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Doctors for the Environment Australia Inc. is a voluntary organisation of 

medical doctors in all Australian states and territories.  We work to 
address the diseases – local, national and global - caused by damage to 

the earth’s environment.  In effect we are an independent public health 
organisation. 

 
 

Analysis of the  

Draft Energy White Paper (EWP)  
 
Though the EWP sets out to address the legitimate aims of reducing 

emissions through “clean” energy, ensuring energy security and 
facilitating economic development, it repeatedly makes a series of 

assertions and assumptions that are contradictory. 
 

These include:  

 
 That, gas is a “clean” and sustainable fuel that will enable us to 

meet our emissions reduction targets. 
 

 Coal use and exports will grow substantially.  
 

 Oil imports and domestic use will increase despite reducing oil 
availability and that this will not pose problems for energy security. 

 
 That market-based solutions are preferable, but special 

consideration will apply to some industries, particularly gas.  
 

 That the Carbon price will account for the negative externalities of 
emissions. 

 

The potential costs and consequences to society that arise from energy 
use and differing forms of energy generation are known to be highly 

significant, yet they are largely excluded, from this white paper.  Similarly 
the co-benefits of clean energy and emissions reduction are also not 

accounted for.  
 

The few references that are made to environmental and social effects do 
not appear to affect the direction and conclusions of the paper.  

 
Health does not feature in this paper. But health in particular, is affected 

by our energy choices and policy in numerous ways, both directly and 
indirectly.  The health costs to society that arise from energy use, such as 

cleaner air and less water use and pollution, are all externalised.  
 

In this way the true costs of energy are obscured leading to potential 

adverse outcomes and perverse recommendations for example promoting 

http://www.ret.gov.au/energy/Documents/ewp/draft-ewp-2011/Draft-EWP.pdf
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the continuing expansion of fossil fuel industries and the speculative 

means of emissions reductions, in favour of genuine solutions such as 
renewable energy. 

 
In other words, the paper appears to have an agenda; energy policy has 

and will continue to be based on finding and using more fossil fuels.   
 

 

Health impacts and risks relating to energy choices: 
 

 Air pollutants from fossil fuels combustion. (The majority being 
produced by the coal industry, transport and wood burning heaters) 

 
 Water pollution from mining and burning coal, gas and petroleum.  

 
 As a consequence of climate change, (from both national and 

exported emissions). 
 

 From the social effects arising from compulsory land acquisition, 
displacement, financial loss, community disruption and solastalgia.  

 
 Secondary to potential seismic activity due to unconventional gas 

and oil extraction. 

 
 Missed economic opportunity and co-benefits from transition to 

cleaner and more sustainable energy generation and transport. 
 

 Health and social effects secondary to acute or chronic energy 
shortages or fuel poverty, which may be particularly severe if there 

is no planning and provision for peak oil (or peak gas). 
 

 Inequity is a powerful determinant or health and wellbeing.  
Inequity is likely to be increased by a high Australian dollar (which 

is in part driven by fossil fuel exports) adversely affecting export 
exposed non-mining sectors of the economy, and by uneven wealth 

distribution to mining industries. 
 

 

Projected growth in extraction and continuing reliance 
on fossil fuels:  
 

There is an underlying premise in the EWP that Australia’s fossil fuel use 
(coal, gas and liquid fuels) will increase as a function of domestic energy 

production and that resource developments for export will also increase 
substantially.  
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Our energy exports have expanded considerably since 2004 and this growth trend looks set 
to continue with over $140 billion in capital expenditure having been committed since 2007 

on major new LNG projects that will quadruple Australia’s LNG exports. (Foreword) 
 

Coal mining and oil and gas extraction are projected to grow at 7.7 per cent and 7.3 per 
cent annually and the energy sector at 3.9 per cent per annum (p 240) 
 
Carbon pricing and other supporting measures will progressively drive deeper change as new 
technologies evolve and costs reduce. Nonetheless, fossil fuels will continue to underpin our 
electricity supply over the next few decades. (p 38) 
 

Steady growth in renewable (wind) and gas generation to 2020 is accompanied by a 
marginal decline in brown coal generation (this may be accelerated by negotiated power 
station closures). Black coal based output is likely to remain relatively steady, although a 
small number of marginal generation units may be retired. It is likely that some new 
gas‐fired baseload capacity will begin operating in the second half of the decade. (p 40) 

 
Coal is an integral part of Australia’s economy and will remain so for many decades to come. 
(p 84) 

 
In Australia, gas production is expected to triple to 2020 and to grow an average of 5.5 per 
cent a year to 2034–35 as gas reserves in north‐western Australia develop and coal seam 

gas in eastern Australia comes on line. (p 86) 
 
