
Hello (Jim),

About Carbon Tax

I have written extensively on new Electric Politics in Europe that may be of interest to the Commission

http://www.ceolas.net/
Especially the Carbon Tax related section from http://www.ceolas.net/#gg3x onwards

I update them regularly, this is the current text in the section:

//Fossil fuel electricity price rise//

By raising the price of fossil fuel itself, or the electricity derived from it, related consumption is reduced.
Taxing fossil fuel more than is done already has wider implications for industry and jobs in these economic times, and the electricity price is anyway more directly relevant here.

Either the base price of fossil fuel electricity is raised (by ordering power companies to self finance emission solutions), or a tax is imposed, which can go to any priority in society (in line with essence politics), of course including emission control.



Advantages:

Quick and simple reduction of fossil fuel electricity use, without the long-winded bureaucratic expense of working out bans on individual electrical products.
It also maintains consumer freedom in how the electricity is used.
It also makes nuclear and renewable (non-emitting) energy relatively cheaper.
It can also provide the money to fund dealing with the actual problem, the power station emissions.
It can also be a temporary solution, until such emissions reach an accepted level, compared with other (industry, transport) emissions in society.



Disadvantages:

• It can make electricity more expensive for industry at a bad economic time.
However,
industry can more easily than households switch to non-emitting suppliers (and an industry-only tax is therefore an option),
there are self-providing renewable energy schemes for industry, 
and the measure can be temporary until the emission problem is sufficiently reduced.



• It can make electricity more expensive for households at a bad economic time.
While the measure may be temporary, it is of course harder for most households (at this time) to switch suppliers. Consideration is therefore given to the availability of non-emitting electricity suppliers, and this tax might await such availability.
The other way of solving this is to simultaneously fund insulation and energy improvements for poorer homes, with a means-tested sliding scale allowance. Other households can have tax-deductible home improvement schemes.
Green jobs can go to Green Squads that install double glazing, attic insulation, alternative heating and the like. The electricity price rise can then be cancelled out by lower overall energy costs for many households.





//Targeting electrical product use//

When considering individual electric appliances, there are 3 levels of encouraging effective use: Information, then taxation, then banning. They are done in that order. You don't just jump to banning. The reason isn't just because of progressive strategy, it is also out of consideration to consumers.



Information
Information is the first step.
For example, public information campaigns and energy efficiency labelling, as already applied.



Taxation
Taxation is the next step, if necessary.
Raising the fossil fuel electricity price rise may not have led to sufficient emission reduction, and political reasons against such a price rise may involve this action being taken.
There may also be a need to (further) raise government income, and this in itself is a reasonable option.

A comparison with cars can be made.
Cars, unlike electrical products, give out emissions, yet cars are taxed for such emissions, not banned.
Electrical products can clearly be taxed in the same way.
Existing efficiency labelling can conveniently be used for a new "carbon tax".
In a more striking move, VAT (Value Added Tax) could be altered at the same time.
With both taxations, the most efficient "A" classed products would be zero rated.

Using Ireland as an example, for administrative ease the VAT bands could be say B+C 13.5%, D+E 21.5%, F+G 35%, thereby just introducing one new 35% VAT rate, in addition to the carbon tax.



Advantages:
Governments can make money, consumers can save money, consumers keep free choice, and the manufacture of green eco-friendly products is stimulated.

Governments gain income: 
Inefficient products (like fan heaters, plasma screens) will still be bought as they need particular attractions to survive on the marketplace because of the inefficiency, as mentioned before.
Consumers don't buy them to save on running costs anyway, and if low price is an attraction, that itself gives scope for taxation (efficient, durable products tend to cost more).
Light bulbs alone can raise substantial sums, as described below.

Green ambitions are not sacrificed:
Consumers are lured towards green choices, when they pay less or no tax. 
They save more money than today in buying "A" classed products.
Meanwhile, if they do pay the taxes, funding can go towards dealing with the problem of power station emissions themselves, as described, or energy and insulation schemes that lower emissions more than product use causes them.

In a way, products are charged to "deal with the energy inefficiency and carbon emissions of their use", similar to say a recycling charge on other goods, the difference being that related emissions become less and less. Of course, regarding light bulbs, they do not necessarily waste emissions anyway, in their economical light-with-heat provision.

Green product manufacture is stimulated:
A tax scheme that endures for some years leads to manufacturers making more and better such products, in their relationship with consumers and what they want on the marketplace.
Compare with clumsy bans through legislation from a Commission Ecodesign Committee, and compare with unfair manufacturing subsidies.



A reasonable idea might seem to "ban the most inefficient and tax the rest":
After all, cars can have emission limits, with efficiency tax on cars that are allowed.
However:
1. Electrical products, unlike cars, do not themselves give out any gases. Banning a type of car directly stops emissions, banning a type of electrical product does not. The problem is at the power station level, which is dealt with by renewable development and emission filtering/processing.
2. It may sound good to "ban inefficient products" but they need to be particularly popular to survive on the marketplace: Think of sports cars, or here, fan heaters, expensive to run but quick to heat a room). Consumers don't buy them to save on running costs anyway, and if low price is an attraction, that itself also gives scope for the taxation that funds green spending (efficient, durable products tend to cost more).
3. A limited ban still takes away consumer choice, supposed "equivalent replacements" are of course never equivalent or the inefficient products wouldn't exist in the first place, and consumer resentment by panic buying and hoarding works against both the short term ban objectives themselves, and future public willingness to cooperate in environmentally beneficial consumption and lifestyle changes. 




Disadvantage:

Unfair on emission-free households:
Households with electricity emissions below a certain level, now or in the future, should arguably not be hit by either electrical product "carbon" taxation or bans. 
This particularly applies to EU countries (like Sweden, France, Austria, Finland) where emission-free electricity already dominates today.
However if they choose to implement such taxation, it can of course go to other green measures, or to any priority in these bad economic times.
Citizens are often taxed anyway, in ways they may consider unfair, and even a big tax is of course better than a ban on the product they want to use.





Light bulbs alone can raise massive revenues:

Light bulbs are
cheap (70 cents or so) 
popular (9 out of 10 lights bought), 
everywhere (4 billion in the EU), 
with a good turnover (1000 hours).

Light bulbs are being banned not for being unsafe, but as a consumption problem (wasting energy).
Taxation therefore makes much more sense than a ban, also for those against light bulbs:
A large tax or levy, say 3 euros or more, can drive down light bulb sales to a point where any supposed emissions or energy waste problem is effectively eliminated.

Better still:
Such taxation, based on the annual sales of 2 billion (European lighting industry data 2007) being cut down to some hundred millions, raises multiple billions of euros in coming years of easy money for European Governments in these bad economic times, and it is a tax that everyone accepts, knowing a ban is the alternative.
In other words: "ban benefit" and big government income too. See more on the page on light bulb taxation here 

----------- also the Light Bulb Taxation section, see:

http://www.ceolas.net/LightBulbTax.html
I would be glad of a reply,

Kind regards,

Peter Thornes

