stopping exports from Melbourne; it’s more about looking at who’s affected and how we can work together because it is a global issue, but one of the main solutions was just focusing […] seasonal food and [subsidies for exporters …].

	Russell Fisher
	[…].

	Female
	We’ve got another three or four.

	Russell Fisher
	Well, keep it short.  We’ve only got two minutes.

	Female
	Embedded energy and water and that nobody’s really seeing that embodied energy and water when they buy food.

	[Shayla]
	Okay, […].

	Financial
	And high levels of meat consumption and how much energy and water that’s using up.

	[Shayla]
	Again, […] so it’s more about reducing the eating of meat and just not cutting it out completely.

	Female
	And after that we were all about solutions, we’ve got no more issues.

	[Shayla]
	So just basically educate and case studies to prove that this sort of stuff works.

	Female
	Yeah, we covered infrastructure here so in a way we’ve covered at a broader level probably the things that you’ve discussed in detail at your table, so energy, water, roads, transport, drainage.  In terms of infrastructure in a time of climate change, we sort of went through the picture of making sure that we work out, how we want to interact with the environment in the future and look at a revaluing perhaps of what our expectations of infrastructure are and we may need to adjust and manage and change those.  One little example is that we might, you know, have to change towards drinking recycled water and having some sort of acceptance of that.  You know, the role of community leadership in, in this but also looking at leadership from government and business.  We have all the things needed at the higher level which is regulation and government vision and policies, innovation, certification so that people know what they’re getting, the role of the market and pricing, trading and demand tariffs.  So all those things at the higher level and when it comes to local government and what we can do for infrastructure, we find that the initiatives can all tie together so stormwater harvesting and water sensitive urban design for water quality and also catching water, looking at distributed energies and how planning approvals can tie into aid those as much as possible.  Council needs to invest in infrastructure and recognise that change, and look at food production in the local area.  We also need to invest in localised innovation so recognise what’s appropriate for us to support here and perhaps sort of have a zoning for an infrastructure hub so that we can share that and build that knowledge together.  So they’re some of the ideas that we’ve come up with and the City of Melbourne needs to take [risk] and perhaps we need a city sized energy and water metre out the front of town hall.

	Male
	… some of the changes to buildings, the buildings will be warmer so those […] will need to anticipate higher temperatures therefore […] is important for those new buildings … [break in flow of audio] … is an opportunity that can arise.  Gross lease apartments which means that the owner has a greater control of the infrastructure which will drive down, increase efficiencies.  More efficient heating and cooling through building design and materials, networking between infrastructure and others and other things there.  And we’ve just jotted some of the challenges as well.  Behaviour change is obviously a key challenge.  

	Russell Fisher
	[…].

	Male
	Okay, sure.  That was the main, the main point there.

	Russell Fisher
	Alright, thanks very much.

	Male
	Thanks.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, public health.

	Female
	Well public health is, it’s quite a broad range so the main things I will stick to is like heat wave, heat stress that we mainly talked about and air quality and looking at the vulnerable groups in that area.  The opportunities was looking at developing heat wave plans and looking at strategies to actually tackle this problem which is things like heat wave warnings, advice to the vulnerable groups, having people look after or looking into these vulnerable groups and things like that, having cooling centres so people can, when there is those days where it is quite hot, there’s centres for these people to go to.  Some of the challenges are the resources in that area, whether we do have the people in the council or other organisations to run and respond to these kind of things.  Opportunities or key options, we thought of sharing ideas or sharing with our sister cities and seeing what they do because especially like in Europe, one of sister cities is I think Thessalonica and because they’ve gone through all this during their summer periods as well where they’ve got a lot of heat [waves], maybe we can learn from them and things like that.

	Russell Fisher
	Thank you.  Let’s go to commerce.  Save our way of life for last, I think.

	Male
	Yeah, unfortunately we didn’t sort of follow any real plan here, we’ve just got a whole bunch of ideas that we came up with.  We’ve got the potential for punishment at borders and unless we pick up our ideas as far as accounting for the carbon that’s present in products that we export, at the same through exposure to other markets that are perhaps more advanced than us in terms of looking at these opportunities to learn.  We’ve got to shift from ownership towards a rental model.  Services, I mean products that we would have purchased outright in the past are more likely to become services.  You’re likely to see as well a more sort of cradle to cradle approach.  I mean if you produce something it’s also your responsibility to take care of it when it’s at the end of its usefulness.  We’ve got a shift from more of a focus on work to perhaps more of a focus on leisure time, continued growth in e‑commerce.  Transparency, there’s nowhere to hide anymore.  If you’re not performing as you say you are, you’ll be found.  Just the way information spreads these days, there’s, as we said, there’s no place to hide.  Increased clusters, I suppose there’s a return to localised globalisation if that makes sense.

	Russell Fisher
	So clustering of buildings and commerce or …?

	Male
	Yeah, and particular industries as well, yeah.  Am I missing anything? … Yeah, we sort of identified a number of areas where we expect to see growth.  Nanotech, for instance, robotics, biotech, increased biomimicry which in turn would lead to a displaced workforce perhaps.  I mean potential for retooling or retraining.  Yeah, basically not just business as usual with a carbon tax.  We see quite fundamental changes on the horizon but, therefore, also opportunities.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, thank you very much.  And lastly, but not least, our way of our life.

