
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
19 August 2022 
 
 
Committee Secretary 
Senate Standing Committee on Environment and Communications 
PO Box 6100 
Parliament House 
CANBERRA  ACT  2600 
 
 
Dear Committee 

RE: SUBMISSION TO ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS LEGISLATION COMMITTEE INQUIRY 
INTO CLIMATE CHANGE BILL 2022 AND THE CLIMATE CHANGE (CONSEQUENTIAL 
AMENDMENTS) BILL 2022 

As elected members of parliament we have a shared solemn duty to behave with integrity. 

This embraces our duty to ensure legislation and policies are solidly based on accurate and objective 
data so that the consequences on our constituents and nation are safe, affordable, reasonable and 
fair.  

Attachment 1 shows there has never been and there remains no, factual scientific basis presented in 
parliament for legislation cutting, or limiting the production of carbon dioxide from human activity.  
Parliament has never debated the climate science. 

The term logical scientific point means the empirical scientific data within a logical scientific 
framework proving causality.  Senators and members of parliament have never been presented with 
the necessary logical scientific points to justify legislating the cutting or limiting of carbon dioxide from 
human activity.  Nor has parliament ever been presented with the specific, quantified effect of carbon 
dioxide from human activity on any aspect of climate or weather. 

Attachment 2 shows that CSIRO, BOM and the Chief Scientist have never produced the logical scientific 
points needed as the necessary and essential basis for climate change legislation.  The supporting 
detailed scientific documents are Attachments 6 and 7. 

I acknowledge and thank Senator Arthur Sinodinos as then Minister for Science, and his predecessor 
Mr Greg Hunt, for supporting me in arranging for my science and senate office teams to cross-examine 
government climate science agencies. 

Attachment 3 concisely summarises facts explaining that no government, institute, agency, or entity 
of any kind anywhere, has produced the necessary logical scientific point.  Together with climate 
scientists and climatologists internationally and within Australia, we have held agencies, institutions, 
universities and individual academics accountable. 

Attachment 3 notes that Maurice Strong was the United Nations Under-Secretary-General who 
triggered and fanned global climate alarm.  He did so while having many serious conflicts of interest 
including being a director / shareholder of the Chicago Climate Exchange trading global Carbon Dioxide 
credits and being disgraced for his involvement in the UN Oil-for-Food program. 
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Following allegations of serious breaches of American law, he fled from American law enforcement 
agencies to exile in China.  The United Nations Environment Program that he founded and led stands 
accused of contradicting scientific evidence and causing the avoidable deaths of 40-50 million people 
from 1972 through 2006. 

Attachment 4 reveals the repeated results of two global natural experiments and proves that cutting 
carbon dioxide from human activity can have no effect.  The associated limited summary of the science 
introduces concepts explaining why the cutting of carbon dioxide from human activity can have no 
effect on global or regional climate or weather.  Included are basic facts on earth’s essential, natural 
atmospheric trace gas that is the focus of legislation before our parliament. 

Attachment 5 presents the fundamental basis for policy and legislation and for measuring progress 
toward achieving legislative aims and targets.  This is combined with core questions that are at the 
heart of senators’ responsibilities to our constituents and I ask the Committee to consider and 
deliberate upon these fundamental questions that must precede any consideration of the climate 
change legislation. 

Attachment 6 summarises the staggering and sometimes crippling cost burdens of climate and energy 
policies.  

Attachments 7 and 8 provide details underpinning Attachment 2.  Attachment 7 provides a detailed 
scientific report documenting our discussions with CSIRO, an entity whose advice politicians claim is 
the basis for climate and related energy legislation. Attachment 8 cites associated peer-reviewed 
scientific papers in a scientific and statistical analysis of CSIRO’s presentations of its climate science 
claimed to underpin legislation.  Please specially note our scientific analyses of Marcott (2013), 
Lecavalier (2017), Harries (2001) and Feldman (2015) being papers upon which CSIRO relies and note 
the conclusions. 

Attachment 9 provides detailed supporting statistics and analysis for Appendix 6.  It cannot be sensibly 
refuted since the data was professionally and independently sourced from federal and state 
government budget papers and reports. 

The attachments prove that the effect of Australia’s human production of carbon dioxide has never 
been specified or quantified in any way.  Sound legislation should be based on quantified and 
measurable evidence so that we can assess its cost-benefit and measure implementation, to track 
whether the legislation is effective and achieves the desired outcomes. 

This is impossible with current climate and related energy policy and the government’s latest climate 
change bill. 

I hope that you, as a fellow member of parliament, share my commitment to doing our due diligence 
in fulfilling our duty to serve our constituents, state and nation. I hope the attachments are of 
assistance to you in fulfilling our duty to the people of Australia. 

I would welcome an opportunity for my team and I to address the committee in its hearings to afford 
senators an opportunity to scrutinise our scientific team. 

Our principal scientist has legally gathered 24,000 datasets worldwide on climate and energy from 
peer-reviewed scientific papers, institutes and government agencies including CSIRO and BOM.  He is 
the recipient of an Order of Australia Medal for his services to research. 
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I hope every member of the committee agrees that in assessing legislation we each have the onus to 
produce the logical scientific points including the specific, quantified effect of carbon dioxide from 
human activity on climate or weather.  As senators, and before endorsing legislation, we each have 
the onus to prove that carbon dioxide from human activity needs to be cut, as proposed in government 
legislation currently before the committee and before all senators in parliament. 

The attachments reveal the need for detailed scrutiny and serious consideration of all climate and 
related energy legislation. 

Our earth’s climate has been changing for 4.5 billion years.  Historical, empirical, scientific evidence 
shows there is nothing unusual or unprecedented about our current temperatures or weather events. 

Climate science has been hijacked.  Special interest groups pushing ideological societal change, rent-
seekers wanting to profit from taxpayer subsidies and politicians looking for easy new ways to tax 
citizens, are hijacking our nation’s governance and sovereignty.  Alarmingly, once highly regarded 
agencies such as the CSIRO and BOM, have allowed themselves to become a part of the climate change 
industry and have failed to provide government with robust, competent science advice upon which to 
base policy. 

There is no logical, scientific point with empirical evidence linking carbon dioxide from human activity 
as the cause of climate variability.  No entity or person has ever proven that the ongoing natural 
climate variability is not entirely natural. 

This lack of vigorously tested evidence has allowed governments to create policy that is permanently 
damaging our once cheap and reliable electricity system. Our manufacturing industries are 
disappearing overseas, families are struggling to pay their exorbitant power bills, farmers are under 
pressure and our once reliable electricity system is on its knees, due to government regulations forcing 
intermittent wind and solar into the electricity grid. 

Even our children are not safe from this alarmism, with eco-anxiety finding its way into the innocent 
world of our children. 

Nor is the environment safe, due to the lack of recycling of many solar, wind and battery components 
with relatively short working lives, and due to other inherently damaging aspects of solar and wind. 

I implore you to apply the utmost of analytical and sceptical scrutiny to the claims underpinning 
climate and related energy policy.  The effects of climate policy are historic, and Australia has never 
before faced such a fundamental and arguably monumental change to our way of life and lifestyle.  

Your extra scrutiny on the claims underpinning climate and related energy policy could be the 
difference between millions of Australians suffering if the proposed legislation is passed or 
alternatively, having a more prosperous nation if existing climate and related energy legislation is 
rescinded. 

I sincerely hope that your decision on legislation is mindful of the costs and burdens on our 
constituents, our nation and on our national security.  Your vote, if in favour of the climate change bill, 
will prevent sound governance while your vote against the bill will enable sound governance, fairness 
and integrity. 

A mandate for a policy and legislation lacking the claimed scientific basis is a mandate based on lies or 
misrepresentations.  As such, it is not a mandate. 

Every one of us has a mandate and a responsibility to tell the truth and to vote with integrity. 
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CONCLUSION 

After 14 years studying and investigating climate science, along with in-depth research into the United 
Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and profound cross-examining of CSIRO and 
BOM, we know there is no empirical, scientific data as evidence proving that carbon dioxide from 
human activity has changed or will change temperature or any climate or weather factor. 

Importantly, the effect, if any, of carbon dioxide from human activity on any climate or weather 
variable has never been quantified. 

In its presentations to my team and I, the CSIRO stated that there is no danger from carbon dioxide 
from human activity and that there is nothing unprecedented about our planet’s temperature.  
Therefore, there is no scientific justification for any government to introduce policies designed to 
reduce carbon dioxide from human activity. 

We are calling for all climate-based policies and subsidies for renewable energy to be rescinded.  The 
consequences of climate alarmism cost the Australian economy in productivity and growth, and in our 
ability to compete in the highly competitive international arena. 

Clearly, it is time to change our approach to climate change.  These Bills must be rejected. 

Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Malcolm Roberts 
Senator for Queensland 
 
Enc. Attachment 1: Political Basis Driving Climate and Related Energy Policies 
 Attachment 2: Cross-examining Government Science Agencies 
 Attachment 3:   Other Agencies, Institutions and Universities Fail to Prove Causality 
 Attachment 4:   Natural Global Experiments Confirm Carbon Dioxide’s Innocent 
    Basic Facts on Earth’s Essential, Natural Atmospheric Trace Gas 
 Attachment 5: The Basis for Honest Policy and Legislation 
    Our Core Responsibilites and Questions 
 Attachment 6: The Savage Economic Burden of Policies Contradicting the Science 
 Attachment 7: Restoring Scientific Integrity 
 Attachment 8: Scientifc and Statistical Analysis 
 Attachment 9: The Hidden Cost of Climate Policies and Renewables 



Attachment 1 

Political Basis Driving Climate and Related Energy Policies 
 

Federal MPs with integrity and courage 

Ten Senators and Members state or show, in writing, that they have never received logical scientific 
points proving that carbon dioxide from human activity causes climate change and needs to be cut. 
They are Mr Llew O’Brien, Mr Craig Kelly, Mr Kevin Andrews, Mr George Christensen, Mr Bob Katter 
and Senators Eric Abetz, Connie Fierravanti-Wells, Gerard Rennick, Pauline Hanson and me. 

Copies of the letters are available at: https://www.malcolmrobertsqld.com.au/letter-to-the-leaders-
the-climate-change-scam/ and scroll down to “Replies from Senators and Members of Parliament with 
Integrity and Courage to Tell the Truth”. 

Many Labor, Liberal, Nationals and independent senators have privately confided to me that there is 
no scientific basis for their party’s climate and energy policies. Yet due to the pressure to conform to 
party policy and due to peer and media pressure these politicians remain silent. 

Former CSIRO research scientist and federal MP Mr Dennis Jensen, at the time the only scientist in 
parliament, has repeatedly told me of his disgust with CSIRO’s betrayal of climate science and his 
agency’s evolution to being an unscientific, politicised climate advocacy group. 
 

Politically sourced, politically driven 

Climate and associated energy policies often contradict science and have their origins in politics not 
science as the following points reveal: 

• To comply with the United Nations 1997 Kyoto Protocol, the Howard-Anderson Liberal-National 
coalition government introduced the Renewable Energy Target (RET). They were the first large 
federal party to have a policy calling for an Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS or Carbon Dioxide Tax). 
They deliberately bypassed the constitution in a deal with state premiers to steal farmers’ rights 
to use their own land in order for the Liberal-Nationals federal government to comply with the 
1997 UN Kyoto Protocol. In doing so, the Liberal-National government got around our 
constitution’s Section 51, Clause 31 requiring farmers to be compensated for loss of their rights 
to use their own land. Yet in 2013, six years after leaving office, former Prime Minister John 
Howard delivered the annual address in London of the sceptical Global Warming Policy 
Foundation in which he confessed that he was agnostic on climate science, meaning he did not 
have the necessary climate science to justify his party’s policy and his government’s legislation. 
Thus, the government that started and entrenched climate and associated energy policies did not 
do so based on science; 
 

• In 2016 the then Father of the Senate, Senator Ian Macdonald stated in the senate that I had 
started the debate on climate science that parliament had never had; 

 

• That debate has still never eventuated. On 9 September 2019 I challenged Greens Senators 
Richard Di Natali – party senate leader - and Larissa Waters to present the logical scientific points 
proving carbon dioxide from human activity needs to be cut and to debate me on the climate 
science and on the corruption of climate science. Neither has ever produced the science. Neither 
has debated me. 

 

• Prior to that on Thursday 7 October 2010 I challenged Senator Larissa Waters to a debate on 
climate science and on the corruption of climate science during our joint participation in a forum 
in Brisbane’s Powerhouse theatre almost 12 years ago. She immediately jumped to her feet to say 
she would not debate me. That was repeated in my May 2016 challenge to her and to Labor MP 
Mr Mark Butler while we attended a Brisbane election campaign event. 

https://www.malcolmrobertsqld.com.au/letter-to-the-leaders-the-climate-change-scam/
https://www.malcolmrobertsqld.com.au/letter-to-the-leaders-the-climate-change-scam/


 

• Kevin Rudd’s government in 2007 followed the Howard-Anderson government’s lead and turbo-
charged climate and energy policy. In doing so he cited his false claim that 4,000 scientists in white 
lab coats had provided scientific evidence as the basis for the United Nations Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change’s (UN IPCC) 2007 report. In correspondence with him and his office I 
referenced the UN IPCC’s own data that showed only five UN IPCC reviewers of the UN IPCC 
report’s sole chapter claiming warming due to carbon dioxide from human activity endorsed the 
claim. There is doubt they were scientists. None of the UN IPCC’s six reports contains logical 
scientific points proving carbon dioxide from human activity causes damaging climate change, yet 
all have summaries for policymakers stating or implying the reports do. None of the many UN IPCC 
reports provide logical scientific points quantifying the specific effect of carbon dioxide from 
human activity on any climate or weather factor. 

 

• On 24 July 2020 I wrote to Senators and Members who stated or implied that carbon dioxide from 
human activity needs to be cut and asked them for the logical scientific points as the basis for their 
claim. All failed to provide any such points or evidence. They are Senators Matt Canavan, Zali 
Steggall, Larissa Waters, Simon Birmingham, Jenny McAllister, Penny Wong and MPs Trent 
Zimmerman, Mark Butler, PM Scott Morrison, Barnaby Joyce, Anthony Albanese, Adam Bandt, 
David Littleproud, Josh Frydenberg, Angus Taylor, Karen Andrews, Greg Hunt, Tony Burke and 
Tanya Plibersek. The four replies received are available at: 
https://www.malcolmrobertsqld.com.au/letter-to-the-leaders-the-climate-change-scam/    
and scroll down to “Correspondence with Senators and MPs Implying or Proclaiming Climate 
Alarm.” 
 

• Senator Matt Canavan and Mr Barnaby Joyce’s changes from being strong climate sceptics to later 
becoming climate alarmists to now apparently leaning back toward scepticism when speaking in 
Central Queensland and the Hunter seem to illustrate enormous political pressures apparently 
driving politicians. This parallels Mr Bill Shorten’s contradictions in 2019 making statements 
supporting coal for audiences in Central Queensland coalfields that was the opposite of his 
statements to phase out coal in his messaging to inner city Melbourne voters; 
 

• When Zali Steggall came to our senate offices in her 2021 attempt to persuade us to vote for her 
proposed climate change legislation she failed to provide any logical scientific points showing the 
need for her bill. When I asked her to provide such fundamental basis for legislation, she was 
speechless; 

 

• When Senator Zed Seselja was presiding minister at the February 2022 Additional Senate 
Estimates hearings, I asked him for the logical scientific points as the basis for the Liberal-National 
government’s policy reversal under Prime Minister Morrison. The change in 2021 from opposing 
to supporting the UN’s 2050 Net Zero target he looked down, spoke nervously and showed his 
discomfort in his answers devoid of logical scientific points; 

 
• When I repeatedly asked the Morrison government’s Senate Leader, Matthias Cormann for the 

logical scientific points supporting climate and energy policies he repeatedly failed to answer my 
question and instead stated a need to fulfil international commitments and obligations. This is no 
basis for policy that is costing Australians billions of dollars and will cost trillions of dollars. 

No Australian federal, state or territory government has ever had the scientific basis for a mandate to 
push, much less pass legislation cutting the production of carbon dioxide from human activity. 

https://www.malcolmrobertsqld.com.au/letter-to-the-leaders-the-climate-change-scam/


Attachment 2 

Cross-examining Government Science Agencies 
 

• From September 2016 to March 2022, I cross-examined CSIRO and the Chief Scientist on climate 
science. CSIRO’s climate science team made three presentations to me and my senate office team 
each of two and a half to three hours duration with the first including CSIRO’s Chief Executive Dr 
Larry Marshall. Two presentations were arranged from the Chief Scientist. 
 

• During CSIRO’s presentations: 
 

o CSIRO admitted that it has never stated that carbon dioxide from human activity poses a 
danger. Instead, statements of danger came from politicians; 

o CSIRO never quantified any specific impact of carbon dioxide from human activity on any 
climate or weather variable such as temperature, rainfall, droughts, floods, storms, ocean 
alkalinity, … Yet these are fundamental to a valid basis for climate and energy policy; 

o CSIRO admitted that today’s temperatures are NOT unprecedented; 
o CSIRO then claimed unprecedented rate of temperature rise. After our team exposed blatant 

inaccuracies that discredited the papers CSIRO had provided as evidence, CSIRO’s climate 
science team stopped discussing those papers, effectively withdrawing its papers; 

o CSIRO thus failed to provide the logical scientific points showing that carbon dioxide from 
human activity causes climate change and needs to be cut. The term “logical scientific 
points” means the empirical scientific data within a logical scientific framework proving 
causality. It is the fundamental basis of science. It is what decides science; 

o CSIRO instead relied upon unvalidated, erroneous and discredited computer models; 
o CSIRO has failed to provide statistically significant evidence of change in any climate factor. 

