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Summary
Pursuit of policies designed to supress emissions of carbon dioxide and other “greenhouse gases” is
severely harming the Australian economy with no compensatory environmental benefits. We
address this in the context of energy, land clearing and forestry.
In the case of energy, measures taken to suppress carbon dioxide emissions have been centred on
regulations to promote renewable electricity supply (especially wind and solar). These have, over
the past 15 years, transformed Australia from having one of the world’s cheapest electricity supplies
to one of the most expensive. This takes a direct toll on household bills. But far more damaging is
its indirect costs in undermining what once comprised the key national comparative advantage of
cheap energy inputs. Policies forcing higher energy costs destroyed cost advantages across
manufacturing, mining and agriculture to the great detriment of living standards.
Land clearing restrictions were devised to meet the 1997 Kyoto Protocol under which Australia
agreed to limit its emissions of greenhouse gas to an eight per cent increase by 2012. Those
restrictions reduced Australian emissions by 110 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent,
without which Australian emissions in 2012 would have seen a 21 per cent increase.
To bring about these land clearance reductions, the Commonwealth in cooperation with the
Governments in NSW and Queensland adopted planning regimes that prevented land being cleared
for agricultural purposes. Not only did this deprive the nation of valuable resources for agricultural
expansion but the land was taken from its owners without any compensation. One estimate is that
the costs in terms of devalued land worth were $200 billion. Though relaxed in recent years, such
measures remain in place and an ALP Commonwealth Government has said it would fully reimplement them.
In the case of forestry, what commenced as a policy to ensure a balance of timber-getting and
environmental conservation has resulted in a virtual cessation of commercial native forestry in
Australia. This has throttled a valued domestic industry. Its effect has been augmented by stringent
regulations on timber imports, under green pressure, to combat the import of timber supposedly to
assist in preventing illegal logging overseas.
The rationale for all these policies rested on supposed global detrimental effects of greenhouse gas
emissions. Irrespective of the merits of the science behind that rationale, its implementation
possibilities were never more than flimsy.
Global measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions were ostensibly enhanced as a result of the
Paris Agreement of 2015, but this had severe shortcomings. Chief among these was that, although
developed nations agreed to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by over 26 per cent, there were
no disciplines on developing countries to take similar action except far into the future. Developing
nations comprise a growing 60 per cent of global emissions. With the election of President Trump,
the US will cease its own abatement program. This renders the Paris Agreement worthless and
means Australian policies are a form of pointless self-harm.
The measures addressed in this submission are only some of those Australia has introduced to
pursue a meaningless and impossible goal of reducing global carbon dioxide emissions. The
measures should be rescinded at the earliest opportunity.
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1.

The Economic Damage Caused by Climate Change Policies

1.1.

