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Australian Environment Foundation Conference Opening
· Dr Dennis Jensen

Thank you very much for the opportunity to open this very important conference. 
This is one of the only environmental organisations looking at environmental issues in a manner that is truly objective.
The simple issue of whether human activity is responsible for climate change remains, in the larger public arena, in dispute. 
Climate change is real – the liability of humans is questionable.
Then there is the false argument often put by many so-called environmentalists as one of environmentalism versus humanism. 
Those who disagree are enemies of the environment. 
This is not a legitimate argument, and when such arguments take hold in environmental policy, it is usually to the detriment of both humanity and the environment.
There are many alternatives for reducing harmful emissions – many of which are far more harmful than those addressed by the government’s proposed emissions trading scheme. 
We need to canvas those options and subject them to rigorous review, the type of scientific review which has not yet been applied to this debate.

Populism has taken precedence over science, spin has taken over from common sense.
There tend to be arguments about water and air quality and putting forward a negative association with industry and prosperity. 
Another argument that is put, is that the population is too large, and needs to be reduced.

Let’s consider these issues. 
Think about the nations with the best air and water quality, they tend to be the world’s most prosperous. 
The same goes for birth rates – the nations with the lowest birth rates are the most affluent. 
Residents  of poorer nations have more children to assist them with work and to provide for them in their old age. 
So the conclusion should be that in order to improve air and water quality, and reduce the birth rate, the best thing to do is assist those less well off nations to become more affluent.

This is in stark contrast to the likes of Maurice Strong, first executive director of the UN Environment Program, Secretary General of the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992 who has stated “Isn't the only hope for the planet that the industrialized civilizations collapse? Isn't it our responsibility to bring that about?”

Strong’s quote clearly demonstrates the real agenda of much of the environmental movement. 
They will go to any lengths to promote their agenda. 
Consider Stanford’s climate alarmist Professor Stephen Schneider, who in the 1970s was one of the leading scientists promoting the view that we were all doomed as we were headed to an ice age, and is now saying that we are all doomed due to a heating planet. 
He has stated: “To do that we need to get some broadbased support, to capture the public's imagination. That, of course, entails getting loads of media coverage. So we have to offer up scary scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any doubts we might have. This 'double ethical bind' we frequently find ourselves in cannot be solved by any formula. Each of us has to decide what the right balance is between being effective and being honest.”
These are not the words of a genuine scientist, but of a populist with an agenda to peddle. 
These examples highlight the importance of organisations such as yours, where the data and the evidence, not the spin, are the critical factors that need to be considered, particularly when the results are to be used for the formulation of policy.
There are multiple components that concern me with the issue of anthropogenic global warming and reductions in carbon dioxide emissions. 