CSIRO has never provided logical scientific points that past, current, ongoing and ever-
present variability in climate factors is not entirely natural; 

o CSIRO initially relied upon one discredited, erroneous paper on temperature (Marcott 2013) 
and one discredited, erroneous paper on carbon dioxide (Harries 2001). When our colleague 
scientists identified blatant errors and absurdities in both papers CSIRO stopped discussing 
and effectively withdrew those papers. CSIRO then cited one more paper each on 
temperature (Lecavalier 2017) and on carbon dioxide (Feldman 2015) that again proved 
ridiculously faulty. When CSIRO stopped discussing these and in effect withdrew the papers 
CSIRO produced five papers that contradicted the papers CSIRO initially gave us; 

o CSIRO admits to not doing due diligence on data relied upon from external agencies; 
o CSIRO admits to not doing due diligence on reports from external agencies nor on supposedly 

scientific papers it provided; 
o CSIRO revealed little understanding of papers it cited as evidence; 
o CSIRO allows politicians and journalists to misrepresent CSIRO without correction; 
o CSIRO misled parliament. 

 
• Seventeen internationally respected climate scientists from six nations including Australia and 

covering many disciplines of climate science and climatology confirmed our conclusion that CSIRO 
has never presented logical scientific points needed as the basis for policy and science. 

Feel welcome to check for yourself the details supporting the above statements in Attachments 6 and 
7 presenting the discussions and transcripts from my team’s meetings with CSIRO’s climate science 
team. Our rebuttal of CSIRO relies on peer-reviewed scientific papers. Attachment 6 presents half-
page list of conclusions is on page 11 and recommendations on page 12. 



CSIRO’s “science” on climate policy-making amounts to a gross misleading of parliament. Serious 
questions need to be asked of the current CSIRO Chief Executive Dr Larry Marshall, Executive Director 
Dr Peter Mayfield and former Chief Executive Dr Megan Clark. 

 

Freedom of Information and Parliamentary Library searches confirm no evidence given to MPs 

Requests made under Freedom of Information provisions and subsequent Parliamentary Library 
searches confirmed that neither CSIRO’s Chief Executive or CSIRO itself nor Australia’s Bureau of 
Meteorology (BOM) has provided reports to members of parliament presenting Logical Scientific 
Points containing empirical data as evidence of the need to cut carbon dioxide from human activity. 
Yet this is what decides science. 

 

Bureau of Meteorology admits State of the Climate Report contains no evidence of human cause 

During Additional Senate Estimates hearings in February 2022 BOM’s CEO Dr Andrew Johnson 
admitted that the biannual joint BOM-CSIRO publication titled State of the Climate (SOTC) contains no 
evidence that carbon dioxide from human activity is affecting climate and needs to be cut. Yet several 
politicians cite this document as evidence to cut carbon dioxide from human activity. 

BOM has never provided logical scientific points justifying a cut in carbon dioxide production. 

 

Chief Scientist 

AT his first presentation to us, Dr Alan Finkel proceeded freely with no interruption for about 20 
minutes until we asked him a simple question. This led to a brief discussion in which he admitted that 
he is not a climate scientist and that he does not understand climate science. 

We note that despite this he had been criss-crossing our nation for five years speaking about climate 
change and the need to cut carbon dioxide from human activity. After his admission he continued 
unscientifically advocating for such unfounded cuts. 

During senate estimates hearings in 2017 in answer to Senator Ian Macdonald’s question about the 
impact on climate of cutting all Australian human production of carbon dioxide (“100 per cent”) Dr 
Finkel admitted the impact would be “virtually nothing”. 

Dr Finkel is publicly known as “an Australian neuroscientist, inventor, researcher, entrepreneur, 
educator, policy advisor, and philanthropist”. 

 

Australian Institute of Marine Science, AIMS 

AIMS has never produced the logical scientific points including the empirical scientific data proving 
that carbon dioxide from human activity needs to be cut. 

No Australian federal, state or territory government has ever had the scientific basis for a mandate to 
push, much less pass legislation cutting the production of carbon dioxide from human activity. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neuroscientist


Attachment 3 

Other Agencies, Institutions and Universities Fail to Prove Causality 
Nowhere else in the world has any member of congress or parliament rigorously cross-examined any 
government climate science agency. My cross-examination of CSIRO is the only such holding of a 
government science agency accountable. 

Other relevant facts include: 

• The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (UN IPCC) and its reports have 
never quantified the specific effect of carbon dioxide from human activity and never provided the 
necessary logical scientific points. Additional facts on the UN IPCC are available in my 2012 
summary: http://www.climate.conscious.com.au/docs/new/2_AppendixIPCC.pdf The UN IPCC 
reports’ Summary for Policy Makers move subtly—without causation—from no proof to inferred 
causation, to implied causation, to future conjecture to forecasts of catastrophe. i.e., without 
justification UN IPCC reports simply and cleverly imply and then assume causation. 
 

• The late Maurice Strong is the concocter of climate alarm and after forming the UN IPCC in 1988 
to create an aura of scientific endorsement, he entrenched climate alarm through fomenting the 
staged illusion of grass roots movements in UN conferences including Rio de Janeiro in 1992, Kyoto 
in 1997 and Paris in 2015. 

 

• At the same time Strong built systems to drive behaviour and enrich himself. He formed and part-
owned the Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX) for global trading of carbon (dioxide) credits. Al Gore 
invested in that and in 2007 Kevin Rudd, as Labor leader, brought Gore to Australia to peddle 
climate alarm with the intention of starting Labor’s Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) involving 
carbon (dioxide) credits that would ultimately be traded on Strong’s and Gore’s Chicago Climate 
Exchange. 

 

• Separately, American law enforcement agencies reportedly sought Strong for alleged serious 
criminal charges and then reportedly exiled in China. 

 

• Strong had been Under-Secretary General of the United Nations and used that position to push 
unfounded climate alarm via the United Nations and later combined with the World Economic 
Forum. He was founding Executive Director of the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) 
responsible for the deaths of 40-50 million people from malaria when it drove the ban on the 
insecticide DDT and did so contrary to the science. 

 

• Economist Ross Garnaut’s 2008 Climate Change Review was widely acclaimed politically as based 
on science. Yet its chapter 2 entitled ‘Understanding Climate Science’ states - “The Review takes 
as its starting point, on the balance of probabilities and not as a matter of belief, the majority 
opinion of the Australian and international scientific communities that human activities resulted 
in substantial global warming from the mid-20th century, and that continued growth in 
greenhouse gas concentrations caused by human-induced emissions would generate high risks of 
dangerous climate change.” Thus, the report clearly admits that it is not based on logical scientific 
points yet was widely used politically and in the media, to entrench the need to cut carbon dioxide 
from human activity. Falsely. Government funded Garnaut’s report, yet he is reportedly associated 
with subsidised solar/wind investments. 

 
 

http://www.climate.conscious.com.au/docs/new/2_AppendixIPCC.pdf


• Another tight-knit group of government-funded academic advocates repeatedly misrepresents 
climate, science, nature and humanity. This group includes Tim Flannery, Will Steffen, David 
Karoly, Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, Matthew England, Lesley Hughes, Kurt Lambeck, Andy Pitman and 
others. Some such as chemical engineer Will Steffen and mammalian palaeontologist Tim Flannery 
have concurrently held multiple positions on government-funded agencies and commissions. This 
group infiltrated science agencies and associations, and many are documented as being closely 
associated with international organisations pushing unelected global governance. Further 
information on these alarmist academic advocates is available at:  
http://www.climate.conscious.com.au/docs/new/9_appendix.pdf. 
 

• In 2016 I wrote letters to Dr Gavin Schmidt, Director of NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies 
(GISS) holding him accountable for his agency’s unfounded tampering of temperature data. GISS’s 
tampering concocted warming where none existed and/or exaggerated natural cyclical warming. 
My letters led to Schmidt making startling revelations contradicting his earlier public claims. Later 
GISS revised its fabricated temperatures downward. Schmidt runs a small group of climate 
activists within GISS that is in turn a part of NASA whose astronauts, scientists, executives and 
engineers have written joint letters to the NASA executive requesting that GISS’s 
misrepresentations of climate be stopped as the unscientific misrepresentations are harming 
NASA’s fine reputation. Neither NASA nor GISS has ever provided logical scientific points proving 
that carbon dioxide from human activity affects climate or weather, yet some journalists and 
politicians repeatedly claim they rely on NASA science to advocate cutting carbon dioxide from 
human activity. 

 

• My letter of 27 October 2021 to Messrs Morrison, Joyce, Albanese and Bandt refers to the 
universal failure of a wide range of government departments, agencies, authorities, administrative 
bodies, commissions and corporations, institutions, universities, journalists, climate activists, 
academics and other vested interests receiving government funding to supposedly provide the 
logical scientific points showing carbon dioxide from human activity needs to be cut. Yet none has 
provided the logical scientific points and empirical data to justify their claims, advocacy and 
government grants. 

No Australian federal, state or territory government has ever had the scientific basis for a mandate to 
push, much less pass legislation cutting the production of carbon dioxide from human activity. 

 

 

http://www.climate.conscious.com.au/docs/new/9_appendix.pdf


Attachment 4 

Natural Global Experiments Confirm Carbon Dioxide’s Innocence 

Basic Facts on Earth’s Essential, Natural Atmospheric Trace Gas 
 
Our planet has experienced two recent revealing natural experiments. These occurred in 2009 during 
the globally widespread severe economic recession that followed the 2008 “global financial crisis” and 
in 2020 during the severe global recession due to national governments’ Covid-19 restrictions. In each 
case the use of hydrocarbon fuels – gas, coal, oil – decreased enormously. As a result, the output of 
carbon dioxide from human activity decreased enormously in 2009 and in 2020. Yet the level of carbon 
dioxide in earth’s atmosphere continued increasing. 

This confirms what the empirical scientific data proves: that nature alone controls the level of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) in our planet’s atmosphere. This is due to the massive natural sinks and sources of 
carbon dioxide that dwarf our human production of carbon dioxide and that control the level of carbon 
dioxide in earth’s air. 

Further, it shows physically that drastic cuts to the human production of carbon dioxide in industry, 
transport, electricity and agriculture have no effect on the level of carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere. 

The level of carbon dioxide in earth’s air is currently 0.042%, being so low that scientists classify it as 
a trace gas. It is much, much less than 1% of earth’s air being a mere 4 one hundredths of 1%. 

This natural trace gas is essential to all life on Earth. In our planet’s relatively recent past the level of 
carbon dioxide in the air has been more than 150 times higher than today. In past ice ages carbon 
dioxide levels in air have been many times higher than today. In past climate optimums when carbon 
dioxide levels were much higher than today life flourished. 

Significantly, when natural decadal El Nino and La Nina climate cycles are accounted for, there has 
been essentially no rise in temperature since 1995/1996. This is despite massive increases in carbon 
dioxide from human activity in China, India, Brazil, Russia, Europe, USA over this period. For 
confirmation refer to the world’s most accurate measurement of global atmospheric temperature, 
from the University of Alabama Huntsville’s processing of NASA satellite data. 

Ignorance of these experiments is no reason for claiming a mandate. No Australian federal, state or 
territory government has ever had the scientific basis for a mandate to push, much less pass legislation 
cutting the production of carbon dioxide from human activity. 

 

Basic facts on Earth’s essential, natural atmospheric trace gas 
The basic claim of climate change policy is that the human use of hydrocarbon fuels (HC) like coal, oil 
and gas requires their combustion in air producing water vapour and carbon dioxide. The latter is 
claimed to be warming our earth and producing severe storms, droughts, floods and more rain as well 
as less rain. 



When the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (UN IPCC) was asked as to 
whether carbon dioxide is a pollutant it replied: “On your question about whether CO2 is a pollutant, 
I cannot answer that as I have not found the answer in one of our reports.“ 

Carbon dioxide is not a pollutant. 

Some Facts 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is non-toxic. It is highly beneficial for plants. It is plant food. We put it in fizzy 
drinks, beer and champagne. 

Carbon dioxide is colourless, odourless, and tasteless. It does not discolour the air. 

Scientific studies show stays in the air a maximum of only 5-7 years, and more likely less than 12 
months, before nature cycles it into plants, animals and oceans. That is, it stays in our planet’s air only 
a short time before nature cycles it back out of the air naturally to enrich plants and oceans. 

According to the UN IPCC oceans contain, in dissolved form, 50 times the carbon dioxide contained in 
earth’s entire atmosphere. Carbon dioxide is released from and absorbed into oceans depending on 
temperature. Thus, nature overwhelmingly produces most of earth’s carbon dioxide and ocean 
temperature determines its concentration in air. 

Consider carbon dioxide against the characteristics of various definitions of pollution: 

• It is not noxious and does not impair the quality of air, water or soil. It does not degrade the 
environment, nor impair its usefulness, nor render it offensive. It is essential for all life on earth. 
 

•  It does not make land, water or air dirty or unsafe to use. It does not cause disease. 

•  It does not harm ecosystems. It is essential for ecosystems. 

•  It does not harm plants and animals. It is essential for plants and animals. 

•  It does not cause discomfort, instability, or disorder. 

•  It is natural and as a by-product of industry, is beneficial to life. 

•  It does not accumulate. 

•  It does not upset nature’s balance. 

•  It remains in the air for only a short period. 

•  It does not contaminate. 

•  It is not a foreign substance. 

•  It does not create light, heat, noise, or radioactivity, nor distort our senses 

While carbon dioxide is a gas, carbon is a solid. Broadly, carbon can be of various colours: grey in 
graphite, black in soot which can be a pollutant or a saleable product, and clear in diamonds which 
are pure carbon. Solid carbon can be a pollutant or a valuable gem. 

Carbon dioxide is not a pollutant. Carbon dioxide is clean. 



Attachment 5 

The Basis for Honest Policy and Legislation 

Our Core Responsibilities and Questions 
 
The basis for honest policy and legislation is Logical Scientific Points proving causality 

The fundamental basis of science and the decider of science is a logical scientific point. That is, 
empirical scientific data within a logical scientific framework proving causal relationship. 

Policy though needs more than logical scientific points. Effective, honest policy needs specific 
measurable effects of the supposed cause. In the case of policies to cut the carbon dioxide from human 
activity, there must be a specific, quantified effect of carbon dioxide from human activity on a climate 
or weather factor such as air temperature; ocean temperature; rainfall; snowfall; storm frequency and 
severity, drought frequency, duration and severity; ocean alkalinity; flood frequency and severity; … 

Only once this specific relationship is known and its effect quantified can there be a development of 
alternative policy options and a costing of each option together with a matching assessment of the 
benefits of each option. 

Only then can a cost-benefit-analysis be performed to decide the best policy option. 

Only then can progress toward achieving the policy be measured and progress tracked. 

In the case of climate and related energy policies this fundamental basis for policy and legislation has 
been completely bypassed. Governance and integrity have been trashed, discarded, abandoned. 

The failure of CSIRO, BOM, The Chief Scientist, the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (UN IPCC), government departments, politicians, academics, universities to provide any logical 
scientific points showing that carbon dioxide from human activity causes climate change and needs to 
be cut means there is no basis for climate and related energy policies. 

 

Where are the supporting logical scientific points? 

Preceding attachments confirm that no scientist, agency, politician, or journalist anywhere in Australia 
has provided the logical scientific points to justify the claimed need to cut human production of Earth’s 
natural and essential atmospheric trace gas, carbon dioxide. 

The same is true of the world. No one has provided the basis for policy, let alone policies costing tens 
of billions of dollars in Australia and with impacts that will cost trillions of dollars in Australia. 

Although people rely on highly persuasive emotive repetition of claims that Maurice Strong first falsely 
labelled as “science” no one has ever specified the impact of carbon dioxide from human activity. 

Thus, there is no scientific, logical, or economic basis for climate and energy policies driving legislation 
currently before us in parliament. 

I have consulted, listened to, and questioned scientists expressing a wide range of diverse views on 
climate. Since 2007 I have cross-examined scientists and held scientists, politicians and journalists 
accountable. None has provided the logical scientific points nor quantified any specific effect of carbon 
dioxide from human activity. 



Attachment 6 

The Savage Economic Burden of Policies Contradicting the Science 
 
Climate and related energy policies are highly regressive burdens on the poor 

Savage increases in energy costs due to subsidies offsetting the high cost and low efficiency of solar 
and wind energy are a highly regressive and cruel tax on the poor. With Australia’s median income 
just $51,000 - around $45,000 after tax - the average additional cost of $1,300 per household per year 
is an impossible burden. Where is the fairness, the care, the humanity in this unfounded and 
unsustainable impost? 

Communities and families cannot afford this burden. 

Meanwhile billionaires benefit from billions of dollars in annual subsidies for solar and wind power. 
This is an immense transfer of wealth from the poor to the rich without scientific justification. 

The lack of a scientific basis for climate and energy policies and indeed their contradiction of empirical 
scientific data has led to expensive white elephants like Snowy 2 project with its immense cost 
blowouts and its inescapable absurdity of increased carbon dioxide intensity. 

Communities and families cannot afford this needless burden. 

 
Climate and energy policies reversing 140 years of unprecedented human progress 

The use of hydrocarbon fuels – gas, coal, oil - and the much later addition of nuclear energy have led 
to unprecedented and rapid human progress in just 170 years. This has happened three times: first in 
Europe and North America, then in China and now in India. 

It is due to these fuels’ inherent high energy density enabling low unit cost of energy. 

The relentless decrease in unit costs of energy from 1850 to the 1990’s caused huge increases in 
productivity that led in turn to previously unimaginable and unforeseen improvements in material 
prosperity. This produced startling increases in human life expectancy with safer, more secure, easier, 
more comfortable, abundant and fairer lifestyles with higher standards of material well-being, 
education, entertainment, travel and choice combined with greater understanding, respect and care 
for our planet and for our natural environment. All in just 170 years. 

The recent use though of low energy density electricity sources such as solar and wind with their very 
low energy density and huge consumption of resources per unit of energy combined with unscientific 
energy policies has reversed the previous relentless reduction in energy unit costs and instead trebled 
energy prices. This is reversing human progress and causing needless suffering worldwide. 
Additionally, it is imposing a massive challenge to the environment concerning the disposal of used 
and non-recyclable solar panels, wind turbine blades and batteries. 

Respected economist and regulatory expert Dr Alan Moran has provided a report on the economic 
consequences of climate change policies and associated energy policies. That report’s executive 
summary is in Attachment 9 - The Hidden Cost of Climate Policies and Renewables. Dr Moran’s full 
report cannot be sensibly refuted since it merely compiles costs from state and federal government 
budget papers and agency reports. 