The Effects Renewable Energy Policies on Australian Electricity Costs

1.1.1. Policy Measures
With the National Electricity Market (NEM), Australia entered the twenty-first century benefitting
from the most competitive supply system in the world. The NEM, with its competitive framework
and growing level of private ownership of assets, had allowed the nation to capitalise on its natural
advantage of the world’s lowest cost coal and some excellent gas resources.
Even as this triumphal achievement was being attained political controls were undermining it. Chief
among these were the renewable energy requirements foreshadowed in 1997 by Prime Minister
Howard as a requirement for “an additional two per cent” of electricity by 2010. The additional two
per cent became the Mandatory Renewable Energy Target (MRET, later shortened to RET), which
underwent several changes and is currently 23.5 per cent of total electricity supply (equivalent to 1516 per cent on top of that commercially provided by hydro-electricity).
The Commonwealth also has a range of direct subsidies to renewable energy which, like the RET,
distorts the market and creates a comparative disadvantage for other supplies. Ostensibly targeted
at reducing greenhouse gas emissions, many of these policies originally derived from now
discredited notions of impending energy shortages that derived from material developed by the
“Club of Rome”. Scientific issues concerning greenhouse gas emissions are briefly canvassed in the
attachment to this submission.
Energy markets have suffered from incessant political meddling as a result of other policies in
addition to those promoting renewables. State governments have imposed requirements on energy
retailers to modify their commercial decisions on when to disconnect non-paying customers and to
implement uneconomic “smart meter” rollouts; governments, especially Victoria markedly increased
the coal royalties and, actuated a gas exploration policy that The Australian 1 has described as a cave
in “to pressures from green groups, rural lobbies and the anti-exploration hysteria of a prominent
radio shock jock”. All jurisdictions other than Queensland and Western Australia have severely
restrained the exploration for “tight” gas.
Renewable programs, following the July 2014 termination of the “carbon tax”, have however been
the main influence on electricity prices.
In addition to the Commonwealth renewable scheme, state governments have implemented their
own separate requirements – in 2005 Victorian Premier Bracks declared the failure of the Howard
Government to expand the MRET “is costing Victoria - economically and environmentally – and
cannot be allowed to continue”. Mr Bracks said, “Victoria’s aim is to facilitate the development of
up to 1000 megawatts of wind energy by 2006 represents $2 billion worth of capital investment.
Then there are the jobs and the other economic spinoffs that accompany such a significant outlay”.
One such spin-off, a subsidized blade factory, was closed within a few months.
Other states followed Victoria’s lead and, according to AEMC data, the standard cost of electricity is
boosted directly by up to 16 per cent by these schemes. Table 1 identifies the costs by state.

1

http://www.theaustralian.com.au/opinion/editorials/market-intervention-will-not-boost-gasinvestment/news-story/c6d7b281cbf034f6b35dad1271a9ade3 20 April 2017
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Table 1 Increase in costs to households from environmental requirements 2016/7
Qld

NSW

Vic

SA

Tas

WA

C/W (%)

5.3

5.9

4.8

4.3

6.1

4.3

State (%)

10.9

3

3.2

6.4

0

0

Total (%)

16.1

9

7.9

10.7

6.1

4.3

Total cost ($)

191

109

81

155

103

63

Source: AEMC http://www.aemc.gov.au/getattachment/be91ba47-45df-48ee-9dde-e67d68d2e4d4/2016-Electricity-PriceTrends-Report.aspx

In terms of regulatory charges and direct budget expenditure, the overall cost of subsidies is
estimated as follows:
Table 2 Regulatory costs and charges for renewable energy
Commonwealth Costs 2016 ($M)
LRET (wind and large solar subsidies) costs 21,431,000 MWh at $85 per MWh
SRES (roof top solar subsidies) costs 6,000,000 MWh at $40 per MWh
Environment Departmental budget costs
ARENA
CEFC
Clean Energy regulator
Other
Other Agencies (CSIRO, BoM, other depts.)
Total Commonwealth

154
239
674
69
~500
3698

State Costs
Queensland Solar Bonus ($276 per customer in 2015/6)
NSW Climate Change Fund/Energy Savings
ACT
Victoria (schemes twice cost per customer of NSW)
SA (schemes three times cost per customer of NSW)
State Schemes Total

350
317
6
439
62
1172

NATIONAL TOTAL

4870

1822
240

Of course, as is discussed below, these costs to consumers and taxpayers are dwarfed by the indirect
costs stemming from policies that require the displacement of low cost fossil supplies by renewables
and are forcing the closure of fossil fuel generators, with a consequent reduction of reliable
baseload power suppy.