Increasing the penetration of natural gas as a way to lower energy costs, improve services 

and reduce greenhouse gas emissions (p 134) 

 
Set against this is the agreed international consensus that cumulative and 

total fossil fuel must decline if we are to avoid dangerous climate change 
not to mention our small (5%) reduction target to 2020.  This and the 

fact that most of that allocation is already accounted for, is recognized in 
the EWP: 

 
Recent analysis by the International Energy Agency (IEA) estimated that around 80 per cent 

of the world’s allowable carbon dioxide emissions budget under a 450 parts per million (or 
2°C global warming) scenario is already locked in through existing capital stock (such as 
power plants, factories and buildings). The IEA emphasises that solutions must be found 
from a portfolio of technologies and fuels, and that the world cannot afford to limit options if 
we are to meet increasingly urgent climate goals. (p xv)  
 
 .. the ‘450 Scenario’, which sets out an energy pathway consistent with a limit on the 
long‐term concentration of greenhouse gas emissions in the atmosphere to 450 parts per 

million (ppm), and a 50 per cent chance of limiting the increase in the average global 
temperature to 2°C, compared with pre‐industrial levels. (p 29) 

 
A 2-degree guardrail has been widely accepted as defining a safe 

operating space for humanity1,2 though there is considerable evidence 
that large scale health impacts and environmental damage occur at well 

below this threshold3.  Similarly, an atmospheric level of 450ppm CO2, 

that has been determined to correlate with a 2 degrees temperature rise, 
is also questioned with some climate scientists suggesting 2 degrees of 

warming may occur with CO2 levels well below 450ppm.  If this proves to 

                                                           
1 Pachauri, R. K. & Reisinger, A. (eds) Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, Cambridge, UK, 2007) 
2 Council of the European Union. Presidency Conclusions – Brussels, 22/23 March 2005 (European Commission, 
2005). 
3 Paleoclimate Implications for Human-Made Climate Change. J Hansen, M Sato 2011. 

http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.0968v3
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be correct, it raises the prospect that carbon budgets will need to be 

further reduced.  
 

Within this framework, all countries including Australia will need to make 
significant cuts in emissions.  Increasing our fossil fuel use in the face of 

addressing emissions targets is clearly contradictory.  
 

As the practical and economic feasibility and scalability of CCS is still 
largely unknown, we cannot rely on this technology to excuse near term 

growth in emissions.  
 

However the theme of the draft EWP is that we will continue to expand 
our coal and gas domestic use and export.  The danger with this is that 

we will be locked into these high emissions technologies which will result 
in stranded assets and communities should binding international targets 

be introduced, resulting in social dislocation and economic hardship in 

some sectors of the community as well as the national implications and 
societal inequity. 

 
Energy is one of the largest contributors to Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions. Stationary 
energy, which includes electricity generation, petroleum refining and gas processing, 
accounts for around 49 per cent of Australia’s total emissions. A key aim of the Australian 

Government’s carbon pricing policy is to reduce the energy sector’s emissions profile. (p 
109) 

 
The problem relating to stationary energy is identified in the EWP.  

However, the consequence of the current carbon pricing policy is that it 
will favour increasing gas production and use.  

 
Over the next two decades, we expect to see significant growth in gas‐fired electricity 

generation in response to carbon pricing signals… (p 10) 
 

The Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics projects that Australia’s energy production 

will more than double.  (p xiii) 

 
That means we will have to more than double energy efficiency just to 

maintain emissions at the current level.  If we are to meet reduction 
targets as well, then this means a dramatic improvement on energy 

intensity!  We can’t do that with coal and gas.  
 

 

Gas: emissions: 
 

Throughout the Draft EWP gas is referred to as a “low emissions” source 
of energy and that it is “clean and sustainable” (this definition has been 

created to suit the policy- see section on ‘clean and sustainable’ below):  
 

- Gas stands to play a pivotal role as we move to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. (p 

xxx) 
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- Gas will have a critical role to play as the world moves to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. Access to competitively priced gas offers Australia and other countries a 
lower‐emissions alternative …  (p xxv) 

 

- Similarly, much of Australia’s energy infrastructure is locked in and will only be 
transformed over time, but we are fortunate in having gas, carbon capture and storage, 

and renewable options to aid us in the transition to a cleaner future. (p xxi) 
 
increasing the penetration of natural gas as a way to lower energy costs, improve services 
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions (p 135) 

 

No evidence is provided in the draft EWP to support the claims that gas is 
either “a low emissions” fuel or “sustainable”. 