Our shared responsibility and a challenge 

As representatives of the people voting on proposed legislation before our parliament, we each bear 
the onus of justifying scientifically both the logical scientific points AND the specific quantified effect 
of carbon dioxide from human activity. 

If you disagree, we invite you to explain your basis for considering bills. 

If you agree that this is the basis for deciding legislation and you are voting for the legislation, please 
provide the specific location of such logical scientific points including empirical scientific data. That is, 
specify the report/paper’s title, author(s) names, publisher and the specific page number(s) locating 
the data within a logical scientific framework quantifying causality. 

If not, please provide the names of any politician, science agency, government department, scientist 
or any institute that can specify the location of such logical scientific framework quantifying causality? 

If you are not able to specify the scientific basis for your support of climate and climate-related energy 
policies, please specify the basis for your support of climate and related energy legislation. 

 
The core problem and solution 

The core problem in climate and related energy policy is a lack of parliamentary accountability. It 
enables policies that bypass fundamental principles for deriving policy. We need to restore 
parliamentary governance with policies and decisions based on objective, independent, verified 
empirical scientific data in logical scientific points within logical scientific frameworks proving 
causality. 

History shows repeatedly that humans in groups are easily misled into following fashion and emotive 
relentless, multi-media messaging saturated with fear and colourful stories of catastrophe. It is time 
for members of parliament to summon the courage to question the data, facts and science to restore 
scientific integrity, parliamentary integrity and personal integrity. And to serve the people. 

 
The onus is on us as the people’s representatives to present the scientific basis – with integrity 

The fundamental issue is this: there is no empirical scientific causal proof that carbon dioxide from 
human activity causes global temperature increases and leads to more severe weather crises. 

 



SENATOR MALCOLM ROBERTS 
31 AUGUST 2020 

RESTORING 
SCIENTIFIC 
INTEGRITY

The Onus is on Parliament to Scientifically Justify 
 Climate Policies Costing Trillions of Dollars 
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Foreword  
 
Examining the scientific validity for climate policies  
 

As a private citizen, I spent eleven years trying to hold politicians and agencies accountable for their 
unsubstantiated and unscientific claims that carbon dioxide from human activity is causing global 
warming and needs to be cut.   
 
Many politicians of all major parties told me, and told the public generally, that climate policies are 
based on CSIRO’s advice. 
 
From cross-examining CSIRO prior to entering the senate, it was clear that CSIRO’s reports and claims 
lacked empirical evidence of human causation. 
 
My election as a senator in 2016 gave me the opportunity to ask questions of CSIRO directly, thanks 
to former Senator Arthur Sinodinos as Minister for Science who arranged our meetings. 
 
In 2016 Senator Ian Macdonald, father of the senate, said there had never been a parliamentary 
debate on climate science in the Senate.  Despite this, climate policies costing billions of dollars and 
leading to trillions of dollars in economic losses had been supported through the parliament.  
 
In 2016/2017 I held meetings with the head of the CSIRO, Dr Larry Marshall, and his entire senior 
climate science team.  This included executives who managed CSIRO’s climate research team and who 
report directly to Dr Marshall, as well as the heads of the climate research team and various CSIRO 
administrative and public relations personnel, together with representatives from the relevant 
government departments. 
 
 

*************** 

 
With an Honours degree in Mining Engineering, my education covered atmospheric gases, including 
carbon dioxide.  Engineers apply what scientists discover and my management and leadership roles in 
industry included responsibility for hundreds of people’s lives based on my knowledge of atmospheric 
gases.  Keeping people working safely and productively in hazardous underground conditions requires 
the application of scientific principles and the scientific method.  I have followed the scientific method 
in my examination of the empirical evidence proving the cause of climate variability. 
 
My Masters study in Business at the University of Chicago Graduate School of Business and my study 
of engineering included courses on statistics that are essential for understanding data. 
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Executive summary 
 
This report provides a summary of the discussions and transcripts from meetings with 
CSIRO.  Additional links in the References section give an in-depth appreciation of analysis of the 
evidence provided by CSIRO. 

In the context of seeking CSIRO’s empirical evidence to justify climate policies, I know that CSIRO: 

a) has never stated that carbon dioxide from human activity is dangerous. 
b) admitted that temperatures today are not unprecedented. 
c) withdrew discredited papers that it had cited as evidence of unprecedented rate of temperature 

change and then failed to provide supporting empirical evidence. 
d) has never quantified any specific impact of carbon dioxide from human activity. 
e) relies upon unvalidated models that give unverified and erroneous projections as “evidence.” 
f) relied on discredited and poor quality papers on temperature and carbon dioxide. 
g) admits to not doing due diligence on reports and data from external agencies. 
h) revealed little understanding of papers it cited as evidence. 
i) allows politicians and journalists to misrepresent CSIRO science without correction. 
j) misled parliament. 

Seventeen internationally respected climate scientists from Australia and five other nations verified 
our conclusions about CSIRO.  

In conclusion, CSIRO’s science on the matter of climate for policy making, amounts to a gross 
misleading of Parliament.  The onus of proof is now on Parliament to provide the empirical scientific 
evidence proving that carbon dioxide from human activity needs to be cut, and until that is provided, 
government must immediately stop wasting billions of dollars on climate policies. 
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Robust scientific evidence must underpin sound policy development 
 
Australian politics has been seduced into endorsing policies aiming at decarbonising and consequently 
deindustrialising our economy from 2050. 
 
At the core of the climate claims that push policies to cut the human use of hydrocarbon fuels like 
natural gas, coal and oil, is the claim that the output of carbon dioxide from burning those fuels is 
warming our planet, and that warming is a danger to humans and to our planet. 

Fundamentally, “hydro-carbon” fuels contain atoms of hydrogen (H) and carbon (C). When burned in 
air that is rich in oxygen (O) the hydrogen atoms combine with oxygen atoms to form H2O, water 
vapour and the carbon atoms combine with oxygen to form CO2, carbon dioxide. Both CO2 and H2O 
are entirely natural and essential to life on earth. Further details are provided in the link to Appendix 
B in References. 

Politicians have the highest duty of care to base all policies on rigorous scientific evidence, especially 
policies that bring about radical change with severe consequences for people’s livelihoods and 
lifestyle. Expensive policies need justification, with impacts specified and quantified before 
implementation, and this can only be achieved when based on the solid scientific evidence that proves 
causation. 
 
Our nation’s productive capacity, economic sovereignty and economic resilience have been decimated 
by climate policies and we are on the slide from independence to dependence on other nations. 
 
Climate policies and renewables subsidies are already costing households $13 billion per year on their 
electricity; $1,300 for each Australian household.  High electricity prices are dismantling our 
productive economy.  Manufacturing, agriculture, small and large businesses cannot flourish under 
increasing electricity prices.  Energy intensive industries and value-added processing of food and 
minerals are moving to countries with cheap energy. 
 
China, India and Asia use Australia’s high-quality clean coal to generate affordable power, while 
electricity from the same coal under Australian climate policies, has a price three times as high. 
Australia once had the world’s cheapest electricity.  Now electricity prices are among the world’s 
highest. 
 
For a country that produces 75% more food than it can consume, our food is becoming more expensive 
and food security is at risk due to climate policies ravaging agriculture.  Farmers have not only lost 
some of their rights to use their land, government intervention monitors almost all farming inputs, 
requiring layers of expense passed onto the consumer. 
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Examining CSIRO’s scientific claim 
 
CSIRO’s First Presentation – Monday 26 September 2016 – Sydney 
 

I requested CSIRO provide empirical scientific evidence proving carbon dioxide from human activity 
affects temperature and climate and needs to be cut. 
 
CSIRO confirmed they rely entirely on unvalidated and erroneous climate models.  
 
CSIRO’s Additional Two Presentations – Wednesday 10 May & Wednesday 26 July 2017 – Canberra 
 

In May 2017 I requested CSIRO to present the empirical scientific evidence showing anything 
unprecedented in climate during the last 10,000 years. 
 
CSIRO presented their choice of scientific evidence.  Discussions raised many contentious issues and 
outcomes of those discussions are in section 2 – CSIRO relies on discredited and poor quality papers.  
 
CSIRO’s Attendance at Senate Estimates - Thursday 24 October 2019 & Wednesday 4 March 2020 
 

At Senate Estimates in March I asked CSIRO for the empirical scientific evidence proving that there 
has been a statistically significant change in climate, including any statistical change at all in any 
climate factor such as temperature, rainfall, drought, storm activity and ocean alkalinity.  The CSIRO 
representatives stated CSIRO evidence was in the correspondence already provided.  That statement 
is false. 
 
Details of CSIRO’s first, second and third presentations and our responses are available in Appendix A. 
 
Australia’s federal parliament Hansard provides a full transcript of our fourth exchange in Senate 
Estimates. 
 
  



5 | 13 
 

Summary of Discussions 
 
1. Introduction 
 

CSIRO is Australia’s premier research institution and as politicians we need to have unequivocal 
confidence in the quality of its research, scientific process and scientific evidence.  We need to know 
that CSIRO are deeply committed to due diligence, knowing that its work forms the basis of wide-
ranging policy decisions. 
 
With more than a decade of research and analysis and of questioning experts worldwide, I found 
CSIRO, in terms of climate research, did not meet the high standards we expect of our premier 
research institution. 
 
In terms of climate science, following are the key themes that emerged from our examination of CSIRO 
on its “evidence” that is used to justify a current investment of tens of billions of dollars into climate 
policies, and a fundamental restructuring of our economy that will cost Australians trillions of dollars. 
 
2. CSIRO relies on discredited and poor quality papers for “evidence” 
 

Marcott’s 2013 paper explained1
 

At CSIRO’s second presentation where I requested evidence for anything unprecedented in climate, 
CSIRO after almost 50 years of climate research, provided one sole paper; Marcott (2013). This paper 
purported temperatures as unprecedented. 
 
Under further examination, CSIRO admitted that today’s temperatures are NOT unprecedented.  In 
addition, CSIRO representatives were surprised to learn from my team that within two weeks of the 
release of Marcott paper in 2013, its flaws had been comprehensively exposed.  Marcott was forced 
to admit that and said, quote: “the 20th century portion of our paleo-temperature stack is not 
statistically robust, cannot be considered representative of global temperature changes.” 
 
The Marcott 2013 paper declared that his process could not be used to detect any event, including 
temperature variability, in periods shorter than 300 years.  It is perplexing that CSIRO chose this paper 
to demonstrate that temperature is unprecedented, when Marcott himself, declared that it could not.   
 
In summary the Marcott process could not have detected a past occurrence similar to the current 
climate cycles we measure today.  It is therefore impossible to know from Marcott’s paper whether 
current cycles are unprecedented or not.  In other words, the current warming in the climate cycle 
cannot be known to be unprecedented. 
 
Marcott’s original PhD thesis did not show the recent warming in Marcott 2013 that CSIRO presented.  
This warming uptick was added later when two UN climate body authors joined him, and they altered 
(without documentation) some of the critical data from the referenced papers.  This resulted in a 
fabricated temperature uptick based on using one point that is an extreme outlier.  This is unscientific 
and further invalidates the paper.  
 
This led to CSIRO withdrawing Marcott’s paper as CSIRO representatives agreed that his paper did not 
scientifically justify their claim and was scientifically discredited. 
  

 
1 For technical details refer to Checkvist link in Appendix A 
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Lecavalier (2017) paper explained2 
 

CSIRO’s request for an additional meeting (July), was an opportunity to provide evidence for claiming 
an unprecedented rate of recent warming.  After the Marcott debacle, CSIRO representatives 
presented a Lecavalier (2017) paper.  In that paper the conclusion of recent warming is based on only 
two wildly and obviously erroneous data points in one short ice-core reported in the paper. 
 
Comparison of Lecavalier’s 1960 and 1985 temperature data points with the four global temperature 
series, shows that these two temperatures points are wildly inaccurate.  Calculating any rate of change 
from these two points could not be more wrong; in fact, it is unscientific.  CSIRO seemed unaware of 
the inaccurate points on which Lecavalier relied and unaware of the resultant unscientifically 
fabricated process used to calculate that rate of change. 
 
The paper’s lead author withheld the raw data that may have helped determine whether changes 
similar to the current changes could have been detected in the long cores. 
 
Lecavalier used the data from two different instruments in his report; one that detects small changes 
in temperatures over small timeframes (showing spikes) and another that detects average 
temperatures over a longer period (not showing high/low spikes).  It is ludicrous to claim times of 
unprecedented rates of change in temperature in a chart that has been created from two different 
data sets from two different instruments. 
 
Despite glaring breaches of scientific integrity and of process, CSIRO relied upon Lecavalier to make a 
CSIRO claim of unprecedented rate of temperature change.  This is verifiably nonsense and 
unscientific.  
 

3. CSIRO cites poor quality papers on the effect of CO2 from human activity 
 

Harries (2001) & Feldman et al (2015)3 papers explained 
 

Harries (2001) was the sole paper cited for CSIRO’s claim of an unprecedented level of atmospheric 
carbon dioxide, yet this paper could not support CSIRO’s claim. 
 
CSIRO has stated that the current CO2 concentrations are unprecedented, yet there are gaps of up to 
6,000 years in the data that Harries used. Under those circumstances, the current blip in atmospheric 
carbon dioxide levels rising 0.009 per cent over the last 60 years would not be detectable.  CSIRO 
seemed unaware of the flaws of the Harries’ paper due to the unscientific and statistically invalid 
methodology used. 
 
After the failure of Harries’ paper to support CSIRO’s CO2 claims, CSIRO offered the Feldman et al 
(2015) paper.  Incredibly the Feldman paper refutes the Harries paper, and ongoing discussions raised 
even more objections to the Harries’ paper. 
 
CSIRO then shifted focus to ozone, not at all relevant to a point being made on carbon dioxide.  CSIRO 
then cited two additional papers spanning just 10 years or less. Neither paper specified the amount (if 
any) attributed to carbon dioxide from human activity. 
  

 
2 For technical details refer to Checkvist link in Appendix A 
3 For technical details refer to Checkvist link in Appendix A 
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4. CSIRO showed little to no understanding of their chosen scientific papers 
 

How can CSIRO offer up four scientific papers and show limited understanding of them?  Instead CSIRO 
made a series of assertions and conclusions that were imprecise, weak and unscientific.  
 
CSIRO is a federally funded body and members of parliament rely, unreservedly, on the quality of 
CSIRO’s science to inform policy development.  CSIRO have a duty of care to exercise scientific integrity 
and politicians have a responsibility to ask questions to verify the data and claims. 
 
CSIRO’s appearance at these meetings with the four papers discussed in this report, which CSIRO had 
not read nor understood in their entirety, is reprehensible.  It may be that the academic and 
intellectual arrogance of CSIRO prevented them from appropriate preparation and expected that we 
would glaze over at the sight of a few scientific papers.   Or more likely, that CSIRO could not genuinely 
offer any empirical evidence for climate policies, hence their poor performance at these meetings. 
 
5. CSIRO resorts to unvalidated models that give unverified projections, as evidence 

 

Science is the study of the physical and natural world through observation and experiment. The ability 
to verify observations and replicate experiments is required, or the results are not of sufficient 
integrity to be used in public policy. 

For the Anthropogenic Global Warming hypothesis to be scientifically accepted, it must be based on 
physical data.  During the first meeting it was confirmed that CSIRO relies on unvalidated 
computerised climate models, not physical data.  

This is an admission of CSIRO’s lack of empirical evidence proving causation. 

There are many aspects of our climate that are not fully understood, including clouds and updrafts 
which we simply do not understand at any level. Without a more complete understanding of the 
factors that can affect the global climate, models provide an incomplete and limited understanding of 
carbon dioxide’s role in the global climate system. 

Climate model failures are demonstrated by their output which consistently over-predict warming 
trends compared to the physical data and observations.  The erroneous results are not only the result 
of having limited knowledge of the factors affecting global climate, but due to the fact that modellers 
are trying to show carbon dioxide to be the main factor in driving temperature, which is blatantly false. 

The sensitivity of climate feedbacks on the climate systems are tested using Forcing Feedbacks Models 
(FFM). These model projections show the upper troposphere will be warmer and more humid, when 
the reverse is true: the upper troposphere is now cooler and less humid. This is important because the 
upper troposphere emits more than half of all the heat the Earth loses to space, and when this result 
is the reverse of reality the model cannot be correct.  

CSIRO has allowed policy makers to have confidence in climate models and that has led to 
economically destructive policies to be placed on the Australian economy. 

CSIRO has failed to uphold its scientific integrity and has become complicit in unnecessary and 
destructive policies that have been implemented on CSIRO’s advice.  
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6. CSIRO admits to no due diligence of data from external agencies 
 

When CSIRO’s chosen papers were unable to definitively support its claims, CSIRO then offered the 
UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (UN IPCC) report, which also relies on unvalidated 
and inadequate climate models.  This climate report has no empirical data within a logical scientific 
framework proving that carbon dioxide from human activity affects climate. 
 
Alarmingly, and despite relying on the UN’s climate reports, CSIRO admitted that it has never done 
due diligence on the UN IPCC or its reports.  The UN IPCC has never provided empirical evidence 
proving carbon dioxide from human activity affects climate and needs to be cut.  The UN IPCC relies 
entirely on unvalidated and erroneous computerised numerical models that reflect a poor 
understanding of climate.  It’s well known in the climate science community that the conclusions 
reached in UN IPCC reports are both highly contentious and highly politicized. 
 
CSIRO admitted doing no due diligence on the Bureau of Meteorology’s (BOM) temperature data, on 
which it initially relied on in our first meeting, before withdrawing discussion on that data. Consider 
the controversy around BOM, in which scientists have empirical evidence to prove that BOM adjusts 
their data; including cherry picking and omitting data, corrupting temperature measurements and 
manipulating the temperature record to increase warming trends, and removing periods of flat 
unchanged temperature.  Failing to do due diligence on BOM data is not prudent and not scientific. 
 