1.1.2 Costs to Energy Customers of Government Policies
The now deceased, highly respected head of AEMO, Matt Zema, advised governments of the impact
of these policies on reliability. In a private meeting he voiced these concerns in the following terms:
“The renewable developments and increased political interference are pushing the system towards a
crisis. South Australia is most vulnerable with its potential for wind to supply 60% of demand and
then to cut back rapidly. Each new windfarm constrains existing ones and brings demand for more
transmission. The system is only manageable with robust interconnectors, but these operate
effectively only because there is abundant coal-based generation in Victoria…
… wind, being subsidised and having low marginal costs, depresses the spot price and once a major
coal plant has a severe problem it will be closed…
… wind does not provide the system security. But the politicians will not allow the appropriate price
changes to permit profitable supply developments from other sources. And the original intent of
3
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having the generator or other beneficiary pay for transmission and services over and above energy
itself has now been lost so there are no market signals, just a series of patch-ups that obscure the
instability and shift the problem to include Victoria. In the end the system must collapse…”
A month later South Australia’s coal-fuelled Northern Power Station was disconnected from the
network because it was unable to operate profitably against subsidised intermittent renewable
energy that has priority over other supplies.
In September, 2016, as a result of this capacity reduction, South Australia lost all its power when
storms triggered outages and several wind generators were unable to “ride through”, causing the
main interconnector with Victoria to shut down. A more limited loss of power took place in
February, 2017, when wind supply dropped from 800MW to under 100MW in four hours.
The loss of the Northern and Hazelwood power stations meant a loss of four per cent of the NEM
capacity but much more than that in terms of baseload. This has brought about adverse effects on
reliability, effects that will not be fully compensated by expensive new investment in stronger
transmission lines and battery storage.
In terms of prices, during the sixteen years to 2015, AEMO records the average wholesale electricity
prices in NSW and Victoria respectively were $39 per MWh and $36 per MWh. The two states’
annual price averages are illustrated in Figure 1 below.
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Average prices of generated electricity 1999-2015

The forced closure of the coal power stations, especially Hazelwood which was announced in
November 2016 following months of informed speculation, saw the forward price in Victoria (see
Figure 2) treble to around $112 per MWh. Prices in other NEM states were also affected.
Figure 2

Victorian forward electricity price

Source: ASX
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In December 2016, AEMC provided the following assessment of electricity prices across jurisdictions
with and without Hazelwood.
Figure 3

AEMC estimates of price effects of Hazelwood closure

The forward price curve indicates the price forecasts published by the AEMC were conservative.
The revenue in the National Market (i.e. excluding WA and NT) from generation in 2015 is estimated
to have been some $7 billion 2; based on forward prices, the revenue from generation in the year
following the Hazelwood closure is more than three times that much.
That revenue, shown in Table 3, represents the costs to customers. The increased costs ($15.5
billion) are over and above the costs of reduced levels of reliability brought about by substituting
inherently less reliable renewables for coal and the effects of the subsidised renewables in forcing
power station closures.
Table 3 Cost of electricity 2015 and 2017/8
NSW
2015 ($/MWh)

QLD

SA

TAS

VIC

NEM Total

52.52
48

39.29
13

37.16
10

30.35

Vol (000s GWH)

35.17
68

Revenue estimate 2015 ($M)

2392

2521

511

372

1305

Fwd Price 2017/8 ($/MWh)
Revenue estimate 2017/8 ($M)

43

110

119

132

146

146

7497

5731

1712

1460

6296

7100
22697

Source: AEMC actual prices and volumes; AER estimates of future prices

2

This is based on spot prices and will somewhat understate the actual revenue most of which is based on
contract prices.

6

The 2017 Review of Australia’s Climate Change Policies

The Australian Environment Foundation

1.1.3 Australian Energy Policies in a Global Context
Regulatory measures imposed on the Australian electricity industry have been far more onerous
than those of other world governments. The effects of this is illustrated by the trend in prices even
vis-à-vis those developed country nations which were also implementing measures to curtail low
cost fossil fuel based generation. Without pondering the reasons why Australia had become a high
cost supplier, the Finkel Committee in its preliminary report included the following comparison of
prices in Australia and selected overseas countries.
Figure 4

Treasury’s comparisons 3 of the 1999 price for electricity showed how the competiveness of
Australian electricity prices has deteriorated over the course of the present century. Figure 5
illustrates the relative positions seventeen years ago.