First, I guess it will come as no surprise that I am sceptical on the anthropogenic component of climate change, while acknowledging that climate always changes.
 What do we see with climate change? 
We have seen global average temperatures decrease this century, while all Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change model projections, even CO2 constant at Year 2000 levels, have been for an increase in temperature. 
We have seen global sea ice extent remain stagnant over the 30 years we have had satellite observations; reductions in the Arctic, which we have all heard about, and increases in the Antarctic, where there is a surprising silence in the media. 
We have seen the argument put that what really matters is ocean heat content, yet the ocean temperatures have not increased since the Argo network was deployed in 2003 (this network is the first time we have had truly detailed global ocean temperature measurements). 
We have also seen that a signature hotspot that should be evident in the upper tropical troposphere according to the IPCC models has not been found, despite searching. 
While the gap between climate observations and model projection outputs continue to diverge, the ardour and shrill character of the alarmists increases. 
In my view the IPCC needs to be dissolved and, if it is felt necessary to have a global organisation examining climate, the mission statement needs to change so that human caused climate change is not taken as a given – climate change needs to be studied, without preconceived outcomes relating to human causes.
 The peer review process needs to be genuine, and not simply have comparatively few authors being able to simply ignore reviewers advice or comments. 
In that regard, the IPCC has no genuine peer review process until such time as reviewers comments cannot simply be ignored given the predisposition of the few authors. 
That process leads to institutionalised groupthink that is endemic in the IPCC.
 Finally, the process genuinely needs to be driven by scientists in multiple disciplines with differing viewpoints, and the bureaucrats need to stay out of the system in its entirety.
The fact that the summary for policymakers in the last assessment report came out months prior to the scientific document, and the scientific document had to be scrutinised for potential inconsistencies with the summary for policymakers (meaning the scientific document would be modified to accord with the bureaucrats summary for policymakers) should be anathema to any scientist. 
Also of concern is the view that everyone, including scientists, should be singing from the same hymnbook. 
The fact is, a scientist who is not sceptical (in other words a true believer) is the scientist of concern.
Another reason for my concern is that embarking on setting a price on carbon dioxide is effectively putting a tax on everything, and will give the control freaks a level of control on all human enterprise within a nation not seen in democratic history. 
Indeed, we have observed anti-democratic comments from many so-called environmentalists, calling for the overthrow of democracy and/or capitalism to save the planet.
The problem here, of course, is that the results are likely to be counterproductive to the aims that these environmentalists espouse. 
The tax will reduce living standards in the west, which will have a proportionately greater effect in the third world. 
As a result, these third world nations will not increase their levels of prosperity as quickly as would otherwise be the case, with unwelcome results in terms of both birth rate (which will not reduce as quickly as it might otherwise do) and water and air quality.
As I have intimated, another problem with the absolute focus on carbon dioxide is that we have taken our eyes off the ball when it comes to other emissions. 
For example, in Australia, over 2000 people die every year as a result of particulate emissions. 
Think about that for a moment. 
2000 fatalities is more than the annual road toll. 
Now think of the deleterious effects on health with many thousands of others who do not perish, but suffer significant health problems. 
That is not merely a health cost, or an environmental cost, it is an economic cost as well. 
In China, that number is over 500,000 deaths per annum. 
So, what can be done?
In the case of coal fired power, where in addition to the soot, tonnes of heavy metals are also released into the environment every year, the technology exists to gasify coal, thereby eliminating particulate emissions and greatly reducing other harmful emissions, for approximately the same price as gas fired power. 
The fly ash can be used in the manufacture of concrete. 
It is my view that we should look to ensure that the emission standards of new build coal fired power stations are equivalent to gas (whether the generators use gasification to achieve that is up to them).

The elephant in the room with stationary power is nuclear. 
The completely inconsistent position taken by the government on this issue clearly demonstrates that on carbon dioxide emissions and global warming, they don’t actually believe in what they are attempting to portray. 
Consider this - they said that global warming is the moral and ethical imperative of our age. 
But then they state that the one method of baseload power generation that they could use to reduce carbon dioxide emissions, nuclear, is not for Australia, presumably because it is too harmful. 
Okay, so maybe it is so dangerous or harmful that its use would be worse than attempting to “fix” the issue that is the social and moral imperative of our age. 
But then, just to clearly demonstrate how nonsensical their position is, they allow the export of the fuel of this presumably terrible industry, uranium, to be sold overseas. 
More than that, they have actually opened another uranium mine, opened, hypocritically, by Peter Garrett, who railed for decades about the evil uranium industry. 
Says it all about the government’s principle here – in terms of emissions reductions, it is all about the politics.

What is really needed on the interrelated issues of emissions, environment and energy is policy that is coherent, consistent and comprehensive. 
At present, what we see is a mishmash of ideas, with no real attempt to integrate these. 
I have given some examples a little earlier, but further integration is possible with some of the advanced reactor designs, where it is possible to desalinate water and/or generate hydrogen, in addition to generating electricity. 
Hydrogen is very probably a clean fuel of the future, and there are cars already in limited production using hydrogen, such as the Honda FCX Clarity which is available for lease in California. 
Producing hydrogen will be an issue, and these advanced reactors offer a very realistic potential solution.

In the short to medium term, however, emissions, and specifically particulate emissions from the transport sector remain an issue that needs to be dealt with. 
Ethanol blending with diesel significantly reduces particulate emissions, and blending with petrol and diesel reduces other emissions as well. 
This is something that should be taken up with greater enthusiasm, taking into account the capacity for agriculture to deliver the feedstock economically while not impacting significantly on essential food supplies.

Governments betting on specific technologies is a bad idea. 
For example, hybrid cars may seem a great idea, but their full environmental costs are much higher than generally realised; for example, production and disposal/recycling of battery packs comes at a significant cost. 
How many here realise that right now, the most fuel efficient car in Australia is not a hybrid, but a Ford Fiesta diesel? 
So, should a government be betting on hybrids?
I am very pleased to open the annual conference of the Australian Environment Foundation. 
Organisations such as yours, which deal with facts rather than rhetoric, data rather than spin, are essential in informing decision makers as we get more and more bodies that are more interested in political pragmatism and activism than in facts continue to prosper.