7. CSIRO allows politicians to mis-represent CSIRO science without correction 
 

As previously mentioned, during CSIRO’s first presentation I asked about the widely held perception 
in the community and among politicians that human CO2 is dangerous.  Dr Alex Wonhas (Executive 
Director, Environment, Energy & Mineral Resources) refused to say there is any danger from carbon 
dioxide from human activity, and suggested we ask ministers and politicians to state the source of 
their claims of danger.  According to CSIRO, they have never advised politicians that CO2 is dangerous. 
 
Chief Executive Dr Marshall has neglected to fulfil his responsibilities to ensure that CSIRO addressed 
inaccurate climate claims and advice that Ministers, the public and media had attributed generally, 
yet falsely, to CSIRO.  CSIRO appears to not correct politicians, academics or journalists who make 
false, alarmist or exaggerated statements on climate, and allow CSIRO reports to be misrepresented. 
 
8. CSIRO misleads the parliament 
 

Broadly speaking, the “evidence” CSIRO provided as a basis for climate policy development and 
coming from inadequate climate modelling or discredited scientific papers, is a gross misleading of the 
Parliamentary process. 
 
Quite specifically at Senate Estimates (October 2019 & March 2020), in the presence of Dr Larry 
Marshall, Dr Peter Mayfield, (CSIRO’s Executive Director Environment, Energy and Resources) stated 
falsely to the panel of senators that CSIRO had provided me with the statistically significant data 
proving there has been climate change outside of natural, cyclical variation. 
 
The examination in Appendix A of the data CSIRO provided clearly shows that there has been no 
statistically significant data provided, and I question Dr Mayfield’s conduct, competence and integrity 
in making that claim. 
 
The Parliamentary Library has provided a heavily redacted copy of correspondence dated 9 August 
2017 from Dr Larry Marshall, CSIRO Chief Executive, to Minister Sinodinos that came to light under a 
third-party Freedom of Information request.  This raises serious questions of Dr Marshall. 
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9. World-leading scientists confirm CSIRO’s sloppy “climate science” 
 

World-leading atmospheric climate scientists, climatologists and geologists who are experts in 
understanding the earth’s climate, were shocked at the calibre of CSIRO’s work.  In recent months I 
have interviewed 17 scientists and made many video recordings. 
 
They confirm the following: 
 

• computerised numerical climate models are based on poor understanding of real-world climate 
and are misleading and not adequate to justify policy; 
 

• the Marcott paper is exceptionally poor and provides no evidence of unprecedented 
temperatures nor of unprecedented rate of temperature change; similarly, Lecavalier and Harries. 

 
Previously over the years I have consulted many scientists from around the world and read the work 
of many others, who are all highly concerned about the work of CSIRO and/or the UN’s climate body.  
These include retired senior CSIRO scientists concerned about CSIRO’s abandonment of science due 
to politicisation as a result of CSIRO’s dependency on government funding. 
 
10. CSIRO has never quantified any specific impact of carbon dioxide from human 

activity 
 

CSIRO acknowledged the need for empirical data within a causal framework that proves cause-and-
effect, yet failed to prove that carbon dioxide from human activity causes significant global warming 
or climate change.  
 
CSIRO never specified the amount of temperature changes attributed to carbon dioxide from human 
activity. 
 
CSIRO did offer a six-point causal chain, yet none of the six points specified the amount of change that 
humans allegedly caused. CSIRO has not even claimed that any of its stated points caused one 
hundredth of a degree of temperature rise.  Thus, there is no basis for policy. 
 
Chief Scientist 
 

The Chief Scientist, Dr Alan Finkel, has made many strong public statements on climate, however in 
our meeting with him on Monday 27 March 2017, he admitted that he is not a climate scientist and 
does not understand climate science in detail.  On that basis, the Chief Scientist agreed to a further 
meeting, which he did not attend, and Minister Sinodinos sent CSIRO in his place. 

In our March 2017 meeting Dr Finkel failed to provide the empirical scientific evidence proving CO2 
from human activity needs to be cut. 

11. Unfounded political claims and unfounded policy 
 

During the examination of CSIRO’s “evidence” to justify the cutting of carbon dioxide CSIRO cited the 
discredited Marcott (2013) and later the Lecavalier (2017) papers as its best evidence.  Apart from the 
unscientific approach in both papers, we need to ask what evidence was being used prior to 2013 that 
served as the basis for: 
 
a) Prime Minister Bob Hawke’s policies in the 1980’s aimed at cutting carbon dioxide from human 

activity; 
 

b) Prime Minister John Howard’s introduction of the Renewable Energy Target, and his government’s 
policy of compliance with the 1996 UN Kyoto Climate Protocol and the consequential stealing of 
farmers’ rights to use their land for compliance with the UN’s Kyoto Protocol. 



10 | 13 
 

 
The apparent issue of climate and the evidence being used for policies and spending, inherited from 
one prime minister to the next, has never had the benefit of parliamentary scrutiny to justify policy 
development, until now. 
 
I have asked many politicians - Prime Ministers, Ministers, former Ministers, MPs, public servants and 
others - the basis of Australian government climate policies.  They state they rely on CSIRO.  Yet 
documents from Freedom of Information searches, parliamentary library research and public cross-
examination of CSIRO, reveal that CSIRO has never produced any empirical data proving that carbon 
dioxide from human activity affects climate and needs to be cut.  Nor does it appear that CSIRO has 
ever presented such evidence to politicians. 
 
The onus of justifying climate and energy policies is now on federal and state governments. 
 
This start of a parliamentary cross-examination has revealed the publicly funded CSIRO climate group 
has demonstrated a shameful lack of due diligence, competence and scientific integrity. 
 
CSIRO’s descent into political advocacy is destroying the reputation of the once-respected premier 
research institution. 
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Conclusions 
 
1. CSIRO’s evidence for unprecedented change was easily refuted and a major breakdown of the 

peer-review system was revealed in Marcott and Lecavalier. 
 

2. CSIRO provided no quantified evidence that humans are responsible for any particular amount 
of change, in any climate factor, nor climate variable. 

 

3. CSIRO would not attribute danger to carbon dioxide from human activity and have not provided 
evidence to allow any politicians, including ministers, to attribute danger. 

 

4. CSIRO stated that the determination of danger was a matter for the public or for politicians. 
 

5. Australian climate policies have never been based on empirical evidence and logical scientific 
reasoning. 

 

6. After reviewing the peer-reviewed papers that CSIRO cited, it is inconceivable that government 
policy should be based on the unverified assumption that a peer-reviewed paper is accurate, and 
contains the best available research.  That is particularly so when key data has been 
unscientifically fabricated. 

 

7. As Australia’s premier government-funded climate science agency, CSIRO’s gross deficiencies 
need to be investigated to establish reasons for CSIRO’s deterioration. 

 

8. The fact that CSIRO abrogated claims of danger to government ministers reveals that it has been 
afraid to speak out about obvious politically-driven deviations from science. 

 

9. Integrity and accountability need to be restored for both research and for presenting scientific 
conclusions, as well as for scrutinising political claims and policies supposedly based on science. 

 

10. The CSIRO climate group’s pathetic and inadequate case does not justify spending tens of billions 
of dollars, nor does it justify the destruction of trillions of dollars of wealth as a result of climate 
policies that hurt families, export Australian jobs and erode national security. 

 

11. The onus is now on the federal parliament to scrap climate policies unless CSIRO can provide 
accurate, repeatable and verifiable empirical scientific evidence, within a logical scientific 
framework, that proves carbon dioxide from human activity detrimentally affects climate 
variability and needs to be cut. Further, the proposed cuts need to be specified in terms of the 
amount, the impact and effects, together with the costs of making and not making the cuts. 
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Recommendations 
 
1. Until the government provides scientific proof of specific quantified effects of human carbon 

dioxide, all climate policies need to stop immediately. 
 

2. Australia needs a Royal Commission into climate science to restore scientific integrity into all 
government-funded climate-related science. 

 

3. Australia needs to consider measures to ensure ongoing scientific integrity, including an Office of 
Science Integrity.  Such an office would: 

 

a) ensure scientific accuracy and robustness of all science used as a basis for policy 
development; 

 

b) present a more accurate picture of science and guard the people of Australia against political 
interference in science and against vested interests misinterpreting science for personal 
gain; 

 

c) establish a mechanism to fact check and review the science being used to establish policy;  
 

d) manage the mandatory public posting of the science supposedly justifying policy that is 
claimed to be based on science.  This is a policy proposal from America’s administration to 
ensure public scrutiny in the same way that transparency portals have been successful in 
increasing public service accountability for expenditure in American states. 

 

4. The employment of CSIRO’s Chief Executive, Dr Larry Marshall and of Dr Peter Mayfield, needs to 
be reviewed. Both these executive officers contributed to tarnishing CSIRO’s reputation for 
scientific integrity.  Scientific integrity needs to be restored and given the behaviour of Drs 
Marshall and Mayfield and their failure of oversight as a minimum they would seem not capable 
of restoring scientific integrity. 

 

5. The parliamentary debate that has never been held, needs to start with parties that are 
advocating climate policies by presenting to parliament their empirical evidence in a framework 
proving causation and justifying their climate policies with specific quantified targets and impacts. 
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The cross-examination of CSIRO’s climate case with a description of the process we followed with 
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https://checkvist.com/checklists/635622 

 
Appendix B 

 

Properties of CO2 is at: https://www.malcolmrobertsqld.com.au/properties-of-carbon-dioxide/    
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Executive Summary 

CSIRO's Climate group and One Nation team met 3 times during 2016 and 2017. Some CSIRO letters 
to the Minister were included. CSIRO were represented at the highest executive and scientific levels. 

At all times we specified, and CSIRO acknowledged, that we sought the empirical evidence and logical 
reasoning proving that carbon dioxide from human activity is causing an unprecedented effect on 
climate. 

CSIRO was asked to identify any unprecedented climate changes in the last 10,000 years. The only 
climate component that CSIRO addressed was temperature. CSIRO conceded that temperature itself 
was not unprecedented and instead claimed that only the recent rate of change of temperature was 
unprecedented. 

Despite 40 years in climate research, CSIRO initially cited only one paper Marcott 2013 [App 8.2] in 
support of their claim of an unprecedented rate of warming. Yet Dr Marcott himself had publicly 
admitted that the paper's 20th century temperatures were not robust. 

Further, the Marcott 2013 paper itself declared that the processes used could not detect variability 
occurring in periods shorter than 300 years. CSIRO had not read or understood the paper in its entirety. 

The identical processes and data were used by Marcott for his PhD thesis, which did not show any 
recent warming. Marcott synthesised his results from 73 separate papers. However, after the addition 
of 2 UN IPCC authors and the alteration of some critical data from the referenced papers, the recent 
temperature uptick was created. 

At the following meeting, CSIRO claimed an unprecedented rate of recent warming based on only two 
wildly and obviously erroneous data points in one short ice-core reported in Lecavalier 2017 [App 8.3] 
whose authors would not release their raw and intermediate data. 

Even if there had been unprecedented recent warming, it appears to have stopped 20 years ago [App 
8.1] 

CSIRO's claim of an unprecedented level of atmospheric carbon dioxide was not supported by the 
cited paper. 

CSIRO have not specified the amount of temperature change attributed to the carbon dioxide from 
human activity. This is due to the lack of quantified conclusions in the cited papers. 

The sole paper (Harries 2001) initially cited on the effect of carbon dioxide was flawed. In response at 
the next meeting CSIRO cited Feldman 2015 which further refuted Harries 2001. 

CSIRO refused to state that this unprecedented and unspecified human-caused temperature change 
could be dangerous. 

CSIRO proposed a six point causal chain but failed to prove that carbon dioxide from human activity 
causes significant global warming. 

o The first three points cited unquantified papers that could not implicate human activity in specific
amounts of temperature change.

o The next two points were not based on empirical evidence and are just mere opinions.

o The final critical point was of the form "consistent with ... climate models" and is an admission of
the lack of empirical evidence proving causation.

ATTACHMENT 8
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CSIRO's Climate group cited only peer reviewed papers. This peer-reviewed status was used to imply 
unchallengeable certainty. Yet key papers wilted on closer examination, confirming that CSIRO had 
not done the due diligence which would have dismissed these papers. 

If CSIRO now relies on papers published in 2013 and 2017 as the supposed best that it could table in 
response to a senator's request after forty years supposed climate research it raises serious 
questions: 

o In the 1980's what was the basis for PM Bob Hawke raising the political concept of human-caused
climate change?

o In 1990 what was the basis for PM Bob Hawke's announcement that his government intended to
cut carbon dioxide emissions 20 per cent by 2005?

o In 1996 what was the basis for PM John Howard declaring that while Australia would not sign the
UN's Kyoto Protocol our country would comply with it and take farmers' property rights so that
we could comply?

o In 2007 what was the basis for taking more of farmers' property rights, introducing the Renewable
Energy Target and proposing an Emissions Trading Scheme (carbon tax)?

The start of public cross-examination has revealed the total lack of due diligence, competence and 
integrity by the publicly funded CSIRO Climate group. The descent into politicised advocacy is 
destroying the reputation of the once respected CSIRO. 

We have asked Ministers for the basis of Australian government climate policies and they have stated 
that policies are based on advice from CSIRO. Cross-examination of CSIRO shows that climate policies 
have never been based on empirical evidence and logical scientific reasoning proving human 
causation. 

All baseless climate policies must end immediately. 

The onus of justifying policies is now on the government. 

Australia needs a Royal Commission into climate science to restore scientific integrity into all 
government-funded climate-related science. 

Introduction – how CSIRO came to be cross-examined on their evidence on climate change 

I would like to thank former Minister Sinodinos and his officer Geoff Mason for arranging a series of 
three formal meetings between my team and a high level team from CSIRO that included the most 
senior climate executives, including in the first meeting, CSIRO's Chief Executive.  Letters from CSIRO 
to the Minister continued the discussion.  We thank the Minister and Geoff Mason for allowing me 
and my senate office staff to meet with The Chief Scientist, Dr. Alan Finkel. 

I would like to thank the Father of the Senate, Liberal Senator Ian Macdonald for admitting in the final 
Senate sitting week of 2016 that parliament has never had a debate on climate science.  Yet parliament 
commits three billion dollars per year based upon climate "science".   Beyond this is the much greater 
cost to families, industry and communities of policies based on climate claims.  Because of this I 
needed to fulfill my responsibilities as a representative of the people and did my due diligence. 
Fortunately, One Nation held a balance of power in the senate and I was able to hold CSIRO and The 
Chief Scientist accountable for their climate claim that led to these discussions. 



This report summarises the results of these discussions and its Appendix contains the justification for 
statements made in this report and contains links to the detailed discussions themselves. 

CSIRO's presentation at the initial meeting covered Australian data only from 1910 or later which was 
too short to indicate anything unprecedented. CSIRO apparently concurred as they then omitted this 
short term Australian data which was therefore not cross-examined. 

The meeting was recorded on CSIRO's condition that it be only for my office's internal use. My 
technical response is here. and my written report is here. 

During this first meeting, CSIRO was asked What in the last 2,000 years of climate record indicates 
impending danger?  CSIRO stated that the determination of danger was not their responsibility. It 
was for the public or the Minister to determine danger. 

For the next meeting I posed the following questions: 

1. What is unprecedented in the climate record of the last 10,000 years?
2. What proves it is caused by carbon dioxide from human activity?
3. What justification is there for cutting carbon dioxide emissions?

CSIRO then responded to these questions as requested. 

The document you are currently reading can be read online where the links are active and the level of 
detail can be varied by clicking on the small grey triangles preceding the paragraph numbers. 
2017-08-09 Cross-examination of CSIRO's climate case. 

Timeline of interactions between Senator Malcolm Roberts and CSIRO over 14 months. 

Immediately upon being sworn in as a Senator on 30 August 2016, Senator Malcolm Roberts requested 
from CSIRO a presentation of its empirical evidence proving that carbon dioxide from human activity 
affects climate and needs to be cut. CSIRO was not immediately forthcoming and while waiting the 
senator asserted in his maiden speech that CSIRO had no empirical evidence that human emissions of 
CO2 caused any significant global warming. 

On 26 September 2016 CSIRO made its presentation in Sydney and the link is here. The presentation 
and discussion were recorded and a transcript produced but there has not been an agreement to 
release them. 

o CSIRO team
Dr Larry Marshall – Chief Executive, CSIRO (part of meeting)
Dr Alex Wonhas – Executive Director, Environment, Energy & Mineral Resources (reports to
the CEO)
Dr Steve Rintoul - Interim Director, CSIRO Climate Science Centre (reports indirectly to Dr
Wonhas)
Ms Kimberley Shrives – Manager of Ministerial and Parliamentary Liaison
Office of Minister Hunt
Alex Cooke – Secondment, Department of Industry, Innovation and Science
One Nation team
Senator Malcolm Roberts
Peter Bobroff, AM
Darren Nelson – Economics Advisor
Leon Ashby
Paul Evans
Sean Black

https://checkvist.com/checklists/635622/tasks/30618968
http://citizensinquiry.info/MalcolmRoberts/CSIRO_Meeting_2016/CSIRO-Presentation.pdf
https://checkvist.com/checklists/583700
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Thus began a loose interchange of facts and opinions. Initially we and CSIRO wasted time and effort 
by introducing a number of issues that became distractions. We learned from this process, eventually 
realising that we should confine our response to points that directly contested CSIRO's main points 
and that the onus of proof is on CSIRO, since Ministers and MPs, from Labor-Greens and Liberal-
Nationals governments, have stated that their climate policies are based on advice from CSIRO. 

Usually we learnt of CSIRO's responses indirectly when their response letters to other parties were 
forwarded to us. 

The dialog, such as it was, occurred only because of the good grace of Minister Sinodinos' office. 

2016-11-01 One Nation technical response to the CSIRO Sydney presentation. [interactive] 

2016-11-07 A wide ranging reply by Senator Roberts to the CSIRO Sydney presentation is [here as a 
pdf]. 