3

https://archive.treasury.gov.au/documents/195/PDF/round4.pdf
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Figure 5
Electricity prices to households

Electricity prices to industry

1.2 Land Clearing Policies
One shameful episode in Australian public policy history was the measures conspired to between the
Commonwealth and the State Governments of NSW and Queensland, measures whereby the two
state governments were persuaded to implement planning regulations that would prevent
agricultural usage of land not previously cleared. The owners of the land were not compensated
and, accordingly, the value of their land was expropriated.
The land expropriation was conducted so that the Commonwealth could meet its Kyoto
commitments on greenhouse gas emissions, which stemmed from the Kyoto Protocol of 1997.
Under this, Australia undertook to keep its average level of greenhouse gas emissions for the period
2008-12 at less than 8 per cent above the 1990 levels.
In the case of NSW farmer Peter Spencer 4, the NSW government progressively rezoned his land until
it was worth a fifth of its previous value then offered to buy it at the reduced value. To ensure the

4

Spencer v Commonwealth of Australia (2015) FCA 754
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NSW Government maintained such policies, Canberra withheld money until the state had become
more aggressive in stopping the land clearing in order that the Kyoto commitments could be met.
During the Peter Spencer legal proceedings, Dr Kemp, the Commonwealth’s Environment Minister
at the time of the land sterilisation measures, acknowledging the pressure placed on the state
government, said there was no intention to acquire property – at least that of Mr Spencer – on
other than just terms (para 97). However, he did not take action to seek appropriate compensation
provisions in the course of coercing the NSW to take regulatory action to prevent clearing.
In the Peter Spencer case the Federal Court judge found that the land value had been taken by the
NSW government without compensation but she determined that this was acceptable, although
recognising that Mr Spencer had been ruined. The court condoned the de facto seizure of land by
the state government on grounds that there is no specific provision in state constitutions stopping
governments doing so; indeed, the court maintained (para 4) that the offer by the state to buy the
property was on just terms in view of the property’s reduced value following application of the NSW
native vegetation laws that devalued its worth.
According to the judgement, the land sterilisation approach would therefore even have satisfied the
“just terms” acquisition required of the Commonwealth under the Australian Constitution (section
51 (xxxiii)), so the action would still have failed. Moreover, the Court did not recognise a connection
between the NSW government’s actions and Commonwealth pressure. This was notwithstanding
the federal minister’s acknowledgement of such pressures and Premiers Beattie (Queensland) and
Carr (NSW) proudly proclaiming how their actions in preventing land clearances had enabled the
conservative Commonwealth government to meet its Kyoto commitments.
In addition to these matters, the Court offered the sophistry that even if these considerations were
incorrect, compensation would not have been required since the value was “extinguished” rather
than “taken”.
The Deputy Prime Minister, Barnaby Joyce, has suggested that the expropriation of farmers for
carbon sequestration alone had cost them $200 billion. This figure (which was not contested in the
Parliament) was arrived at by comparing land values where regulation prevented productive use, to
values of land that was unaffected.
Interestingly, the Canadian Government (which has no clause preventing government “takings” in its
constitution), baulked at applying planning regulations in this way to its farmers even though many
within the world environment movement urged such action. Unlike Australia, Canada reneged on
its Kyoto commitments because it determined that imposing such costs on landowners would be
both unjust and economically harmful, and that alternative costs were electorally unacceptable.
The land clearing bans were crucial to Australia meeting its Kyoto target. The Climate Change
Authority 5 reported Treasury estimates between 1990 and 2012 as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
5

electricity and direct combustion of fuels grew 50 per cent (97 Mt CO 2-e )
transport emissions increased 46 per cent (29 Mt CO 2-e )
fugitive emissions from extraction, production, distribution etc. grew 28 per cent (10 Mt CO 2-e )
industrial process emissions increased by 27 per cent (7 Mt CO 2-e )
agricultural emissions rose by 1 per cent (1 Mt CO 2-e )
LULUCF emissions decreased by 85 per cent (119 Mt CO 2-e )
waste emissions decreased by 26 per cent (5 Mt CO 2-e ).