 
Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from LNG at the point of combustion 

are indeed lower than coal by as much as 50% when comparing older 
coal-fired plants with modern gas turbines.  However once the full life 

cycle of natural gas is considered, including venting of CO2, processing 
and transport, there may be far less advantage if any.  

 
If advantage does exist, it relates to conventional rather than 

unconventional gas, but it is the latter that will be primarily used for 

combustion in Australia 
 

From experience with unconventional gas overseas, it appears there is a 
greater potential for fugitive emissions with this technology, and that 

even a small proportion of leakage, in the order of 2-4 per cent, can 
result in similar greenhouse impacts as coal fired generation.  Leakage 

rates of this order have been found by studies in USA.  
 

Processing and export of LNG further erodes any net advantage that 
natural gas may have over coal due to energy requirements of transport, 

processing and refrigeration.  
 

We may not know by how much, or even if, gas has an advantage over 
coal, in terms of emissions.  But that uncertainty does not justify the 

conclusion that gas is a “low emissions” fuel when compared to coal.  

 
Simulations (Wigley 2011, "switching to natural gas would do little global 

climate study indicates") indicate that a global, partial shift from coal to 
natural gas would slightly accelerate climate change over the next 4 

decades, even if fugitive methane emissions were small (2%).  
 

In contrast, the EWP makes it quite clear that the role of gas to provide 
energy in Australia and its use will significantly expand (and without a 

commitment to reduce coal combustion):  
 

- By 2050, gas could account for 44 per cent of Australia’s electricity supply21 – nearly triple 
the 15 per cent it accounted for in 2009‐10. (p xxv). 

 

http://www.nature.com/news/air-sampling-reveals-high-emissions-from-gas-field-1.9982
https://www2.ucar.edu/atmosnews/news/5292/switching-coal-natural-gas-would-do-little-global-climate-study-indicates
https://www2.ucar.edu/atmosnews/news/5292/switching-coal-natural-gas-would-do-little-global-climate-study-indicates
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And in regard to exports; 

 
- Recent years have seen significant capital committed to Australian LNG projects – around 

$140 billion to increase our LNG export capacity by 50 million tonnes per annum from our 
current 20 million tonnes per annum. Of this, $45 billion was committed to coal seam gas–
to‐LNG projects on Australia’s east coast. (p xxv) 

 

- There is also scope for Australia to derive significant benefits from this clean energy 

potential in the form of clean energy exports. Apart from our expanding liquefied natural 
gas exports, possibilities include using solar energy to further process natural gas to 
hydrogen fuels, or low‐emissions production of synthetic liquid fuels from coal or natural 

gas with the incorporation of carbon capture and storage technology. Similarly, our 
projected uranium resources can supply zero‐emissions baseload energy for countries that 

use nuclear power (p 205) 
 

It stretches credulity to claim that LNG can be considered a “clean energy 
export” for reasons previously cited.  Similarly coal or gas-to-liquids 

involves considerable energy input and increases the emissions intensity 
of these fuels and therefore the net emissions.  

 
Whilst Nuclear power has significantly lower emissions per unit of energy 

generated than fossil fuels, it is certainly not “zero-emissions” (minimum 

66gCO2/kWh in full cycle accounting). 
 

 

Emissions intensity 
 

the energy intensity of the Australian economy (shown as the energy to GDP ratio) improved 

an average of 1.2 per cent a year from 1989–90 to 2007–08.  (p 169)  

 
However, this does not compensate for economic growth, which 

outweighs improvements in intensity, meaning overall emissions 
increased.  Furthermore there is a worrying trend in Australia due to 

mining, as emissions intensity in this sector is worsening and is 
recognized in the paper:  

 
According to the Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, increases in intensity of 
energy use in mining have resulted from accessing deeper and lower‐grade ores, and the 

sharp rise in production of liquefied natural gas relative to other mining activity (p 171) 

 

To put in perspective the scale of the challenge of meeting greenhouse 
targets through energy intensity, consider the calculations from Prof Tim 

Jackson (related to EU figures); “with 2% growth…carbon intensities 
would have to fall on average by over 11% per year to stabilise the 

climate, 16 times faster than they have done since 1990.  By 2050, the 

global carbon intensity would need to be only six grams per dollar of 
output, almost 130 times lower than it is today.  

 
If greater use of gas is being included as part of our response to climate 

change as a “clean” fuel, then the mathematics of this must be presented.  
There are no figures in the Draft EWP that detail the contribution of gas to 
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Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions reduction, nor the effect on energy 

intensity.  
 

With an emissions intensity of 440gCO2/ kWh (even with no fugitive 
emissions) gas cannot achieve the emissions intensity reductions required 

to address emissions targets. 
 