Concurrent with the process of engaging with CSIRO, Senator Roberts requested a presentation from 
The Chief Scientist on the empirical evidence proving that carbon dioxide from human activity caused 
climate change and justifying the reduction of carbon dioxide production. On Monday 27 March 2017 
The Chief Scientist and Minister Sinodinos held a discussion with Senator Roberts and his staff. After 
around 20 minutes the Chief Scientist appeared to realise that the Senator and his staff understood 
climate realities and The Chief Scientist admitted that he was not a climate scientist and did not 
understand climate science. The Chief Scientist and Minister agreed to hold a future discussion of four 
hours duration with the senator. The Chief Minister requested whether the senator would agree to 
him bringing climate scientists with him and the senator immediately responded stating that he was 
pleased for The Chief Scientist to bring anyone to the meeting that The Chief Scientist wanted. 

2017-04-13 CSIRO Response is [here]. This document was undated with the stated date being assumed 
from within the meta data of the pdf file. The document meta data states it was modified 12 October 
2017 and states that the author was Alex Thompson, O&A St. Lucia. The document was tabled at (from 
memory) a senate committee meeting. It is worth noting that Senator Roberts initially asked CSIRO's 
Chief Executive, Dr. Larry Marshall whether CSIRO would be responding to the senator's response. The 
Chief Executive said CSIRO would not be responding. Senator Sinodinos as Minister for Science then 
directed the CSIRO to respond. 

A meeting with The Chief Scientist was then being arranged for May and after this was scheduled, the 
Minister's staff advised that CSIRO climate group and executives would replace The Chief Scientist at 
the meeting. 

2017-05-10 CSIRO Parliament House Presentation here. The Minister for Science did not permit this 
meeting to be recorded. Minutes were taken but did not capture the discussion of scientific points. 
The senator and his staff challenged many of CSIRO's core points. 

▪ CSIRO team
Dr Peter Mayfield, Executive Director Environment, Energy and Resources, CSIRO (reports to the
CEO)
Dr Jack Steele, Director of Science Impacts Policy, CSIRO (reports to the DCEO)
Dr Helen Cleugh, Director of the CSIRO Climate Science Centre (reports indirectly to Dr
Mayfield)
Dr Steve Rintoul, CSIRO Fellow and Research Team Leader (assumed to report directly or
indirectly to Dr Cleugh)
CSIRO Org Chart
Office of Minister Sinodinos
Geoff Mason, Senior Advisor (chair of the meeting)

https://checkvist.com/checklists/578617
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Dr Kate Chapple, Advisor 
One Nation team 
Senator Malcolm Roberts 
Peter Bobroff, AM 
Leon Ashby 
Sean Black 

2017-07-26 One Nation Response here CSIRO repeated their presentation of 2017-05-10 as it had not 
been recorded.  One Nation's response then followed, then discussions.  This meeting was recorded 
and a transcript produced but there has been no CSIRO approval to release them. 

▪ Attendees
Dr Peter Mayfield, Executive Director Environment, Energy and Resources, CSIRO (reports to CEO)
Dr Jack Steele, Director of Science Impacts Policy, CSIRO (reports to DCEO)
Dr Helen Cleugh, Director of the CSIRO Climate Science Centre (reports indirectly to Dr Mayfield)
Dr Steve Rintoul, CSIRO Fellow and Research Team Leader
2017 07 26 or 29?
Peter Bobroff
Malcolm Roberts
Leon Ashby
Sean Black

https://www.csiro.au/~/media/About/Files/CSIRO-Leadership-Team-Chart.pdf

Kate Chapple, Advisor to Minister Sinodinos 
Geoff Mason, Senior Advisor to Minister Sinodinos 

2017-08-09 CSIRO CEO letter responding to 2017-07-26 from One Nation. 

2017-10-26 CSIRO CEO statement to Senate Estimates hearings. 

This document is One Nation's response to this last CSIRO Letter 

CSIRO agreed that current temperatures are not unprecedented and both papers provided in support 
of its claim of unprecedented rates of temperature rise failed under scrutiny. 

In concentrating on rate of temperature rise rather than temperature itself, CSIRO conceded that the 
current temperatures are not unprecedented. 

CSIRO initially cited only the paper: Marcott 2013 [App 8.2] A Reconstruction of Regional and Global 
Temperature for the Past 11,300 Years 

The paper's Gain Function plot [App 8.2.6] shows that the process used could not detect any event 
that spanned less than 300 years. 

Comparisons with other datasets for a period of 1000 years shows the Marcott process is relatively 
unable to detect any variation. 

The entire 150 year thermometer record is undetectable by the Marcott process. This means that 
the Marcott process could not have detected a past occurrence similar to the current climate cycles. 
Thus the current cycles cannot be known to be unprecedented. 

CSIRO showed a misleading graph from Marcott 2013 that ended with a violent uptick in temperatures 
even though Marcott himself admitted: "the 20th century portion of our paleo-temperature stack is 
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not statistically robust, cannot be considered representative of global temperature changes". The 
fabrication of the final uptick is covered in detail here. 

When my objections dismissed Marcott 2013, CSIRO then cited Lecavalier 2017 [App 8.3] High Arctic 
Holocene temperature record from the Agassiz ice cap and Greenland ice sheet evolution. 
Comparison of Lecavalier's 1960 and 1985 temperatures with the four main global temperature series, 
shows that these two temperatures are wildly wrong. 

Any rate of change derived from these two points is even more wildly and obviously wrong. [App 8.3.1] 

What is claimed to be unprecedented in this paper is one data point in a short additional ice-core 
appended to two 10,000 year ice-cores analysed 30 years earlier with apparently different instruments 
from the recent short core instrument. Unlike Marcott 2013, no Gain Function plot is given. The lead 
author withheld the raw data that might have helped determine whether changes similar to the 
current changes could have been detected in the long cores. 

When my objections dismissed Lecavalier 2017, CSIRO failed to provide any evidence to support their 
claim of unprecedented rate of temperature rise. 

CSIRO asserted that the current CO2 concentrations are unprecedented yet there are gaps of up to 
6,000 years in the data. 

Whether or not CO2 is unprecedented is irrelevant. Unlike temperature, rainfall, snowfall, wind speed 
and storm frequency, CO2 is not a "climate" component. If it was not for the alleged affect on 
temperature, higher CO2 would be welcomed for its beneficial effect on plant growth. 

CSIRO cited only Luthi 2008 [App 8.4] High-resolution carbon dioxide concentration record 650,000 – 
800,000 years before present, which included data from the Vostok ice core that has very sparse 
samples between 120,000 BCE and 20,000 BCE. There is one period of 6,000 years without a sample 
and almost no sample intervals shorter than 1,000 years for 100,000 years. [ App 8.4.2] The modern 
change of 90 ppm in only 60 years was undetectable in this data and the CSIRO claim 
of unprecedented is not supported by the cited data. 

From this paper it is not possible to conclude that the current level of CO2 is unprecedented in the 
last 10,000 years. 

CSIRO asserted that humans have caused climate change 

None of CSIRO's six points specified the amount of change allegedly caused by humans. 

CSIRO asserted that carbon dioxide is a greenhouse gas whose concentrations in the atmosphere 
have increased. 

I generally agree with the assertion that carbon dioxide absorbs and emits long wave radiation and 
that the level of CO2 in the atmosphere is increasing but I consider the term greenhouse gas to be 
misleading. 
CSIRO asserted that the extra carbon dioxide in the atmosphere comes from human activities. 

I accept that some molecules of carbon dioxide that originated from human activities during a year 
may remain in the atmosphere at the end of the year but conclude that (on the evidence provided) 
all of the extra carbon dioxide is unlikely to come from human activities. 

https://climateaudit.org/2013/03/16/the-marcott-shakun-dating-service/
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CSIRO omitted to mention the huge natural seasonal flows in and out of the atmosphere that dwarf 
any human flows. These flows are likely to be influenced by many changing natural environmental 
factors. 

While there may be plausibility in the isotopic CO2 composition point, it is contested by some 
geologists and volcanologists. 

Similarly I would accept the oxygen concentration point if the data covered 2,000 years otherwise it 
could be just a short term random correlation. CSIRO provided data on oxygen only from 1991. 

CO2 may be somewhat correlated with human emissions but correlation without causation is a weak 
argument. 

CSIRO misled by showing a graph of the "Land Sink of CO2" as if it were empirical data when it is just 
the residue which is unaccounted for by other empirical data or simulations. Not contested by CSIRO. 

CSIRO asserted that the additional carbon dioxide added to the atmosphere by human activities has 
enhanced the greenhouse effect: less energy is leaving the top of the atmosphere in the wavelengths 
absorbed by carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. 

CSIRO have not claimed that this effect has caused even one hundredth of a degree of temperature 
rise. 

CSIRO cited Harries et al 2001 [Ref 1] Increases in greenhouse forcing inferred from the outgoing 
longwave radiation spectra of the Earth in 1970 and 1997 

The paper compares satellites carrying dissimilar instruments 27 years apart. 

The paper excluded the main absorption band of CO2 because it was "too noisy". 

Conclusions were drawn from 2 arbitrary points in a noisy time series (high variation). This is 
statistically unsound and raises serious concerns about CSIRO's intent and competence. 

CSIRO mis-labelled Harries' Fig 1c which does not show the empirical data measured by the satellites. 
Instead, it shows the component of the simulated spectrum (not defined) that includes only the effect 
of trace-gas changes between 1970 and 1997 (omitting temperature and humidity changes) to aid 
interpretation. 

At our subsequent meeting CSIRO cited Feldman et al 2015 which states that Harries 2001 
was complicated by uncertainties in instrument performance, short measurement records from each 
instrument, and cloud contamination. 

When our objections dismissed Harries et al 2001, CSIRO then cited Griggs and Harries 2007 [Ref 
2] Comparison of spectrally resolved outgoing longwave radiation between 1970 and 2003

This paper added measurements from another more recent satellite but left the disputed points still 
unaddressed. 

CSIRO then cited Chapman, D.; Nguyen, P.; Halem, M., 2013 [Ref 3] A decade of measured greenhouse 
forcings from AIRS 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/12065270_Increases_in_greenhouse_forcing_inferred_from_the_outgoing_longwave_radiation_spectra_of_the_Earth_in_1970_and_1997
https://research-information.bristol.ac.uk/files/3006726/paper.pdf
http://spie.org/Publications/Proceedings/Paper/10.1117/12.2017019


This paper overcomes some objections to the Harries papers but its findings are also expressed as 
changes in radiance. It is easier for people to relate to changes in temperature (deg K) or at least flux 
(watts/sq metre). This requires further computation. Our approaches seeking data through Dr Halem 
have not resulted in the required data being made available. Therefore this paper lacks any quantified 
significance on temperature. 

CSIRO then shifted ground from CO2 to ozone. This is not relevant to a point on CO2. 

In citing Feldman et al 2015 and Philipona et al 2004 CSIRO then changed the subject from the top of 
the atmosphere to the planet surface where it is plausible that under some conditions downwelling 
longwave radiation can sometimes be found to increase as CO2 concentration increases if sufficient 
other variables are "controlled for" by models or theory. These papers only spanned 10 years or less - 
a period that would not justify inclusion in a major temperature time series. Neither paper specified 
the amount (if any) of human causation. 

CSIRO asserted that the earth has warmed as a result of the enhanced greenhouse effect. 

I find this claim to be wildly misleading as the provided evidence on this point shows only some 
warming periods since 1900 (not unprecedented) and not linked by any evidence to any claimed 
enhanced greenhouse effect. 

There is no data or logical reasoning cited here in support of this opinion. 

CSIRO asserted that observed changes in the climate system are consistent with an enhanced 
greenhouse effect. 

What observed changes? In what quantity? From when to when? By how much? 

What specific quantified changes are being claimed for the enhanced greenhouse effect and on what 
quantified empirical evidence do these claims rest? 

This claim is imprecise and weak. 

There is no data or logical reasoning cited here in support of this opinion. 

CSIRO asserted that other forcings (e.g. volcanoes, the sun, internal variability) cannot explain the 
magnitude, timing and distribution of observed trends. 

I agree that climate science's understanding of these other forcings cannot explain very much. 
CSIRO did not specify exactly which observed trends could not be explained or the extent of their 
examination of possible alternative forcings. 

There is no data or logical reasoning cited here in support of this opinion 

After our third meeting with CSIRO, the CSIRO climate group tabled four large documents whose 
conclusions are not traceable to empirical evidence. 

We reject these as secondary sources (hearsay). We invite CSIRO to provide independently reviewed 
traceability within these documents. That is, if CSIRO wish to cite individual statements within these 
documents we will be pleased to scrutinise these claims provided the statements are referenced to 
scientific documents providing specific data and logical reasoning showing proof of causation. The late 
documents from CSIRO follow: 

http://asl.umbc.edu/pub/chepplew/journals/nature14240_v519_Feldman_CO2.pdf
https://www.ethz.ch/content/dam/ethz/special-interest/usys/iac/iac-dam/documents/edu/courses/radiation_and_climate_change/Philipona2004.pdf
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The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

PAGES 2k Consortium (2013). Continental - scale temperature variability during the past two 
millennia. 

PAGES2k Consortium (2017). A global multiproxy database for temperature reconstructions of the 
Common Era. 

North Report - Surface temperature reconstructions for the last 2,000 years 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

• CSIRO's evidence for unprecedented change was easily refuted and a major breakdown of the
peer-review system was revealed (Marcott 2013).

• CSIRO provided no quantified evidence that humans are responsible for any particular amount of
change.

• CSIRO would not attribute Danger and have not provided evidence to allow anyone else to
attribute Danger.

• CSIRO stated that the determination of danger was a matter for the public or the Minister

• Australian climate policies have never been based on empirical evidence and logical scientific
reasoning.

Research Quality. After reviewing some of the peer-reviewed papers cited by CSIRO, it is 
inconceivable that government policy should be based upon the assumption that a peer-reviewed 
paper states the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth. 

Characteristics of current Peer Reviewed research 
All raw and intermediate data is not publicly archived, even if the journal policy requires it. 
Researchers may work for organisations whose funding depends on the conclusions of the research. 
Papers may cite data that has never been independently replicated. 
All calculations are seldom if ever checked by the reviewers. 
Statistical analysis need not be reviewed by independent statisticians. 
The peer-review process is usually secret and therefore lacks accountability. Peer review can be done 
by mates and has been used to block opposing views. 

Requirements for Policy Quality research 
All raw and intermediate data must be publicly archived. 
Data collection should be independently replicated whenever possible. 
All calculations must be independently and openly checked and duplicated. 
All statistical analysis and claims must be reviewed by independent statisticians. 
Researchers may not work for organisations whose funding depends on the conclusions of the 
research. 
All involved authors, reviewers, editors must declare their relationships and show all communications 
concerning the paper. 

As the premier government funded climate science agency CSIRO's gross deficiencies need to be 
investigated to establish the reasons for deterioration. Government-funded science then needs to be 
brought up to a standard sufficient to justify taxpayer funding of science and to justify the basing of 
policy on public agency claims. 



Australia needs a Royal Commission into climate science to restore scientific integrity into all 
government-funded climate-related science. 

The fact that CSIRO abrogated claims of Danger to government ministers reveals that it has been afraid 
to speak out about obvious politically-driven deviations from science. 

Accountability needs to be restored both for research and presenting scientific conclusions as well as 
for scrutinising political claims supposedly based on science. 

The CSIRO Climate group's case is not adequate for, and does not justify spending, tens of billions of 
dollars. Not does it justify the destruction of trillions of dollars of wealth as a result of climate policies 
that hurt families, export jobs and erode national security. 

The onus is now on the federal parliament to scrap climate policies unless CSIRO can provide the 
empirical scientific evidence combined with logical scientific reasoning that prove human causation of 
climate variability. 

APPENDIX 

When the El Ninos of 1997 and 2016 are considered, it seems the temperature has not risen since 
1996. 

Could Marcott 2013 [Ref 4] show an unprecedented rate of global warming? 

The 73 datasets used were well spread in latitude and could make some claim to global significance 
but the undocumented adjustment of some of the cited input data casts a deep shadow over a paper 
with some good qualities. 

https://www2.bc.edu/jeremy-shakun/Marcott%20et%20al.,%202013,%20Science.pdf


The peer-reviewed literature would have given CSIRO no cause for concern however the lead author 
Marcott himself admitted: the 20th century portion of our paleotemperature stack is not statistically 
robust, cannot be considered representative of global temperature changes The statement in 
RealClimate [Ref 14] 

Alkenones [Ref 18] are long-chain unsaturated methyl and ethyl n-ketones produced by a few 
phytoplankton species which are used in organic geochemistry as a proxy for past sea surface 
temperature. 

Effects of redating core tops on alkenone reconstructions. 

Marcott 2013 stated Core tops are assumed to be 1950 AD unless otherwise indicated in original 
publication. 

However, something more than this is going on. In some cases, Marcott et al have re-dated core tops 
indicated as 0 BP in the original publication. (Perhaps with justification, but this is not reported.) In 
other cases, core tops have been assigned to 0 BP even though different dates have been reported in 
the original publication. In another important case (of YAD061 significance as I will later discuss), 
Marcott et al ignored a major dating caveat of the original publication. 

Marcott's PhD thesis used the same 73 proxies and has no uptick. The PhD thesis [Ref 15] 

• PhD thesis graph.
It is not necessary to fully understand this graph but enough to notice that there is no violent
uptick on the right hand side.
The x axis is years CE

http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2013/03/response-by-marcott-et-al/
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2013/03/response-by-marcott-et-al/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alkenone
http://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/xmlui/bitstream/handle/1957/21129/MarcottShaunA2011.pdf?sequence=2


The paper: Marcott 2013 used the same data as the PhD thesis. The uptick was created by 
inadequately documented changes to the dates of a few alkenone core tops that shifted a few samples 
into the 20th century. This was apparently done without the knowledge or concurrence of the 
researchers (of the 73 proxies) who originally collected and dated the cores. 

• Graph in final paper.
It is not necessary to fully understand this graph but to notice that there is now a violent uptick
on the right hand side.
The x axis is years before present.

Steve McIntyre [Ref 16] suspected that the new uptick would probably be caused by changes to the 
Alkenone processing.  Plotting the Alkenone points, he found that the uptick resulted from only one 
point.  This 1920-1940 up tick is an extreme outlier. 

https://climateaudit.org/?s=marcott
https://climateaudit.org/?s=marcott


The Alkenone stack refers to the 35 time series that have been combined to form the graph. 
The x axis is years before present. 