Targets and Progress Review, Part B, Chapter 6, Australian Government Climate Change Authority, 2014.
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Australia saw its emissions climb from 580 million tonnes a year to 600 (less than the 8 per cent
ceiling increase it had committed to). But this was dominated by the reduction in land clearing
without which the nation would have seen a 21 per cent increase.
Land clearing policies in Queensland appear to ebb and flow with the political cycle. ALP
governments impose far greater restrictions as illustrated by the following figure
Figure 6

Land clearing in Queensland

A group of environmental academics 6, noting that “vegetation protection laws enabled Australia to
meet its Kyoto Protocol target for emissions reductions”, called for the reimposition of stricter
targets, and the ALP has said it will introduce Commonwealth controls to ensure this 7.

1.3

Restraints on Logging and Imports of Forestry Products

The history of forestry since the late 80’s demonstrates how Australian environmental activists have
succeeded in securing virtual cessation of commercial native forestry in Australia. The result is a

6
7

https://theconversation.com/land-clearing-in-queensland-triples-after-policy-ping-pong-38279
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-05-14/land-clearing-laws-create-tension-in-queensland/7408022
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significant increase in the cost of timber to Australian consumers, loss of jobs in rural areas and, in
some cases, degradation of the environment for Australian forestry.
The activists regards this is an environmental gain. But the strategy carries anti-growth costs with
morally questionable consequences. The Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF) has made it very clear
it is pressuring governments worldwide to restrict commercial forestry and limit production of food
stuffs on former forest land. It contends the human race is growing so fast it is exhausting the
Earth’s natural resources. Clearing of forest land to produce food must be restricted. Yet significant
increases in population in developing regions is predicted.
WWF’s founders have always believed protection of the environments required reducing the size of
the human race. But as one of its leading ecological philosophers, the revered Edward O Wilson,
regretfully explained in his most recent book, this is something they cannot publically discuss today.
Accordingly WWF is campaigning instead to have all governments, particularly in developing
countries, to reduce consumption of natural resources including forestry. Its contention is this
protects natural habitats. It doesn’t. Properly managed habitats do.
All industrialized economies and many developing economies now set aside significant tracts of
forest to preserve natural features
Australia was once a pioneer in efforts to balance protection of the environment with exploitation
of natural resources to serve the natural interest. Environmental activists never liked that: their
primary interest was to conserve the environment. The Hawke and Keating governments pioneered
the most sophisticated strategy yet conceived to ensure environmental policy protected the
environment but did not retard growth. The Hawke Government established the Resource
Assessment Commission (RAC) a body modelled on the Productivity Commission to assess
economic, environmental and social impacts of major resource developments.
The first test case for the RAC was forestry. Activists were campaigning to stop commercial forestry.
The Commission reviewed forest characteristics and assessed how much natural forestry needed to
be preserved to ensure preservation of biomes. It designated areas where forest should be
conserved, others where forest could be harvested for commercial purpose, land that could be used
for other purposes such as agricultural production as well as forest regrowth.
Protection of the environment and exploitation of natural resources were balanced. This was
world’s best practice. It has not been emulated. And when government and business went back to
work after this strategy was adopted, activists set about to dismantle it. After 30 years of effort
they have succeeded.
Forest management is a state responsibility. So activists pressured State Governments, usually on
the eve of State elections, to progressively reduce the area of land nominated for commercial
forestry until commercial forestry became untenable. State governments either caved in
completely, as in Western Australia, or chopped forest tracts until harvesting was commercially
unviable. That is the state of affairs today.
Australia’s forest estate has never anyway been big enough to satisfy demand. Now timber users
are even more reliant on imported timber. Much of the former commercial natural forest estate
has been turned over to forest conservation. An unfortunate consequence is this enhances the risk
or more regular and bigger natural fires. Indigenous Australians regularly burnt forest as part of
land management. Now we are building forest fire traps in the mistaken belief this improves the
environment.
11
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WWF has a global strategy to halt conversion of forest land for use for other purposes, including
production of food. It has several legs:
• The first is to pressure global institutions like the UN and the Food and Agricultural
Organization (FAO) to agree with its global forestry policy. The second is to conscript the
World Bank to fund developing countries to convert their food production systems to
WWF’s limited land use model. The international institutions are going along, but the
developing countries, happy to take the handouts, are not.
• The second is to pressure multilateral companies which trade and process and sell food
products to demand their farmer suppliers, mostly in industrialized economies and adopt a
code (it is dubbed a sustainability standard) developed by WWF. The code contains a
condition that farmers will not expand their areas of production. Producers and buyers who
do not go along find themselves harassed by activists like Greenpeace and environmental
advocates like Global Witness. A common tactic is to publicly besmirch the standing of these
food giants as uncaring, anti-environmental multinationals. Most give in.
• There is a third strategy which has been developed in the US and the EU and recently
employed in Australia. It is to pressure governments to block food imports unless the
importer in these wealthy markets can prove the produce is legal and complies with what
are effectively WWF standards. WWF and Greenpeace declared this would stop imports of
illegal timber. But there is no evidence illegal timber has ever entered Australia.
Nevertheless this third provision was enacted in Australian law by a Labor Government. It is now an
offence to import an illegal timber product. Importers (not government inspectors) have to
demonstrate imports are legal. This measure supports the long term strategy of environmental
activists to attack the forest products industry. Coalition Governments have worked to moderate it.
The supposed justification is these measures halt illegal logging. They don’t. There is no record any
illegal timber products have ever been imported to Australia. This is simply another Green strong
arm tactic to pressure business to be complicit in advancing a radical environmental doctrine.