 

Unconventional gas 
 

Coal seam gas and shale gas are relatively new to Australia.  Despite 
widespread community concern surrounding possible damage to aquifers 

and agricultural land, largely based on experience from overseas, there is 
continuing exponential growth to support both domestic use and export. 

 
In recent years the coal seam gas (CSG) industry has undergone a period of rapid expansion 
and is expected to grow further as new resources are commercialised. (p 102) 

 
It is encouraging that some research is being done to examine local and 

cumulative effects on groundwater,  
 

work by the National Water Commission to examine the local and cumulative effects of 
mining on groundwater (p 103)  

 

And acknowledgement of some of the social issues related to CSG: 
 

Environmental sustainability and land access: 
 
It is well recognised that to be sustainable, the resources sector must focus not just on 

economic outcomes or fiscal benefits, but also on environmental impacts and social issues 
such as land and resource access. (p 100) 

 

Further enquiry into the impacts on human health should be broadened to 
include the short-term, long-term and as cumulative consequences of 

unconventional gas extraction and processing.  These should also consider 
air, water and soil pollution as well as wider social effects. 

 

The potential consequences to human health are far reaching, as toxic 
chemicals are used in the extraction process or can be liberated by 

extraction.  The potential for contamination of aquifers and soil is not yet 
quantified in the short or long term but could be devastating to local 

communities and impact food production.  Air pollution related to 
unconventional gas development has been observed overseas and this too 

constitutes a health hazard.  The social consequences of coal seam gas 
have been documented in Australia. 

(http://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/prod/parlment/committee.nsf/0/f96d
076732225603ca25791b00102098/$FILE/Submission%200412.pdf - p23) 

 

http://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/prod/parlment/committee.nsf/0/f96d076732225603ca25791b00102098/$FILE/Submission%200412.pdf
http://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/prod/parlment/committee.nsf/0/f96d076732225603ca25791b00102098/$FILE/Submission%200412.pdf
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The EWP states that the Australian government will advance the goal of 

gathering the “best available science”, including: 
 

 establishing a new Independent Expert Scientific Committee (and associated new National 
Partnership Agreement) to provide scientific advice to governments on coal seam gas and 
large coal mining projects that have a significant impact on water  

 

 undertaking, through Geoscience Australia, further work to establish a more rigorous 
understanding of the aquifers across jurisdictions and across basins, their connectivity, and 

how groundwater pressures in connected aquifers are likely to be affected by the 
cumulative impacts of coal seam gas production (p xxxi) 

 
However other statements appear contradictory: 

 
There is a growing need to build further community support, understanding and engagement 
around critical energy sources such as coal seam gas ….   (p xi) 

 
This statement is concerning as it suggests that community perception is 

the problem rather than safety concerns.  But there is actually no 
evidence to support safety.  It is in contrast to the response of several 

overseas jurisdictions where moratoria have been enacted pending 
greater understanding and information regarding safety.  

 
In this context, gas will be a growing source of energy both domestically and internationally.   
 
Australia’s unconventional gas resources bring the promise of extensive economic 
opportunities for both regional areas and Australia collectively. To facilitate this 
development, concerns held in some parts of the community about the industry’s 
development need to be addressed through sound and consistent regulation based on 
scientific data and community engagement. The development of these resources will have 

major implications for Australia’s east coast gas market, and the east coast gas market 
outcomes will be an important ‘swing factor’ in determining electricity generation investment 

outcomes. The Australian Government’s recent decision to establish a new Independent 
Expert Scientific Committee (and associated new National Partnership Agreement) to 
provide scientific advice to governments on coal seam gas and large coal mining projects 
that have a significant impact on water, are important steps in seeking to address 

community concerns. (p xiv) 
 
If we are to assess CSG and unconventional gas impartially and allay 

community anxiety, the process must not only be genuine, it must also 
address all concerns including health. 

 
The significant expansion of the coal seam gas and wind energy industries has recently 
shown the growing pains that can occur in our energy sector and highlight the importance of 

building local and general support with the community. (p xxvii) 

This comparison demonstrates a lack of understanding of issues 

surrounding the different technologies.  Experience with wind turbines 
dates back several decades, at least 16 detailed, independent scientific 

reviews have been undertaken and there is no evidence of harm to health 
or environmental risk.  Coal seam gas however is a relatively recent 

development.  There is minimal health and safety data and there are very 
real concerns of health impacts resulting from water contamination and 

air pollution.  
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There seems to be no doubt as to the future of CSG in the Energy White 
paper, again any genuine openness about exploring the potential risks 

posed by this industry are largely discredited: 
 