 
The Supplementary Information [Ref 17] for Marcott 2013 contained Gain Function Plots. These are 
extremely important but are rarely provided. The Gain Functions showed that the Marcott process 
was unable to detect any changes faster than a sine wave with a 300 year period. The process detected 
perfectly only changes slower than periods of 3,000 years. It is ludicrous to suggest that the Marcott 
process could detect changes similar to the recent 50 years in any of the previous 10,000 years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://science.sciencemag.org/content/sci/suppl/2013/03/07/339.6124.1198.DC1/Marcott.SM.pdf


Comparison of Marcott Temperature plot (red) with plots of 300 yr and 3,000 yr periods. 

The Marcott process will pass all signals slower than the blue 3,000 year plot but will totally suppress 
all signals faster than the green 300 year plot. 

The final uptick on the red plot is too fast to be registered by the Marcott process. It seems to have 
been grafted on. There is no possibility that similar occurrences could have been detected in the 
previous 10,000 years. 



Marcott 2013 cannot prove that the last rate of change is unprecedented. 

Comparison of Marcott with HadCRUT4 thermometer temperatures 

The blue and green plots are the Marcott reconstruction showing uncertainty of 1 standard 
deviation. 

The red plot is the HadCRUT4 thermometer record. 

It is obvious that the last plot point on Marcott is an outlier. The previous points are in good 
agreement with HadCRUT4 but the last point is invalid. 



Comparing Marcott 2013 with other time series covering -2,000 to -1,000 BCE shows that the 
Marcott process is almost unable to detect any of the variation in temperature at all.  No wonder 
the recent changes appear unprecedented. 

Lecavalier 2017 [Ref 5] does not show an unprecedented rate of global warming. 

Only one location on the Agassiz ice cap at 80 deg north was sampled which can hardly claim global 
significance. 

The short core, that was spliced on to the end of the long cores, was able to detect changes that were 
undetectable in the long cores. This is not good for unprecedented claims. 

Comparison of Lecavalier 1960 and 1985 temperatures with the four major global thermometer series 
shows that the two points are wildly and obviously wrong. Any rate of change derived from these two 
points will be even more obviously wrong. 

http://www.pnas.org/content/114/23/5952
http://www.pnas.org/content/114/23/5952


The major plot shows a final one point uptick on a steadily declining temperature. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The 2 long cores and the short additional core are shown at one year resolution. 
 

As claimed there is enough agreement in the 35 years of overlap to align the time scales. 
 

However the disagreement between the 2 long cores sometimes exceeds the unprecedented amount 
of the final uptick. 
 

The difference in variance between the long cores and the short core is obvious. They are not 
measuring the same quantity to the same quality. 
 

The full one year datasets for all cores was requested from the authors but not provided. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Here the 2 long cores have been combined to their mean. 

The difference in variance is now very obvious.  

We are getting a glimpse of the missing Gain Function plot. 

The long cores are incapable of measuring the rapid changes detected in the short core, so the paper 
cannot claim unprecedented rates of change. 

The short core does not correlate very well with 3 modern temperature series from high arctic This 
means the short core is not representative of what is actually happening in the Arctic, let alone the 
whole planet.. 

How can CSIRO rely upon the use of two differing sets of instruments and still make a claim of one 
result being unprecedented? It's bad enough combining data from two different instruments yet this 
becomes even worse when differentiating the data to assess rate of change. To assess rate of change 
both instruments must have the same variance. 

The researchers should have measured the same section of ice cores with the old instruments and the 
new instruments. Without this, comparing rate of change is highly suspect. 

Luthi 2008 [Ref 6] does not show current CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere are unprecedented 
over at least the last 800,000 years. 

Rather, it showed that none of its sample points [Ref 7] recorded a value greater than the current CO2 
level. Unfortunately there was a period of 6,000 years without a sample point and for about 100,000 
years the sampling was never more frequent than once every 1,000 years. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/5370384_High-resolution_carbon_dioxide_concentration_record_650000-800000_years_before_present
https://www1.ncdc.noaa.gov/pub/data/paleo/icecore/antarctica/epica_domec/edc-co2-2008.txt


The Vostok CO2 data from 150,000 BCE 

The Vostok sample intervals from 150,000 BCE. 
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Executive Summary 
 

Australia’s excessively high electricity prices are undermining our economic resilience and competitiveness 
and cutting our standards of living.  Since 2002 Australian governments, in a misguided quest to reduce 
carbon dioxide, have introduced climate policies at the expense of cheap coal and gas power.  Our 
electricity prices, once the lowest in the world, have become one of the most expensive. 
 

This report, commissioned by Senator Malcolm Roberts, undertakes a comprehensive analysis of climate 
policies and renewable energy subsidies.  Australians will be shocked to know the true financial burden of 
these policies on households and industry.  These hidden costs drive up all costs of living, including 
electricity, food, water and transport. 
 

In summary, the report states the financial impact of climate policies and renewable subsidies: 
 

· costs households at least $13 billion annually, or around $1300 per household; 
· accounts for 39% of household electricity bills, not 6.5% the Government typically quotes; 
· causes a net loss of jobs in the economy; with every green subsidised job created, 2.2 jobs are lost. 
 

This analysis shows the cost of these climate policies to household electricity bills is an extra $536 per 
annum, significantly more than the touted $90 per household per annum.  In effect the government-
imposed climate policies and renewable subsidies account for 39% of householders’ electricity costs. The 
total cost to households, if we add the higher electricity costs passed on through businesses, equals $13 
billion or $1300 per household. 
 

Australians have been kept in the dark regarding the true costs of climate policies which are driving up our 
everyday cost of living.  In a true market economy wind and solar power are spectacularly unviable and 
currently cost taxpayers $8 billion per year.  Even with nearly two decades of increasingly favourable 
policies and subsidies, the renewables industry has yet to grow up and show itself beyond a fledging and 
dependent infant, acting as a parasitic malinvestment on our energy system. 
 

The true cost of electricity would be $13 billion per year less if cheap and reliable coal production was not 
lumbered with misguided climate policies that force investments in renewables.  The ongoing subsidies to 
renewable power provide a huge and distorted market advantage, and by default, reduces the market for 
low cost coal-based power generation.  This market distortion increases the wholesale prices of electricity 
to $92.5 per MWh, up from $45.4 per MWh. 
 

The renewables industry gloriously claims job creation yet fails to disclose the full story. Studies, notably 
one from Spain in 2009, show that if a government’s so-called “green” energy subsidies and advantageous 
regulations were directed at the broader economy, 2.2 more jobs would be created for each “green” job. 
 

Investment in supposedly green energy is a malinvestment.  Governments have taken liberty and licence 
to both blatantly distort and exclude key facts to keep Australians literally in the dark about the inflated 
costs and future unreliability of our electricity system.  
 

It defies all sense that Australia’s average price per kwh for electricity is three times that of India and China 
when they are using our coal.  All Australians have a right to benefit from our rich natural resources and 
governments have an obligation to foster high growth environments for Australian industry, and support 
high standards of living for all of us.  The parasitic and hapless renewables industry will provide neither.  
 

Despite Australia’s Chief Scientist stating that Australia’s efforts to reduce carbon dioxide will have virtually 
no effect on global temperatures, climate change policies persist and add alarmingly high costs to 
households. 
  

My conclusion is that the way forward must involve the termination of all regulatory favours which 
uniquely reward renewable energy supplies and the cessation of budgetary support for all energy supplies. 
Such reform measures include ceasing to subsidise transmission links and other grid measures to 
compensate for the inherent deficiencies of the weather-dependent wind and solar.  
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Summary Points 
 

• As a result of climate change policies, Australia’s electricity supply, having been amongst 
the lowest cost in the world, has become high cost and unreliable. 

 

• Direct charges on households as a result of climate change policies account for 6.5 per 
cent of electricity prices or $90 per household, according to the Australian Energy Market 
Commission.  But a more comprehensive accounting brings the price increase of these 
measures to $536 per household, with the subsidies amounting to 39 percent of costs. 

 

• As well as regulatory subsidies to renewables, the more comprehensive cost accounting 
includes: 

 

o Taxpayer subsidies to renewable energy; 
o Consequential increases to wholesale prices (temporarily low at present due to 

COVID-19) due to forced closures and cost impositions on coal generators; 
o Additional costs of transmission; and 
o Further administrative costs. 

 

Table A1 
 

Household electricity costs: comparison of AEMC^ and total costs 2018/19 ($) 

    
           AEMC   Subsidy Free 

 Cost 
Subsidy Free 

Decrease 
Government regulations 90 0 -90 
Government fiscal subsidies 0 -151 -151 
Network costs 601 531 -70 
Wholesale costs 540 321 -219 
Residual costs 140 135 -5 
Total 1371 835 -536 

 

^ Australian Energy Market Commission 
 

• Households take up half of total supply, hence national costs are likely to exceed $13 
billion.  An alternative “top down” estimate, using aggregate national data would place 
the annualised cost at $14.9 billion. 
 

• In addition, there are costs, including $8 billion a year of wasted investment spending on 
wind and solar facilities that are unviable without subsidies. 

 

• Though proponents of renewable energy claim that it brings about increases in jobs and 
associated economic activity, the opposite is the case.  Because the renewable energy 
displaces less expensive, more reliable supplies it means higher costs, reduced 
productivity and few jobs. 
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1. Costs of Government Environmental Policies  
 

1.1 The Different Costs Involved 
 

The Australian Energy Market Commission (AEMC) undertakes an annual 
comprehensive collection of electricity costs for households and allocates these to 
different features of the supply.  The following summarises the costs assessed in 
December 2019.  

 

Table 1: AEMC estimated composition of household costs 

 
(LRET is the Large-scale Renewable Energy Target; SRES is the Small-scale Renewable Energy Scheme largely in 

support of roof top installations). 
 
For 2018/19, this puts energy costs at 39.4 per cent; network costs at 44 per cent; 
environmental costs at 6.5 per cent and the residual (retail) at 10.1 per cent.   
 

https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-12/2019%20Residential%20Electricity%20Price%20Trends%20final%20report%20FINAL.pdf
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The Australian Energy Regulator (AER) (p.239) has different estimates - 33 per cent for energy, 
43 per cent for networks, 8 per cent for environmental costs and 16 per cent for retail.  The 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) has a far higher estimate of household electricity costs 
($1,827 in 2018/19), while the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) 
(p.13) put it at $1,549 for 2017/18. The ACCC estimates wholesale costs at 33 per cent of 
household bills, 36 per cent for small and medium enterprise and 50 per cent for large 
businesses.   
 
The identified (6.5 per cent) environmental costs ($90 per household, $855 million in 
aggregate) are not, nor are they claimed to be, a comprehensive measure.  The AEMC’s 
assigned costs include only those directly impacting on households. These are in the form of 
regulatory requirements imposed by governments on electricity customers via electricity 
retailers.  Other costs, all of which are passed on to consumers or taxpayers, comprise: 
 

• Fiscal subsidies estimated at $1,438 million. ($151 per household); 
 

• Consequential costs of higher wholesale prices due to subsidised electricity forcing the 
closure of unsubsidised plant and preventing new such plant from being built; the 
2018/19 wholesale price at $92.5 per MWh is increased from an underlying price of $55 
per MWh, a cost per household of $219 or $3,496 million in aggregate. Prices, at July 
2020, have been driven down due to the COVID-19 crisis but these lower levels cannot 
be maintained, with present policy settings, unless the world economy fails to recover; 

 

• Additional costs to accommodate the intermittency and low strength of wind and solar.  
These, fifty per cent of which are allocated to households, include: 

 

o Costs incurred by the market operator to accommodate the greater minute-by-
minute supply and demand imbalances inherent in wind/solar rich systems; these 
costs are estimated at $5 per year per household or $50 million in aggregate);  
 

o Longer term costs of $15,975 million, entailing annual charges of $1,512 million, on 
reserve plant, including Snowy 2.0, the Tasmanian Marinus link and other new 
transmission lines but excluding Renewable Energy Zones’ cost. Households are 
apportioned half of these costs ($756 million or $70 per household). 

 
Building upon the AEMC 2018/19 data, Table 2 and Chart 1 show a 54 per cent increase 
($6,594 million) in annual costs to households ($598 per household, equivalent to 1.6 per cent 
of median income after tax and Medicare) from government interventions.   
 

Table 2: Household cost increases from government policies 2018/19 
 

Household cost increases from government policies 2018/19 basis ($M) 

Government regulatory subsidies    855  

Government fiscal subsidies   1,438  

Induced price increases  3,496  

Increased network costs  756  

Increased admin. costs  50  

Total  6,594  

 

https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/State%20of%20the%20energy%20market%202020%20-%20Full%20report%20A4.pdf
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/4604.02017-18?OpenDocument
https://www.accc.gov.au/system/files/Inquiry%20into%20the%20National%20Electricity%20Market%20report%20-%20August%202019.pdf
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Chart 1: Electricity market’s increased costs and prices due to regulatory measures 
 

 
 

The chart is synthetic as it includes charges (for example increased network fees) that are in 
train but were not levied in 2018/19.  Some increased costs have not been included, for 
example, those incurred by retailers and regulatory management to administer the greater 
complexity of inputs required by regulations.     
 
The cost increases in Chart 1 cover only those falling directly on households.  Households 
account for about half of electricity demand, though in the end, consumers pay all the costs.  

 
In addition to these costs, the subsidies to large-scale renewables brought about wasted 
investment of $58 billion, 2007 - 2018; for rooftop facilities the wasted investment was $23 
billion, 2011 - 2019. Hence, in addition to their direct costs, the subsidies bring about an 
average of $8 billion a year in parasitic malinvestment. 
 
The outcome of the higher costs imposed by governments not only means increased charges 
to households as electricity consumers and taxpayers but a loss of highly productive energy-
intensive industries. Modelled estimates are that real wages are 23 per cent below the level 
they would be without the regulatory intrusions which also result in over half a million fewer 
jobs.   
 
Australia’s green energy subsidies have transformed the nation from having the cheapest 
electricity among major global entities to one of the dearest.  For households, the average 
Australian price at 25 (US) cents per kwh, is three times the average price in India and China, 
which do not have our cheap coal, and almost twice that of the US (the average of which is 
boosted by some states’ green policies).  We do, however, remain better placed than 
Germany, where the “Energiewende transition” has brought prices to 36 cents per kwh. 
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1.2 Subsidies to Renewables and Other Climate Change Measures 
 

1.2.1 The Commonwealth Subsidies  
 

Assembling the hundreds of different programs and estimating their costs is very difficult.  
Even the Commonwealth offers no comprehensive specification of the programs across 
different departments, though in earlier times – perhaps because a headline figure was 
viewed as unambiguously positive - such  an exercise was undertaken.   
 
For 2009/10 the aggregate spending on climate change and energy identified in the 
Commonwealth budget was $891 million (about $1,070 million in 2019 dollars).  The 
summation in 2009/10 not only included the climate change department but other 
departmental spending in Treasury, Trade, CSIRO and Industry.   
 
Commonwealth budget spending in 2018/19 identified for only the Energy and Environment 
department was $2,418 million.  On this measure alone, what was sold as a temporary subsidy 
to expedite the take-up of renewable energy, confidently predicted to be on the cusp of being 
cheaper than electricity from fossil fuel, has turned out to require ever-increasing subsidies.  
As with so many previous government interventions, the renewables “infant” industry, while 
a marketing triumph for its exponents, has been unable to grow up and is consuming ever-
increasing resources just to survive.    
 
The Commonwealth readily identifiable budget subsidies for 2018/19 are shown below.  
 

Table 3: Renewable energy outlays in the Commonwealth budget 
 
 

CEFC commitments  1,460 

CEFC costs 66 

Clean Energy Regulator expenses 436 

Clean Energy Regulator Dept appropriation 76 

ARENA New projects 188 

ARENA Operating costs 29 

Department reducing GG emissions/adapting  50 

Department energy programs 109 

Support for GCCS; $75 million over 18 years 4 

TOTAL 2418 
 

(CEFC is the Clean Energy Finance Corporation; ARENA is the Australian Renewable Energy Agency; GCCS is the 
Australian government funded Global Carbon Capture and Storage Institute) 

 

1.2.2 Commonwealth Regulatory Subsidies  
 

When Prime Minister John Howard announced the proposal to introduce a Mandatory 
Renewable Energy Requirement scheme in 1997, he said it was for an additional 2 per cent of 
electricity by 2010 that was to come from “renewable or specified waste energy”. Although 
an additional 2 per cent by 2010, on the basis of the consumption that year of some 250,000 
GWh would have been 5,000 GWh, the MRET target was eventually set at 9,500 GWh.  The 
requirement is set annually with retailers obliged to meet a quota which they can buy from 
producers of the eligible supplies.  This price of such sales is reported.    
 

https://35b1ca50-ea91-45c2-825d-3e16b7926e46.filesusr.com/ugd/b6987c_8b9fd7df37b24f6dac56e54b2fb5c4ac.pdf
https://www.aph.gov.au/binaries/library/pubs/rp/2008-09/09rp33.pdf
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A review of the scheme in 2004 (the Tambling Review) recommended the target be increased 
to 20,000 GWh by 2020. In June 2004 the Commonwealth announced that it did not believe 
expanding the target was economically justified and that it did not intend to increase the 
requirement.  The scheme has however gone through other changes and is now fixed at a 
maximum of 33,000 GWh, a level that will be reached (actually slightly exceeded) in 2020.  
 
In 2010 the 9,500 GWh limit was reached and the price (subsidy) that year averaged $37 per 
MWh, hence the cost was $372 million (about $410 million in current dollars).  The 
government in January 2011 divided the scheme into large and small scale (roof-top) facilities 
with the former being increased to 41,000 GWh with the subsidy price having a de facto 
ceiling at $92 per MWh. The units installed under the Small-Scale Renewable Energy Scheme 
(SRES) have no limits but the subsidy to them has a price capped at $40 per MWh.  The SRES 
subsidy is paid up-front for the estimated energy produced over the life of the installation and 
is used to defray the installation’s costs. 
 