2.

Remedial Action to Remove Damage from Current Policies

2.1

Opportunities and Challenges of Emission Reduction Policies

The Review’s Terms of Reference discuss “opportunities and challenges of reducing emissions” and
the impact of policies on jobs, investment, trade competitiveness, households and regional
Australia”.
It is impossible to see any positive opportunities for the nation as a whole from these polices. The
costs are easily documented and they have no alleviating features to the economy. This is not to say
that, as with other government interventions in commerce, there are no winners. Many firms and
individuals will stand to gain from conscripting government assistance in pursuit of their own
interests. Electricity producers seeing a threefold increase in prices are clear beneficiaries. But, as is
the case when tariffs on external supplies raise prices, this is at the expense of others and is a net
drag on the income creating process.
It is sometimes said that renewable energy creates more jobs than the large scale fossil plants that it
replaces. But this is a vacuous argument with no more merit than an assertion that if we replaced
mass produced clothing by individually prepared garments we would employ more people. The fact
12
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is that higher costs mean lower living standards. The lower living standards need not lead to lower
levels of employment but only if the higher costs are matched by lower wage levels.
Wind and solar energy technology is demonstrably high cost, requiring a price of over $100 per
MWh compared to the average price of under $40 per MWh that was earned by unsubsidised
electricity plant during the 15 years to 2015. Before recent plant closures forced by their privileged
access to the electricity supply network, wind and solar received a subsidy of up to $92.5 per MWh
in addition to the market price. The forced closure of the low cost fossil plants has lifted the market
price to over $100. This has benefitted all remaining plant but is requiring households to incur
higher electricity costs and has undermined the natural competitive advantage Australia has in low
cost energy.
Wind and solar technologies also require higher transmission costs. This is because, unlike large
scale fossil fuel or hydro plant, solar and wind are geographically diffuse and intermittent. Although
the National Electricity Market originally envisaged generators would be required to finance their
own transmission costs, this has not been the practice since, under pressure from the renewable
sector, costs have been spread across consumers generally.
As demonstrated by the work of Gabriel Calzada Alvarez and his researchers, the outcome of
renewable energy subsidies has contributed to an economic disaster in Spain.
In the case of wind power, there was a complex remuneration system (which actually encourages
the installation of under-sized units). In 2008 the average cost of wind exceeded the pool price by
59 per cent. In the case of solar the increase was far greater at sixfold.
Alvarez models the effect of these cost increases on jobs throughout the economy. He concludes
that though the stimulus to renewables has resulted in increased jobs, especially in construction, the
increased cost of electricity has resulted in 2.2 jobs being lost for every job created. He also
estimates the cost of each “green” job was €571,000 and the cost of each wind industry job €1
million.
In terms of industry, Alvarez points to several high profile relocations of firms from Spain in response
to the higher costs of energy. These include Hoechst, Sidenor, Ferroatlantica and the stainless steel
company Acerinox (which relocated its production to the USA and South Africa).
Spain’s experience, though involving higher costs than others, has not been unique. Indeed,
according to the Rhine-Westphalia Institute for Economic Research, “Each of the 35,000 solar jobs in
Germany, for instance, is subsidized to the tune of €130,000 8.”
These considerations have a major bearing on the policy trajectory of subsidised renewable energy
in Australia. From its 2002 level of 9,500 GWh of exotic renewables, RET requirements in gigawatt
hours have grown and are scheduled to continue growing.