	Female
	Okay, our way of life drew on a lot of the other table’s topics.  We came up with numerous issues but they continued to come back to a shift in social norms and the expectations of society and like the building group we also had that people are expected to wear suits to work yet when they get there, it’s hot, so they expect air conditioning so it’s, it’s just a way of altering what we expect of people and the outcomes of those expectations.  We came up with a series of options of which included urban densification and the introduction of mixed‑use which would reduce travel times as discussed throughout the presentations.  We had public space being a priority.  Urban densification means people need that outlet.  It has implications on health, it has implications on transport.  We also had within this green community gardens which would allow people to create and foster food within their own networks and neighbourhoods and a lot of it came back to the engagement and the creation of communities.  By doing these, by having urban densification, people are learning to live in closer proximity to their neighbours, closer proximity to transport and other uses that they need so therefore you’re removing the isolation within communities which has safety, health implications.  We also had the priority of sustainable transport and the role of council in advocating this and so, yeah, fundamentally it came back to a shifting in social expectations and norms.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, thanks.  Have we covered everyone?  I think we have.  Look, I’m going to invite you to, as a way of winding up, really around any reflections on what you just heard, if I can start the ball rolling.  I think a couple of things have stood out for me hearing about that and, look, thank you very much for all those fantastic ideas.  I think they really add a lot of, a lot of substance to the exploration that the City of Melbourne’s trying to do.  There was a common theme I think around shifting expectations and behaviours and norms and understandings and engagement with people around that.  That came in at a whole lot of different levels and obviously that’s a major thing about, I think which is potential for another ongoing conversation about well how do you do that?  How do you shift expectations?  And I think someone asked the question earlier about how do you—you had a similar question earlier on about transport, how you actually shift the mindset of people to leave their cars behind.  It seemed to be a common thing that jumped out for me.  I think the other key one for me was the issue of proximity, reducing the distance between points of where you have to go or how far you have to move things in order to fulfil a particular need.  That seemed to pop out in a number of different ways.  And the other was I think around that notion of, well it’s best expressed as cradle to cradle and the notion of providing the service and how do you take things out of an ownership model into a service model that continually loops and provides an ongoing source as well as an import point.  But they were some of mine, has anyone else had any other observations or reflections on what we’ve just heard?  Yeah.  Hang on, we better get a mic to you.  Sorry, we’ve got to tape it.  Thanks.

	Female
	I was just going to say for Australia I think biomimicry is a huge, has huge potential just in farming and also energy and water consumption.  So I thought that was a really good point.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay.  Any other observations, comments?

	Male
	I think one thing that’s come out of it all, in just about every discussion has been the enormous opportunities that are out there and that we have to change so many things that in just about every one of those changes there are going to be enormous opportunities and the ones who come out on top will be the ones who recognise and take fullest advantage of those opportunities.

	Russell Fisher
	Excellent, yep.  Any other comments?  Yeah.  Hang on, we better get a mic to you.  Sorry, Mike.

	Mike
	Yeah, it occurs to me it’s a great opportunity for lateral thinking is coming up, and I’m just reminded by a meeting I went to with Edward de Bono and we were having a discussion about, about parking one’s car and how to make sure that people don’t park their cars in the streets for more than a certain length of time.  Of course, all sorts of regulations came from the floor about how you might, you know, be quite officious about doing this and he at the end just said, Well how about another one?  When you park your car, it is mandatory that you keep your headlights on.  It’s those sorts of things which keep, you know …

	Russell Fisher
	Keep you thinking.

	Mike
	… you know, and then people come back, of course.  And it’s, you know, it’s going to be a terrific opportunity for that sort of rational thinking.

	Russell Fisher
	Yeah.  Well look, I might wind it up there.  Thank you for that.  That’s a really, they’re really good notes to finish on and the proceedings today will be written up and they’ll—will they go on the website?  Yeah, they go on to the Future Melbourne website so you’ll be able to find them there.  As I keep saying, this is one bit of the conversation; there’ll be plenty more opportunities to keep furthering this along and I just want to thank you all today for coming into this hot room and working hard at sharing your ideas and contributing to the Future Melbourne strategy.  So thank you.  Is there anything else we need to finish on?

	Gabbie
	[…].

	Russell Fisher
	Do you want to say something about this?  Yeah.  So I’ll hand over to Gabbie.

	Gabbie
	So we’re summarising the transcripts from today so that’s the audio proceedings, they’ll be on the Future Melbourne website so log into eVillage and over the next couple of weeks Arron will be a guest on there so he can encourage other people to, have him as a bit of an incentive to get on and have him answer your questions or your friends’ questions.  So spread the word is what I’m saying, get people involved.  Phase 3 of Future Melbourne—we’re in Phase 2 at the moment which is considering the options.  We’ll be evaluating options so we’re going to hold a public forum more widely open.  This is only the first of our discussions so look out for that and get your friends, families, neighbours and other people involved in that, but that will be probably March or April so, and it will be about evaluating those options.  So we need a little bit more discussion on those options available to us and how they’re viable, etcetera, so there’ll be more opportunity for you to comment.

	Russell Fisher
	Okay, well I think that’s it.  Thank you very much.  Have a safe journey home.
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