The costs of the schemes in 2020 are shown in Table 4.  
 

Table 4: Costs of Commonwealth off-budget renewable regulations 
 

  Number (MWh) Price per MWh Cost 

Large Scale (LRET)          33.7 million $41.75 $1406 million 

Small scale (SRES) 42.6 million $39.40 $1681 million 

TOTAL   $3087 million 

                                            
This brings the identified annual cost of the Commonwealth budget and regulatory 
expenditures to $5,500 million.  Confirming the specious nature of the claims on which these 
subsidies were sold - that they would wither away – the subsidies have risen fourfold over the 
past decade; this year’s spend compares with the 2009/10 cost of $1263 million (about $1,480 
million in current dollars).  
 

1.2.3 State Schemes 
 

With the exception of Western Australia and Tasmania, all states and the ACT have policies 
supporting renewable energy that are in addition to those of the Commonwealth. These are 
addressed below (the Northern Territory programs are excluded because they are too difficult 
to quantify).   
 
The NSW, Victoria, South Australia and ACT programs comprise both direct budgetary 
financed support and regulatory cost impositions (in 2016, Queensland redirected its “Solar 
Bonus Scheme” from a charge on electricity consumers to one paid from the state budget). 
The AEMC estimates the costs based on the schemes amount to $457 million plus the 
Queensland Solar Bonus Scheme.  As with the Commonwealth costs, the AEMC excludes state 
budgetary outlays from household regulatory costs.   
 
State schemes’ costs are included in Table 5. 
 

https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/BriefingBook43p/ret
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Table 5: States’ climate change program spending  
 

   ($M) Total ($M) 

NSW Regulations: CCF, ESS 346  

 Expenditures  40 386 

VIC Regulations: FiT, VEU 215  

 Expenditures  166 381 

QLD Regulations: SBS 270  

 Expenditures  113 383 

SA Regulations: FiT, REES 81  

 Expenditures  111 192 

ACT Regulations: EEIS, FiT 39  

 Expenditures  27 66 

Total    1,408 
 

(CCF is the Climate Change Fund; ESS is the Energy Savings Scheme; FiT is the Feed-in Tariff; SBS is the Solar 
Bonus Scheme; REES is Retailer Energy Efficiency Scheme; EEIS is the Energy Efficiency Improvement Scheme).  

 
State and Commonwealth schemes therefore cost taxpayers and electricity consumers $6,913 
million per annum.  
 
Not included are other state supports for industry that have been made necessary by the 
renewable programs.  Significant among these is the $300 million committed by the Victorian 
government to support the Alcoa smelter that has become unprofitable as a result of 
electricity price boosts brought about by renewable subsidies that forced the Hazelwood 
power station’s closure.   

 

1.3 Wholesale Price Increases Caused by Renewable Subsidies 
 

A case was made, including to the 2014 Warburton Review, that the subsidies to renewable 
energy would place downward pressure on all prices since the renewables would bid into the 
electricity market at or near to zero, forcing other generators more frequently to match this 
bid.   
 
While this might have had plausibility at that time, the collapse of the Northern and 
Hazelwood power stations in 2016-2017 demonstrated the fallacy that subsidies to some 
producers could bring about a sustained fall in general prices. The subsidies to renewables 
may have suppressed prices but their more important effect was to reduce the output of the 
highest cost coal power stations, thereby reducing overhead contributions, and causing 
enforced stop start operations bringing about increased wear-and-tear costs.  In addition, the 
general hostility of governments to coal generation created a further risk factor that deters 
expenditure on maintenance and reduces incentives to invest in new plant.   
 
Average prices in the NEM rose rapidly with the closure of the Northern and Hazelwood 
power stations.  Though prices have collapsed due to the COVID-19 pandemic, in the longer 
run, prices are determined by new entrants’ costs.  The cheapest available renewable, wind, 
with firming contracts to counter its volatility costs over $90 per MWh (see Appendix 1). 
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The average wholesale price for the years 2008/09 - 2014/15 was $45.4 per MWh and more 
than doubled to over $92.5 per MWh in 2018/19.  This increase is purely because of the effect 
of climate policies and renewables.  The cost of coal is not a factor: the limitless supply of 
Victorian brown coal is not transportable and is priced at its mining cost plus the state tax, 
which is incorrectly called a royalty and was trebled in 2016, imposing a cost of $2-3 per MWh; 
black coal of the quality required for domestic generators is also abundant and its price is not 
markedly influenced by international trends.     
 

Chart 2: Average wholesale electricity prices 
 

 
 
With a market of 215 GWh, at a price of $92.5 per MWh, turnover is just under $20 billion.  
Added to this are other costs including for contracts and ancillary services.    
 
Some estimate of what the wholesale price might have become in a market undistorted by 
government regulations and subsidies can be gained from assessing the price of new coal 
generation in Australia.  A market-oriented electricity supply sector would likely be similar to 
that prevailing 20 years ago – it would comprise 85 per cent black and brown coal with about 
15 per cent gas and hydro mainly to supply peak and fast start balancing needs.   
 
The International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) estimates the cost of electricity from 
new coal plant at between US$50 per MWh and US$177 per MWh.  The cost of plant itself is 
internationally standard but the cost of transmission and fuel is highly variable, as is 
construction cost.  For Australia, rigorous analysis by GHD/Solstice for the Minerals Council 
estimated a new High Efficiency Low Emissions black coal generator would be profitable at an 
energy price as low as A$40 per MWh.  Australian coal’s locational advantages were the key 
to this low cost, offset somewhat by a “CFMMEU” union loading disability (bringing labour 
costs 25 per cent above the level prevailing without unionised rigidities).  Wind means these 
facilities must operate at much less, increasing the overhead costs and with high maintenance 
costs due to stop-start operations. See Appendix 1 for generator cost details.  
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http://www.irena.org/publications
file:///C:/Users/alanmoran/Downloads/Solstice%20MCA%20HELE_PS_Prospects_-_Desktop_Study_FINAL%20(1).pdf
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An average cost of $55 per MWh would provide good returns on investment.  A new coal 
generator at Kogan Creek was commissioned in 2007 when the market price was significantly 
below this. 
 
It follows that the price prevailing in the ‘COVID-19 normal’ market of $92.5 per MWh is $37.5 
per MWh (68 per cent) in excess of what we would see in the absence of the government 
induced market distortions.   
 

1.4 Increased Costs Due to Reduced Reliability of Renewables 
 

1.4.1 Volatility and Unpredictability of Wind and Solar Supplies 
 

The volatility of wind and solar - variable renewable energy (VRE) - is illustrated by the energy 
supplied by renewables in the typical month of June 2020 as compiled from AEMO data by 
Mike O‘Ceirin.  For coal, the black line, supply as a proportion of capacity is fundamentally 
determined by the station operators.  The volatility of the wind supply is purely as a result of 
its availability.  

Chart 3: Daily coal and wind/grid solar supply June 2020 
 

 

Policy expenditures to offset the irregularity of increasing wind and solar supplies are 
discussed below. 

1.4.2 Increased Operating Costs 
 

Frequency control, a major part of ancillary service costs required to balance supply and 
demand have risen markedly.  Once comprising some $10-15 million per annum, the latest 
year saw them at over $110 million 
 

http://australianbyte.com/itd/
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Chart 4: AEMO market management costs 

 
 
Increased ancillary costs to allow the safe operations of a wind/solar rich system have 
increased by $90-100 million per annum.   
 

1.4.3 Costs of Adapting Hydro Plant to Become Firming Plant for Renewables 
 

Snowy 2.0 
The Snowy Hydro expansion is designed to smooth out the bumps in electricity supply in 
Australia’s “transition” to renewables. The Snowy 2.0 project is supposed to allow a solution 
storing renewable energy for when it is needed. 
 
The project’s cost and time estimates have blown out massively. One estimate puts the likely 
costs of Snowy 2.0, including the transmission upgrades, at no less than A$10 billion with the 
scheme unlikely to be finished before 2027.  In its conversion to a pumped hydro facility, 
Snowy 2.0 loses 30 per cent of its current gross energy deliverables.  And Bruce Mountain’s 
analysis suggests that less than half of the extra pumped hydro capacity promised by the 
project can be delivered.  
 
Another estimate notes the cost of the project itself is $5.1 billion. The National Parks and 
Wildlife (NPWS) submission puts the transmission costs at over $2 billion and the pumped 
storage and associated costs at $8 billion. 
 
Marinus Line 
The conversion of Tas Hydro into a system that would balance the renewable rich mainland 
supply is being called the Battery of the Nation.  One reason for this is because the scheme 
under NEM rules would require Tasmania to pay half of the costs.  Not only would the state 
be unable to accommodate such an investment, but the state would also lose its current 
ability to ensure that its own consumers usually get electricity at a discount from those in 
Victoria. (The existing Basslink facility is controlled by Tas Hydro).  

https://www.snowyhydro.com.au/our-scheme/snowy20/
https://thenewdaily.com.au/news/national/2019/10/03/snowy-2-0-vision-cost/
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-10-14/snowy-hydro-2.0-expensive-and-wont-deliver-energy-expert/11594768
https://npansw.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/191014-Snowy-2.0-doesnt-stack-up-FINAL.pdf
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Matthew Warren estimates that rolling out two new 750MW cables alongside the existing 
Basslink line will cost about $3.5 billion. AEMO (ISP p.90) puts the likely cost at $5 billion. 

 

1.4.3 Other Increased Transmission Costs 
 

The Issues 
Twenty years ago, at the outset of the National Market, the intention was for generators 
which gained benefits from new links to finance the transmission augmentations.  Except for 
the shallow connections to the main grid, that sound approach has since been discarded. 
 
This is especially relevant to grids designed specifically for renewable supplies.  In a 2015 PNAS 
article, Jacobson et al claimed that with appropriate care electricity grids could operate with 
100 per cent renewables.  A study also published in PNAS by Clack et al, found that the 
“analysis involves errors, inappropriate methods, and implausible assumptions.”  Jacobson 
sued for $10 million in damages.  A court and subsequent appeal found there were no grounds 
for doing so and that the lawsuit was purely to silence debate. The defendants (the journal 
and Clack) have now filed for $600,000 damages under anti-SLAPP — for “Strategic Lawsuit 
Against Public Participation”.   
 
To allow the delivery of dispersed renewable energy supplies to customers, four major 
transmission projects are underway.  These will require customers, not the supplier 
businesses, to provide the finance.  In addition, there are Renewable Energy Zones (REZs) that 
are receiving government funding for their evaluations.   
 
The logic behind requiring customers, not the supplier, to pay for transmission augmentations 
is that the resultant increase in supplies will bring price reductions, both from the lower cost 
supplies that become available and, as a result of this, from lower prices forced upon existing 
suppliers.  Justification for the imposition of the costs on customers is on the grounds that 
there are many suppliers using the new facility and they would find it impossible to form 
alliances to collectively finance the augmentation.  In addition, the claim is made that the 
existing links were not financed by the suppliers benefitting from them.   
 
Regardless of the merits of these claims, it is unlikely that the authorities would agree to 
requiring customers to finance new transmission lines to service politically incorrect 
electricity supplies – coal, gas or nuclear - even if these were to service multiple suppliers.   
 
Project EnergyConnect  
Project EnergyConnect is to connect South Australia and New South Wales. The project will 
supplement the two existing links from Victoria and allow the export of surplus power from 
wind in South Australia and the import of NSW power into South Australia when wind and 
solar supplies are low. 

Construction of the new interconnector is expected to cost A$1.52 billion. It will be 900 
kilometres long, from Robertstown, SA to Wagga Wagga, New South Wales. It is proposed to 
have a spur from Buronga to Red Cliffs in Victoria. Assessment of the Regulatory Investment 
Test for Transmission (RIT-T) began in June 2019.  

 

https://www.afr.com/policy/energy-and-climate/what-s-missing-from-the-marinus-link-20200621-p554ma
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2020/final-2020-integrated-system-plan.pdf?la=en
https://www.pnas.org/content/112/49/15060.abstract
https://www.pnas.org/content/114/26/6722.full
file:///C:/Users/alanmoran/Downloads/anti-SLAPP%20—%20for
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Project_EnergyConnect#cite_note-3
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Victoria to New South Wales Interconnector West (VNI West) 
The options for this extension are costed at Appendix 2, together with the various alternative 
routes. The likely selection will cost $1,675 million (comprising VNI 6 plus expansions A and B 
of the alternatives).  
 

Victorian Battery Proposal 
The National Electricity (Victoria) Act 2005 (Vic) (NEVA) has been amended to give the 
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change certain powers to modify or disapply 
sections of the National Electricity Law (NEL) and the National Electricity Rules (NER) as they 
relate to specified augmentations, specified augmentation services or specified non-network 
services in respect of the Victorian Transmission Network. Under section 16X of the NEVA, 
AEMO is also conferred additional functions. 
 

The Victorian Government’s “System Integrity Protection Scheme” (SIPS 2020) is a 
procurement process that AEMO is undertaking at the request of the Victorian Government. 
The intention behind this scheme is to allow additional import of electricity over the Victoria 
to New South Wales Interconnector (VNI) of up to 250MW at peak times. 

The Minister has made an order under section 16Y of the NEVA in relation to the Victorian 
Government SIPS 2020 procurement process. This is separate to the procurement processes 
that AEMO is currently undertaking for transmission augmentation projects under the 
National Electricity Rules. Costs are not yet known.  
 

Western Victoria Transmission  
Working through the normal procedures used to justify transmission expenditures charged to 
consumers, this proposal is estimated to cost $370 million and deliver gross market benefits 
of $670 million and net market benefits of $300 million (all figures in present value). This net 
market benefit is said to be achieved through:  

•  Significant reductions in the capital and dispatch cost of generation.  
•  Facilitation of future transmission network expansion.  
•  Improvements to the Victoria to New South Wales interconnector transfer limit.  
 
The justification is premised on Western Victoria experiencing significant committed 
renewable generation development, with large amounts of additional generation expected 
to be operational. Around 2,000 megawatts (MW) of committed new renewable generation 
will be built, or is undergoing commissioning, in the Western Victoria region by 2020.  
 

Generators connecting to the 220 kv transmission system in Western Victoria are expected to 
be heavily constrained by the thermal capacity of the existing transmission network. AEMO 
says it expects that these limitations, if not addressed, may result in:  
 

• Inefficient development of new generation – new generation is likely to be developed in 
areas with lower quality resources but higher transmission network capacity.  
 

•  Inefficient generation dispatch – generation in Western Victoria is likely to be constrained 
due to limited transmission network capacity, requiring more expensive generation to be 
dispatched at a higher price. These inefficiencies are expected to lead to higher costs to 
consumers. 

 

https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/electricity/nem/planning_and_forecasting/victorian_transmission/vni-west-rit-t/vni-west_rit-t_pscr.pdf?la=en
http://www.gazette.vic.gov.au/gazette/Gazettes2020/GG2020S238.pdf
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Appendix 3 illustrates the route proposed.   
 
Expansion of Queensland New South Wales Interconnector (QNI) 
The AER approved the Regulatory Investment Test for Transmission (RIT-T) on 30 March 2020. 
This determination supports the options assessment, costs and net benefits of the QNI 
project.  Costs are put at $230 million. 

Renewable Energy Zones (REZ) 
AEMO has identified 34 Renewable Energy Zones, which it is evaluating with a view to forcing 
consumers to embark on yet another spending spree to augment the vast subsidies that the 
dispersed natures and high cost of renewable wind and solar require.  

Those given Immediate Priority include:  

REZ 6 – Darling Downs 3000 MW  
REZ 9 – Central NSW Tablelands 1000 MW 
REZ 15 – Moyne (VIC) 2000 MW 
REZ 21 – Northern SA 1000 MW 
REZ 29 – Tasmania Midlands 300 MW 
 
High priority includes: 

REZ 5 – Fitzroy 2000 MW 
REZ 13 – Murray River 2,200 MW 
REZ 19 – Mid-North SA 250 MW 
REZ 28 – North-West Tasmania zero 
 
All of these have their own set of promoters, relating tales of vast new investment and jobs 
resulting from the subsidy measures, the cost of which are not revealed. In principle these 
REZs are simply plans that the generators would pay for collectively.  But already Ministers 
are fronting sums for their preliminary assessment and will clearly explore means of having 
the costs loaded onto consumers. 

As the Energy Council has said, if any of these designated zones are able to attract sufficient 
collaborative investment from the renewable firms that are the  beneficiaries of new 
transmission, “it will be a very successful outcome, and possibly worth the $78.9 million of 
taxpayer’s funds” that have been earmarked.  Given political statements and loss of face from 
failures, it is however unlikely that governments will simply write off their initial subsidies to 
exploring the viability of REZs. 
 
Thus, the Central West scheme, Centred on Orange, has received $45 million in state and 
ARENA money for evaluation.  Central West has received a “phenomenal” response, 
attracting 113 registrations of interest for projects totalling a massive 27 gigawatts and valued 
at $38 billion. According to NSW Energy Minister, Matt Keen, it is expected to generate $4.4 
billion in investment, create 450 construction jobs and help put downward pressure on 
electricity prices.  In reality, the expenditure proposals are simply expressions of interest and 
would be activated only if transmission were to be freely provided.   
 

https://utilitymagazine.com.au/queensland-nsw-interconnector-upgrade-to-proceed/#:~:text=The%20%24230%20million%20QNI%20upgrade,timely%20completion%20of%20the%20project.
https://www.aemo.com.au/-/media/Files/Electricity/NEM/Planning_and_Forecasting/ISP/2018/ISP-Appendices_final.pdf
https://www.energycouncil.com.au/analysis/rezs-can-they-overcome-the-prisoner-s-dilemma/
https://www.energymagazine.com.au/australias-first-renewable-energy-zone-greenlit/
https://reneweconomy.com.au/nsw-first-renewable-zone-attracts-stunning-27gw-of-solar-wind-storage-proposals-82163/
https://www.pv-magazine-australia.com/2020/06/23/nsw-first-renewable-energy-zone-attracts-27-gw-of-solar-wind-and-battery-proposals/#:~:text=On%20Tuesday%2C%20Energy%20Minister%20Matt,a%20reality%2C%E2%80%9D%20he%20said.
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Queensland’s Fitzroy REZ claims to be attracting 2 GW of solar, wind, energy storage and 
transmission infrastructure are now in the works under the moniker of the Central 
Queensland Power Project (CQP) thanks to the partnership of Energy Estate and RES.  
 