8

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122937766062908297.html
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As of early 2017, subsidised renewables were planned to increase a further 12,000 GWh in above
the 2016 level of 21,000 GWh. Already, with the current level, the subsidised product is forcing the
closure of established low cost generators, discouraging the opening of new ones and raising the
price of all energy not just that comprising the subsidised level (planned to reach 15-16 per cent of
the market).
With regard to restraints on land clearing and forestry it is also difficult to see any redeeming
benefits to offset the losses of income and economic activity the restraints impose.

2.2.

The Appropriate Policy Response

The rationale for Australian climate change policy was energized by the 26-28 per cent reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions by 2030 that Australia volunteered as its Intended Nationally Determined
Contributions (INDCs) under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC). Most emissions stem from the production and use of energy with about 24 per cent from
land use and forestry 9.
Under that 2015 Paris Agreement, developing country nations, responsible for over 60 per cent of
emissions, had a free pass to do little to supress their emission for 15 years.
That backending of the obligations of the developing nations with their greater and fast growing
share of emissions never offered a credible path to the global reduction in emissions envisaged by
the Paris Agreement. The election of President Trump and his determination to abrogate the spirit
and possibly the formal arrangements of the Paris Agreement totally undermines it. President
Trump has already taken some steps to rescind the US’s own abatement measures – including

9

https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg3/drafts/fgd/ipcc_wg3_ar5_summary-forpolicymakers_approved.pdf
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withdrawing from the $100 billion compensation fund and taking steps to abrogate certain domestic
regulations aimed at reducing emissions.
Accordingly, the self-harm that Australian emission restraint policies are causing can no longer have
any possible effect on world climate or as an example for other nations to emulate.
The outcome of higher energy prices and consequent loss of energy-intensive industries is clear if
current policies are maintained. There can be no half-way measures in correcting this economic
stress. The government must immediately cancel all subsidies to energy and other interventions to
allow the market to repair itself.
With regard to land clearing, the government has placed a higher priority on agricultural production,
rightly noting that the increased income levels of countries to our north will mean a rapid increase in
demand for food and fibre and that Australia is well placed to increase its output to take advantage
of these opportunities.
The reprehensible seizure of private property rights aside, restrictive land use provisions of the sort
that were used to bring about a major reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in order to meet
Australia’s Kyoto commitment, are inconsistent with national development priorities concerning
agriculture. Land use planning aimed at preventing clearing to reduce greenhouse gas emissions at
the expense of higher levels of agricultural output should be removed immediately.
These restrictions on land clearances have especially detrimental effects on regional jobs and
development, targeted as they are at non-urban activities. Any such restrictions in place at the
behest of the Commonwealth should be rescinded and the Commonwealth should use its influence
to remove the state regulations.
Much the same applies to the restraints on timber – both the progressive closure of areas where
logging can take place and the regulatory costs and risks placed on timber importers as a result of
WWF inspired measures ostensibly aimed at illegal logging.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------About the Australian Environment Foundation
The Australian Environment Foundation is a not-for-profit, membership-based environmental
organisation having no political affiliations, dedicated to informing and educating Australians about
environmental issues and solutions to environmental problems. The Australian Environment
Foundation takes an evidence-based, solution focused approach to environmental issues.
Many of the Australian Environment Foundation’s members are practical environmentalists – people
who actively use and also care for the environment – appreciating that environmental protection and
sustainable resource use are generally compatible. People are an integral part of the natural
environment and provide the means to protect and enhance it, recognising that the health of each
depends critically on the other.
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Attachment
Scientific Issues Concerning Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The development of policy to mitigate supposed human caused climate change depends on the
predictions of future global temperatures by sophisticated computer models. Human generated CO 2
is predicted to double atmospheric CO 2 from 400 to 800 ppm. It is generally agreed that this will
have a direct effect of raising the global temperature by 1 0C. Predictions of higher temperatures
than this are based on a theory that there will be a 2 to 4 multiplier effect coming from water
vapour. This effect is disputed and is not supported by empirical evidence to date.
A good demonstration of the divergence between climate model temperature predictions which
incorporate “amplification” feedbacks from water vapour and actual outcomes was given by John
Christy from the University of Alabama at Huntsville (UAH) on the 29 March 2017 to the U.S. House
Committee on Science, Space & Technology. Rather than a 2 to 4 multiplier effect amplifying the
CO 2 contribution to increasing temperatures, evidence to date indicates an effect of less than 1. The
following figure illustrated the major difference of predicted from measured temperatures. CSIRO’s
model run is among the 32 groupings and close to the average.