CSG has an important role to play in meeting Australia’s future energy needs and in 
supporting continued regional economic growth. Without the additional gas supply offered by 
CSG, it is likely that conventional east coast gas reserves would struggle to meet long‐term 

demand and the cost of meeting greenhouse gas reduction targets would be higher. Further, 
given the relatively small amount of productive land that is temporarily utilised in CSG 
production at any point in time, it is unlikely to present any risk to Australia’s food security. 
In general, there is no foreseeable risk to our food security at this time. The Australian 
Government is currently developing a national food plan that will set out the strategic 
direction for the government’s food policy over the period to 2030, which will include an 
analysis of a range of key issues, including the potential risks to food security from 

competition for land use. (p 102) 

 
 
Gas as a “sustainable” or “transitional” fuel 
 

Gas has been referred to as a “transition fuel” in the paper, (though its 
role is determined to increase thought the first half of the 21st century).  

 
- The draft Energy White Paper recognises the important role of gas as a transition fuel,  

(foreword) 
 

- According to the World energy outlook 2011, natural gas is the only fossil fuel expected to 

have a higher share of the global energy mix in 2035 than it does today.15 In part, this is 
due to the role it plays as a transition fuel as the world moves to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. It is a lower emissions alternative which can also provide energy security, 
particularly while clean energy technologies move towards commercialization (p 85) 

 
There is little evidence to suggest that gas can facilitate a transition to 

genuinely low carbon energy sources.  A more likely outcome is that 
investment will be diverted away from renewables toward gas, delaying 

the eventual transition to renewable energy.  
 

Gas, like oil, is a finite resource and its depletion is inevitable.  
 

Whatever the resource, depletion will clearly be greatly accelerated by 
large-scale extraction for domestic use and exportation.  

 

According to the 2010 WA State Energy Initiative, WA’s conventional gas 
reserves will peak in as little as 10 years (Strategic Energy Initiative 

Directions Paper p 20). 
 

 
This is clearly not reflected in the White paper: 

 
The Department of Mines and Petroleum forecast of projected supply and demand for gas in 
Western Australia to 2030 suggests that sufficient capacity exists to meet domestic demand 

in the western market to 2030. Gas supply beyond 2030 in the absence of new discovery 

http://www.energy.wa.gov.au/1/3321/3312/about_energy.pm
http://www.energy.wa.gov.au/1/3321/3312/about_energy.pm
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may become an issue in the longer term. (p 51) 

 

Despite rapidly increasing rate of extraction, the EWP suggests that 
limitations to gas use are not foreseen in the near term: 

 
At current rates of depletion, Australia has many decades worth of known gas and uranium 
reserves, and at least a century of coal. (p xiii) 

 
….demonstrated gas reserves were estimated to sustain current production levels for around 
68 years, and there is good potential for further discoveries of coal seam gas and shale gas 
to add to Australia’s overall economic gas reserves. (p 11) 

 

This is misleading, like oil, gas will not run out suddenly, but once its 
production has peaked, its price will rise and availability decrease.  The 

pattern of resource extraction is not linear but curved or “bell-shaped” as 
described by M King Hubbert (1956).  

 
Furthermore, unconventional gas reserves are less well understood.  

Shale gas wells have shown very early and rapid depletion rates and 
higher failure rates.  (Experience overseas has been that initial estimates 

have also been significantly overstated (Marcellus shale)).  

 
The envisaged growth and dependence on gas and its subsequent 

depletion will result in not one, but two transitions over the next few 
decades.  This is doubly challenging, both socially and economically. 

 
As such, rapid expansion of this industry to the point of dependence, risks 

both future energy security and compromises effective action to reduce 
greenhouse emissions. 

 
 

Clean and sustainable energy 
 
Clean energy technologies are defined in the EWP as: 

 
The term ‘clean and sustainable energy’ refers to sources of energy, technologies or 
processes that produce lower or zero greenhouse gas emissions relative to conventional 

counterparts and that meet appropriate social, environmental, health and safety 
standards..(p 198) 

 
Using a relative term such as “lower” in this context is ambiguous and 

misleading as it can potentially apply even when emissions are only 
marginally lower than existing technologies.  It appears to be a definition 

that specifically allows the inclusion of energy sources that by all other 

definitions would be counted as having significant greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

 
In normal parlance “clean” energy should mean that these sources must 

have emissions (both greenhouse gas and other pollutants) that can 
contribute to the emissions reductions targets and do not cause 
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significant pollution that could cause harm to human health or cause 

damage to the environment.  
 

In this way the definition of “clean” has been massaged so that gas can 
be included.  (The same applies to CCS – discussed later).  