Annualised Costs of the Required Renewable Induced Capital Expenditure  
The Australian Energy Regulator’s allowed return on investment is:  

𝑘𝑡 = 𝑘 𝑒 (1 − 𝐺) + 𝑘𝑡 𝑑 ∙ 𝐺  
Where: (a) 𝑘𝑡 is the rate of return in regulatory year 𝑡 (the allowed rate of return)  
(b) 𝑘 𝑒 is the allowed return on equity for the regulatory control period  
(c) 𝑘𝑡 𝑑 is the allowed return on debt for the regulatory year 𝑡,  
(d) 𝐺 is the gearing ratio and is set at a value of 0.6.  
 

The AER’s indicative nominal rate of return at August 2019 was 3.84 per cent.  A conservative 
assumption is that these assets are amortised or refurbished over 40 years at 2.6 per cent.  
AER puts operational costs of transmission lines (p.126) at about 40 per cent of the capital 
and depreciation cost but this was when interest rates and hence allowable returns on capital 
were lower than at present.  Hence it is assumed that operational costs bring the total 
annualised costs to 9 per cent.   
 

The identified expenditures (Energy Connect, VNI West, Western Victoria, QNI expansion plus 
the Snowy conversion and links and Marinus) are $16,795 million.  At 9 per cent these mean 
an annual cost of $1,511 million.   
 

This is a conservative estimate.  AEMO, in its Integrated System Plan for the National 
Electricity Market (NEM), identifies $17.4 billion of transmission investments by 2040 that 
would be needed to accommodate its projections involving a doubling or trebling of rooftop 
solar together with more than 26 gigawatts of new grid-scale renewables.  AEMO’s estimate 
excludes most of the Snowy 2.0 costs.  Its identified projects are shown below. 
 

Table 6: AEMO optimal development path for transmission  
  

Project Cost ($M) Completion 

VNI Minor 105 2022-23 

EnergyConnect 1990 2024-25 

Humelink 2100 2025-26 

Orana 650 2024-25 

VNI West 1730 2027-28 

Marinus 5000 2028-36 

QNI 1145 2032-36 

Central-South Qld 432 2025-35 

Gladstone 432 2026-33 

New England REZ 1345 2031-36 

NW NSW REZ 880 2035 

Far N. Qld 975 2035 

Mid N. SA 595 2035 

SE SA 50 2039 

Total 17,429  
 

Source: AEMO p.88-91  

 

https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/2018%20Rate%20of%20Return%20Instrument%20%28Version%201.02%29_1.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/Rate%20of%20return%20annual%20update%20%E2%80%93%20December%202019.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/State%20of%20the%20energy%20market%202020%20-%20Full%20report%20A4.pdf
https://aemo.com.au/en/energy-systems/major-publications/integrated-system-plan-isp
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2020/final-2020-integrated-system-plan.pdf?la=en
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The Clean Energy Finance Corporation’s CEO says it is examining support to the Marinus Link, 
investments to connect Renewable Energy Zones and privately funded transmission. 
 

The AEMO forecasts (p.20) of supply by energy source are as follows  

 

Table 7: AEMO forecast supply by energy source 
 

 2021/22 MWh share 2039/40 MWh share 

Coal 129,384 63% 58,109 24% 

Gas 3,255 2% 3,790 2% 

Hydro 15,999 8% 15,837 7% 

Wind 29,309 14% 83,786 35% 

Solar grid 12,775 6% 45,814 19% 

PV 15,453 7% 31,082 13% 

Total 206,175 100% 238,418 100% 

(The actual share of wind/solar in 2019 was 15.6 % compared with the AEMO 27% forecast for 2021/22)  
 

1.5  Overall Cost Increases  
 

1.5.1 Cost Increases on Households  
 

Households’ savings from the removal of regulatory measures, excluding those from REZ 
schemes and in lower costs to retailers and regulatory agencies, amount to $5.7 billion, 
equivalent to $598 annually per household.  In line with their share in aggregate demand, half 
of the estimated costs of budget support and networks are assigned to households.  
 

Savings are summarised in the chart below. 
 

Chart 5: Households’ savings with no subsidies 
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https://www.afr.com/companies/energy/cefc-eyes-grid-hydrogen-projects-after-1b-spend-20200804-p55ig6
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2020/appendix--4.pdf?la=en
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1.5.2 Cost Increases Incurred by the Economy as a Whole 
 

Chart 5 is based on the known estimates of government regulatory subsidies estimated by 
AEMC, which are increased by other costs in accordance with the AEMC’s assignment of cost 
shares as environmental regulatory policies, networks and wholesale.  Direct subsidies and 
the consequent cost increases, due to higher wholesale costs and network costs, are added 
to these in accordance with the household share of total electricity market turnover.  Given 
household demand accounts for half of the total this infers annual national costs at $11-12 
billion. 

An alternative approach would take aggregate spending levels and their increases from the 
known and estimated costs.  The estimated costs in this case use the same data as in Chart 5 
for budget disbursements and for network costs (doubled to reflect the full market) and an 
estimated increase in the underlying present wholesale costs of $92.5 per MWh from a 
subsidy-free level set at $55 per MWh.  This indicates national costs of $15 billion. 
 

Chart 6: National costs of energy subsidies 
 

 
 

1.6 Wasted Investment Capital 
 

Electricity supply investment has been dominated by renewables in recent years. Bloomberg 
New Energy Finance estimates Australian spending on wind and solar at $58 billion ($US51 
billion) 2007-2018.  None of this would have occurred without the cross subsidies from 
consumers, support from state and federal budgets, or soft loans from Clean Energy Bank. 
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Chart 7: New wind and solar investments 
 

 
Sources: 2007-16, BNEF; 2017-8, REN+B12=B12=B1221 https://www.ren21.net/gsr-2019/chapters/chapter_05/chapter_05/ 

 
The wind towers and associated generating sets are fully imported, costing about $700 million 
per annum in 2018/19 and 2017/18.  About half of the imports are from China. Infigen, the 
largest operator, is being acquired by an overseas firm, meaning that of the major developers 
15 of the top 20 were overseas owned.  
 

Chart 8: Ownership of major Australian wind and solar developments 
 

 

https://catallaxyfiles.com/2019/09/04/regulatory-attacks-bringing-a-sad-demise-of-the-australian-economy/screen-shot-2019-09-04-at-11-20-28-am/
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Small scale facilities’ panels are similarly sourced from overseas and their installations have 
been growing rapidly in recent years. 
 
Chart 9: Recent investment outlays on small scale solar 
 

 
 
Hence, in addition to the direct costs, there is a waste averaging over $8 billion a year in the 
diversion of investment capital towards economically harmful electricity supply sources.   
 

2. Green Energy Jobs Created and Consequent Job Losses 
 

2.1 Job Creation from Government Policies 
 

Job creation is often claimed to emanate from Government policy changes and expenditures. 
However, the conditions under which such outcomes might emerge depend on a great many 
considerations.  
 
It is, for example, facile to maintain that government expenditure creates demand and 
therefore, to the extent that the money is spent domestically, this means more jobs. If that 
was the case, then increased public spending would solve all our concerns about 
unemployment and would be the key to increased national income.   
 
Spending unsupported by matched tax collections are at the heart of policy prescriptions in 
what is termed Keynesian economics.  But even the most ardent proponents of this, largely 
discredited, branch of economic theory would never make sweeping claims of its policy 
relevance.  They would, instead, particularise it to some very narrow sets of circumstances, 
where they claim a demand deficiency had suddenly arisen.   
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Others dispute that such a situation could ever endure. If demand is reduced generally, this 
means people are making greater savings.  Those savings are housed in financial 
intermediaries.  The higher level of savings means lower interest rates and more attractive 
investment opportunities, which both restores aggregate demand and increases the 
economy’s productivity.   
 
Demand/supply imbalances do occur in situations, including those like the present where 
goods being produced in major sectors like travel and hospitality no longer correspond to 
consumers’ demands.  In the current situation the reduction in demand is amplified by 
government bans on expenditures that consumers would seek to make.     
 
At least outside of a major dislocating economic crisis, where government spending creates 
jobs it can only do so either at the expense of other jobs or because foreign debt has been 
increased.  Generally, government spending must be financed by government taxation, so the 
net effect in terms of national spending is zero.   
 
Spending by government means taking money from taxpayers and reallocating it. While 
Keynes, the father of such spending proposals, advocated this under certain conditions, he 
drew the line at any possibility this might be the case once the government share of GDP 
amounted to more than 25 per cent.  Very few such countries exist today (in Australia the 
government share is 38 per cent). In practice a government spending injection cannibalises 
other spending and reduces investment.   
 

2.2 Job Creation Through Green Energy Subsidies 
 

2.2.1 Spain 
 

One of the most complete analyses of the effects of renewable energy spending on jobs was 
conducted by Gabriel Alvarez in analysing the Spanish economy.  His work, the findings of 
which are summarised here, is based on: 
 

“Investment in green jobs will only prove worthwhile if the expense by the public sector 
is more efficient at generating wealth than the private sector. This would only be 
possible if public investment were able to be self-financing without having to resort to 
subsidies, i.e., without needing to absorb wealth generated by the rest of the economy 
in order to support a production that cannot be justified through the incurred incomes 
and costs.”  

 
By examining the subsidy for different forms of green power he also finds that: 
  

“although solar energy may on paper appear to employ many workers (essentially in 
the plant’s construction), the reality is that for the plant to work, it requires 
consumption of great amounts of capital that would have instead created many more 
jobs in other parts of the economy. Inversely, wind power wastes far fewer resources 
per megawatt of installed capacity and thus does not destroy as many jobs in the rest 
of the economy.” 

  

http://www.windaction.org/posts/20308-study-of-the-effects-on-employment-of-public-aid-to-renewable-energy-sources#.XvRgVZMzbRY
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Green jobs created by government subsidy are more than offset by jobs lost because of the 
higher costs the subsidies entail. Alvarez calculated green job gains and losses by first 
estimating the gains (some 50,000 in Spain at the time) then estimating how many private 
sector (unsubsidised) jobs would be created for the same expenditure.  By examining the 
subsidy per worker against the average capital per private sector employee, Alvarez estimates 
that for every green subsidised job created, some 2.2 jobs are lost.  He also estimated, “Each 
‘green’ megawatt installed on average destroyed 5.39 jobs elsewhere in the economy, and in 
the case of solar photovoltaics, the number reaches 8.99 jobs per megawatt hour installed.”  
There is no reason to suppose Australia’s experience has been better.    
 
If the subsidy is paid for by higher prices for electricity, jobs will be lost most readily in the 
industries hardest hit - the energy intensive ones. If, as happened in Spain (and in Australia), 
government regulations shelter those industries, the upshot is lost jobs elsewhere.    
 
2.2.2 Australia 

 

Using the BAEGEM Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) Model which had been developed 
by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, its former Director, Brian Fisher, estimated the 
cumulative GNP losses from raising the Paris Accord’s 26-28 per cent emissions reduction by 
2030 (relative to 2005) to the 45 per cent emissions reduction sought by the ALP. Fisher used 
the cost subsidy effect to estimate the loss in output that would follow from the increased 
costs of energy that would be required in order to meet the goals.  
 
His approach focusses on aggregate income levels and the change in these from an increase 
in costs by requiring subsidised energy to be used.  His estimate of the costs involved 
depended on whether less or more stringent abatement targets are adopted and whether 
policy flexibility is allowed in meeting the targets. 
 
Fisher used conservative assumptions about the underlying increase in electricity prices.  
Under the reference case the wholesale electricity price in Australia was projected to increase 
from $69 per MWh in 2016 to around $81 per MWh by 2030. This represents an increase of 
about 1.5 per cent a year in real terms, whereas the price in the previous 20 years had actually 
fallen in real terms. (The conservative nature of this price assumption is evident since, as has 
been noted, the wholesale price of electricity in the absence of regulations would be around 
$55 per MWh).  
 
In his main estimate of the ALP plans (Scenario 4: 45% greenhouse gas reduction from 2005 
by 2030 and 50% renewables, with no Kyoto carryover and no international trading of 
permits), the lost income amounted to $1.2 trillion over the period to 2030. This is more than 
half of this year’s GDP.  To achieve this would require an electricity price of $157 per MWh, 
rather more than twice that of 2016.   
 
The real wage and employment outcome in Fisher’s analysis is necessarily somewhat 
arbitrary.  He assumes that there will be some reduction in employment as wages are sticky 
downward but also some reduction in wages. Under this Scenario 4, the outcome of Fisher’s 
BAEGEM models is a fall in real wages by 23 per cent below what they would have been and 
with 568,000 fewer jobs.   
 
Aside from coal oil and gas, energy intensive industries see the biggest falls in output.  

http://www.baeconomics.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Climate-Policy-Report-14March19.pdf
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2.2.3 New South Wales 

 

These considerations are also apposite to the NSW announcement that it is to spend $40 
million in strengthening grid connections to accommodate increased renewable energy 
supplies in the Central West Orana zone.  This is said to create 450 construction jobs, but such 
an outcome cannot emerge in terms of net job creation.  It is not even likely to be a net 
positive overall effect.   For that to occur requires the re-allocation of overall spending to 
investment goods and investment goods that are in accord with consumer needs and increase 
productivity. Increased productivity can mean higher employment levels and/or higher levels 
of income.   
 
Arguably the $40 million spending, which is part of a $2 billion planned expenditure program, 
represents additional investment bringing about higher productivity and therefore more jobs 
or increased income levels.  But for this to be the case, the investment must bring about lower 
costs, thereby facilitating higher levels of productivity.  Unfortunately, additional support to 
renewable energy supplies, only adds to the government mandated cross subsidy that 
electricity customers are obliged to provide to wind/solar power.  Hence, to the degree that 
the expenditure increases the subsidy to high cost supplies, it actually has a negative effect 
on productivity and therefore either reduces job numbers or reduces aggregate income 
levels.   
 
Whether that negative effect is translated into reduced job numbers or lower living standards 
is crucially dependent on institutional arrangements.  If wage levels rapidly adjust to a 
reduction in productivity, the net effect on employment is zero.  If, however, wages are sticky 
in a downward direction, as they are in Australia due to a high minimum wage and many wage 
rates being set by a union dominated arbitration commission, an imbalance of employee 
remuneration and productivity follows.  This results in some employees being priced out of 
their jobs.   
 

2.2.4 Job Creation from Wind/Solar Subsidies 
 

Bjorn Lomborg encapsulates the issue in a piece published in The Australian. 
 

“In the US, it takes 39 solar workers to produce the same amount of electricity as 
produced by one worker in natural gas. Hence, generating more solar power will create 
many more jobs. But this is wasteful. Choosing to employ 39 people to do what one 
person can do means 38 people can’t help elsewhere in the economy, providing elderly 
care, education, better infrastructure and the thousands of other needs for society’s 
future.  
 
“Moreover, green spending works slowly and creates almost no jobs in the short run, 
when jobs are needed most.  
 
“Finally, subsidised jobs from green deals will have to be financed by higher taxes, 
leading to fewer jobs elsewhere.” 

  

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-06-23/renewable-energy-zone-near-dubbo-attracts-113-investors/12383308
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/#inbox/WhctKJVzWGZTfdXxScqhJLklZntVLRBPfknxhGkvxzzDXLdtcwTkXrNVCWgfbChZTdFmRNB?projector=1&messagePartId=0.1
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There is no silver bullet that allows government spending generally to lift income levels or 
create more jobs. Commonly such spending reduces income levels first by redirecting savings 
into more consumption and with less investment, and secondly by losses inevitably involved 
in collecting taxes.   
 
Even where money from tax collections is directed into investment, governments have a poor 
record in choosing appropriate avenues for such expenditure. This is especially evident in the 
area of renewable investments where, for example, subsidies to windfarms prompted the 
Victorian government to invest in a blade factory which collapsed within a few months.  
 
But more generally, green energy displaces far more productive unsubsidised jobs in energy 
and elsewhere. Subsidising these renewable energy jobs is no more likely to create additional 
employment and income levels than would be the case if workers with shovels and 
wheelbarrows were to replace those with heavy machinery and trucks in road building.   
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Appendix 1: Costs of Different Electricity Sources 
 

The most comprehensive recent study of different costs examined both from empirical and 
theoretical perspectives was by Solstice/GHD for the Minerals Council.  The report estimates 
costs of coal and gas with and without carbon capture and storage or a carbon tax. 
 

The results are illustrated below. A modern black coal unit (the first bar) produces electricity 
at between $40 and $78 per MWh if it is allowed to operate at its design capacity factor of  
87-90 per cent; Gas operating at a capacity factor of 82-84 per cent (the fourth bar) produces 
at $69-115 per MWh; solar, the best capacity factor of which is 17-23 per cent, can produce 
electricity at $90-171 per MWh (the fifth bar); wind (the sixth bar) which can only achieve a 
34-39 per cent capacity factor can produce at $64-115 per MWh.  
 

 
 

In practice, wind and solar would need to be ‘firmed’ because of their intrinsic unreliability and 
the costs of this, illustrated below, are high, especially if batteries are used. 
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Appendix 2: Options for the Victoria to NSW Interconnector West 
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Appendix 3: Western Victoria Transmission 
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Appendix 4: Industries Most Seriously Affected by Increased Costs of 
Electricity 
 
The effect of cost increases on industry is the most serious facet for a country like Australia 
where the industry competitiveness has been built on low cost power.   
 
Industries especially threatened can be seen in the chart below.  They include basic metals 
(where electricity’s share of costs is over 45 per cent), pulp and paper (where the electricity 
cost share exceeds 25 per cent), sugar and confectionery (where the electricity cost share 
exceeds 20 per cent).   
 
Other industries with an electricity share of costs in excess of 10 per cent include knitted 
products and natural rubber products.   
 
Australian industry: value added and electricity share of costs 
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