In his testimony Christy states that the average of the models is considered to be untruthful in
representing the recent decades of climate variation and change, and thus would be inappropriate
for use in predicting future changes in the climate or for related policy decisions. Christy went on to
say that If one follows the scientific method…..the average model trend fails to represent the actual
trend of the past 38 years by a highly significant amount. As a result, applying the traditional
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scientific method, one would accept this failure and not promote the model trends as something
truthful about the recent past or the future.
There is a further related problem that measured global temperatures may have been over
estimated.
This can be seen in the second figure showing global temperatures measured at the surface of the
earth and in the lower troposphere. Temperatures at the ocean surface are largely measured by
satellite as are the temperatures in the lower troposphere with broad coverage. On the other hand
the land surface temperature is the result of combining many individual weather station
measurements to match the satellite measurements.
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5 year averages of lower troposphere global temperatures from UAH and surface temperatures from
the UK Met Office for land, CRUTEM4 and for the ocean HadSST3. The yearly trend measurements
are adjusted to cross zero in 1979 before the 5 year averaging (as is the case for the Christy figure).
The ocean temperature trends for the surface and the atmosphere are in rough agreement. But
there has been a 0.2 to 0.3 0C increase in the land surface trend over the lower troposphere trend
for the last twenty five years. There are two competing explanations. The first being that land, with
smaller heat capacity than the oceans, warms more rapidly. However land also loses heat more
rapidly. Day to night temperature changes in a desert are a good example. The second and more
likely explanation is that the Urban Heat Island effect has driven the measurements apart. This effect
is a surface temperature increase brought about by a growing city changing the surroundings of a
weather station. This is well documented for United States cities. For the temperature of a large
area of order 100s by 100s of kilometres a number of stations are combined together. Thus what
may be local is propagated through a large area whereas the satellite measurements would, more
accurately, not detect any effect.
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Over recent days, the world’s leading atmospheric physicist, Professor Richard Lindzen, has renewed
his criticism of climate alarmism 10. Lindzen
•
•

•

debunks the notion that 97 per cent of scientists agree that dangerous global warming is
taking place
notes that “the UN IPCC finds that we are just about at the greenhouse forcing of climate
that one expects from a doubling of CO2, and the temperature increase has been about
0.8C”, and not all of that is attributed to human induced emissions
demonstrates that there has been no increase in extreme weather events and shows that in
a warmer world such events should be reduced.

10

http://merionwest.com/2017/04/25/richard-lindzen-thoughts-on-the-public-discourse-over-climatechange/

18