 
“Sustainable” implies technologies or sources that can operate over 

human timescales without depletion themselves, or cause progressive 
damage or depletion to other environmental resources. 

 
As such only renewable energy sources currently fit these criteria.  The 

draft EWP states; 
 

Suggestions that Australia should aggressively move exclusively to one or two renewable 
energy technologies to supply its energy are neither feasible nor realistic. (page xv) 

 

This essentially rules out a “clean and sustainable” energy future in the 
near to medium term.  

 
It also contrasts the position taken by several European countries with far 

more meagre renewable energy options, that are aiming for 20- 30% 
renewable energy penetration by 2020.  

 
Many of Australia’s best renewable energy resources are located remote from the electricity 

grid. (p 205) 

 
This is also misleading; there are very good resources close to urban 

areas in Australia (and superior to cities in Europe which have already 
been exploited).  

 
As previously stated, gas is repeatedly identified as a “low emissions” or 

clean energy source, but there is no supporting evidence as to how gas 

can satisfy this criteria on either clean or sustainable grounds.  
 

Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) is also proposed as a clean 
technology.  

 
Australia also possesses extensive and highly prospective geological storage sites for carbon 
dioxide onshore and offshore. These could support development of near zero net emissions 
coal‐fired or gas‐fired baseload electricity generation. (p 203)  

 

This is as yet an unproven technology.  CCS may not even be technically 
feasible or may only be applicable in limited circumstances with suitable 

geology.  It may not be possible to scale this technology to the extent 
required and the costs may also prove to be prohibitive.  We just don’t 

yet know.  In the meantime, and until the true costs and feasibility of CCS 
is known, it would seem unwise not to set emissions standards on new 

coal and gas facilities, though the EWP expressly proposes otherwise. 
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However, coal and gas plants will be excluded from emissions standards 

on the basis of future CCS. 
 

In this context, the Australian Government has decided not to proceed with the introduction 
of an emissions standard or carbon capture and storage standard for future coal-fired 

generation investment. An emissions standard is unnecessary in the presence of carbon 

pricing. Similarly, a carbon capture and storage standard would impose unnecessary 
regulatory and administrative costs and would be difficult to implement until a greater 
understanding of carbon capture and storage requirements is available. The government 
also considers such regulatory interventions to be inconsistent with a market-based 

approach to reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (p xxi) 
 
…. in light of the passage of legislation to introduce a carbon price from 1 July 2012, the 
Australian Government has taken a decision not to proceed with the introduction of an 
emissions standard or carbon capture and storage standard for future coal-fired generation 

investment. (p 162)  
 

There is a second reason that the “net zero emissions” for CCS cannot be 
correct. 

 
CCS will inevitably result in energy use, meaning that more combustion is 

required to produce the same net energy.  Estimates range from 20-40% 
of the energy derived from combustion.  Consequently the upstream 

emissions and other environmental damage that arises from mining and 
from water use will be increased proportionally resulting both greater 

economic costs and upstream pollution. 
 

 

Externalities: air pollution, water use and contamination, 
climate change. 
 
This concept and inclusion of externalised costs is raised, amongst other 

factors, under the heading “Defining a well functioning market”.  

 
price signals that reflect the full costs and benefits of producing, supplying and consuming 
energy (p 110) 

 

and: 
 

Similarly, environmental outcomes are generally best achieved through appropriate pricing 
of externalities or direct management of impacts rather than through rules that impose 
inflexible restrictions or preferences for technologies or fuels in the energy market. (p 109) 

 

It is important that such important decisions regarding long-term energy 

provision are informed by all of the costs and consequences, so far as 
they can be established.  

 
However, though the issue is raised, the implications and costing of these 

externalities, is left largely unexplored.  And nothing is done about it, yet 
there are some immediate solutions eg in relation to subsidies.  This is in 

marked contrast to the economic benefits attributed to future gas 
developments, which are well represented in the draft EWP.  
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This is exemplified in the statement: 
 

Major new gas developments in eastern, western and northern Australia will bring further 
prosperity and changing dynamics to energy markets. (p 2) 

 
The short-term benefits are assumed, but there is no accounting for 

social, health and environmental costs particularly in the long term once 
industries leave. 

 
Climate change and environmental goals must be balanced with economic development, 
industry policy, innovation objectives, and transport, population and development planning 
(p 3) 

 

This sentence should be reversed; it implies that climate change and 
environmental goals currently have greater weighting than the other 

determinants whereas the reverse is true. 
 

The case of coal demonstrates this quite clearly; externalities, including 
air pollution, water pollution and climate change, add significantly to the 

“real’ cost of burning coal.  So that when these costs are factored in, coal 
becomes more expensive than most renewable energy sources (Epstein: 

Full cost accounting for the life cycle of coal).  
 

In Australia, the additional external cost of coal has been calculated to be 
$42 and $52 dollars per MWh for black and brown coal respectively (ATSE 

2009).   
 

If a market mechanism is deemed to be the most effective and efficient 

mechanism to guide new energy generation choices, then these 
externalities must be factored in, otherwise we will be invoking “market 

failure” from the outset.   
 

Failure to include the external costs of climate change has already been 
by  as the “greatest market failure the world has ever seen”. 

 
A carbon price is a first step in this process but at the levels proposed 

does not account for the true excluded costs.  Unless a far higher price is 
envisaged, there must be other mechanisms to inform market decisions 

to the true costs. 
 

The following statements should be re-examined in this light: 
 

However, governments cannot artificially hold energy costs below costs of supply. If we are 
to maintain investment and promote the efficient use of energy, then prices must reflect the 
cost of supply in a competitive market. Interventions to manipulate or suppress efficient 
pricing outcomes will have detrimental investment and supply consequences that are not in 
the long‐term interests of consumers. Our markets and energy policies must ensure 

efficiency so that we achieve our investment and transformation requirements at minimal 
cost to consumers.  (p ix) 
 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2010.05890.x/full
http://www.atse.org.au/component/remository/ATSE-Reports/Energy/Hidden-Costs-of-Electricity-2009/
http://www.atse.org.au/component/remository/ATSE-Reports/Energy/Hidden-Costs-of-Electricity-2009/
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The pace of Australia’s clean energy transformation will be determined through the 
interaction of outcomes driven by the ability of emerging technologies to establish 

commercial reliability and competitive cost. The complementary incentives from the carbon 
price and Renewable Energy Target are intended to bring forward the deployment of 

renewable energy in Australia – driving around $20 billion of investment in renewable 
energy in the period to 2020. The introduction of a carbon price can assist in efficiently 
delivering the Renewable Energy Target.  (p xxxi) 

 

If significant externalities are not considered and included, then the 
consequence is that market mechanisms will fail or lead to inappropriate 

outcomes for the very reason stated. 
 

The EWP identifies protection of groundwater as an area that requires 
regulation.  In order to protect water resources;  

 
The government will: 

- provide $150 million to establish a new Independent Expert Scientific Committee that will 

provide scientific advice to governments about relevant CSG and large coal mining 
approvals where they have significant impacts on water; oversee research on impacts on 

water resources from CSG and large coal mining projects; and commission and fund water 
resource assessments for priority regions 

 

- through the establishment of a National Partnership Agreement, ensure that the advice of 

the Independent Expert Scientific Committee is taken into account by state and territory 
governments to inform regulatory decisions 

 

- mandate that the Independent Expert Scientific Committee publicly disclose its advice to 

ensure that local communities have all the best information available to them.   (p 103) 
 

These are good initiatives, but fall short of protecting public health.  
These should be expanded to address public health issues such as; air 

pollution, water pollution and social effects.  
 

There is very limited reference to air quality and only in relation to fuel 
quality:  

 
Australia’s fuel quality standards have improved urban air quality (p125) 

 
Fuel quality in Australia, is regulated under the Fuel Quality Standards Act 2000, which is 
administered by the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and 
Communities. The Act regulates fuel supplied in Australia (with the exception of aviation 
fuels) to reduce adverse effects of motor vehicle emissions on air quality and human health 
and to facilitate adoption of new technologies to improve vehicle efficiency. Australian fuel 
quality standards have been set for petrol, automotive diesel, petrol–ethanol blended fuel up 

to 10 per cent ethanol, biodiesel and autogas. (p 119) 
 
It is true that reduced lead and sulphur in fuel have improved air quality, 

especially in urban areas.  However, particulate emissions and ozone, 
which mediate the majority of health effects from air pollution, will 

increase with increasing motor vehicle use, congestion and the growing 
proportion of diesel motors, which are far more polluting in this regard.  

 
There is good evidence that ultrafine particulates produced by modern 

diesels are especially problematic for human cardiovascular health. (Mills 
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et al 2011: Combustion derived nanoparticulate induces the adverse 

vascular effects of diesel exhaust).  
 

Other sources of air pollution are also not covered.  Wood combustion 
heaters, to provide water and space heating, produce large quantities of 

particulates and ozone precursors.  Energy efficiency and solar heating 
would greatly reduce these health costs (estimated to be $2,200/wood 

heater – 2004). 
 

 

Privatisation, deregulation and a market based 
approach.  
 

Markets are generally the most effective means of providing efficient energy price signals.  

(p 179) 

 
Whilst a market-based approach is advocated as the most efficient way to 

expedite development and select energy choices, there are potentially 
differing treatments of gas when compared to renewables: 

 
In addition, the Australian Government will commit to: 

 

- managing the growing importance of gas in our energy future through further monitoring 
and consideration of policy settings to help ensure a stable future, given the increasing use 

of gas for electricity generation and the increasing impact that developments in each market 
can have on the other (p 163) 

 
support further reforms to the Western Australian gas market to ensure that it becomes a 
more mature and competitive market (p 166) 

 

Gas gets assistance, but other options such as renewable energy and 
energy efficiency are left to the market: 

 
Energy markets, working in tandem with interfacing markets, such as carbon, renewable 
energy certificates, water and importantly financial markets, are unarguably best placed to 
produce sustainable, reliable and least‐cost energy solutions. (p xiv )  

 

Apart from providing no evidence to support such an incredibly sweeping 
statement there is again no mechanism to include the hidden health costs 

and other externalities.  Carbon markets, while they may impose a cost 
on pollution, at $23/tonne CO2 are set at far too low to drive the 

transition to genuinely low emissions technology.  

 
The withdrawal of government from the market means the private sector will be called on to 
deliver future investment, and the market is largely untested at delivering investment at the 
scale required in the period ahead. (p xx) 

 
This would seem to be both contradictory to the previous statement and 

also questions a market based mechanism at providing ideal future 
energy needs.   

 

http://eurheartj.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2011/07/06/eurheartj.ehr195.abstract?sid=e682f5b2-8853-49b1-b76c-72abb1dd38c2
http://eurheartj.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2011/07/06/eurheartj.ehr195.abstract?sid=e682f5b2-8853-49b1-b76c-72abb1dd38c2
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Similarly, a carbon capture and storage standard would impose unnecessary regulatory and 
administrative costs and would be difficult to implement until a greater understanding of 

carbon capture and storage requirements is available. The government also considers such 
regulatory interventions to be inconsistent with a market-based approach to reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions. (p xxi) 

 

There are all sorts of inconsistencies in the white paper.  There are 
differing rules for coal and gas when compared to renewable energy and 

CCS.  
 

Coal is not being appropriately costed, as the health and environmental 
externalities are excluded and the proposed carbon price does not reflect 

the true cost of climate change, yet a market system that ignores these 
costs is deemed to be adequate.  When development of gas is considered 

these same rules are overruled.  

 
Environmental regulation must also be effective and efficient in terms of both outcomes and 
its administration. In this context, the Australian Government has recently announced a set 
of major reforms to the operation of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 to improve its effectiveness and streamline administration. These 
include developing a more strategic approach through regional planning and approvals as 
well as developing cooperative national standards and guidelines to harmonise approaches 
between jurisdictions and foster cooperation with all stakeholders.  

The government is working closely with industry to implement these reforms. (p xxvi)  

Health is not being adequately considered despite the known and likely 
impacts from fossil fuel industries.  The inference of this paragraph is that 

barriers are being eased to enable more rapid development.  There is no 

emphasis on protection.  The fact that industry is involved in 
implementing these reforms without similar input from corresponding 

environmental or public health groups is also concerning. 
  

The exclusion of health is repeated here: 
 

This White Paper does not revisit well‐established Australian Government positions on 

related issues – climate change, water policy, fiscal settings or broader environmental 
management frameworks. However, it does recognise that these and other policy areas 

intersect closely with energy policy, and it is important to be clear about what the 
interrelationships are. (p 4) 

 
In other words it uses the ploy of raising these issues so they are in the 

document and then ignores them. 
 

 

Energy Efficiency 
 

Improving energy efficiency reduces the total amount of fuel used per 
unit of energy produced; consequently it has benefits for human and 

environmental health by reducing air and water pollution and ultimately, 
climate change.  Efficient resource use can also reduce energy insecurity 

and provide economic development opportunities.  
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The EWP does explore various approaches to energy efficiency and also 
recognizes that this is often the easiest way to reduce emissions, and that 

it can also be financially advantageous in its own right.  
 

However, there are several areas that have been overlooked, such as the 
role of co-generation or tri-generation.  This is not new technology, and 

has been shown to be cost effective as well as effective in reducing 
emissions.   

 
Similarly the use of ground source heat pumps, fuel cells, solar heating 

and geothermal heating and cooling (rather than electricity generation) 
should be greatly expanded as they can be inexpensive and have 

significant health co-benefits (by reducing air pollution and provide less 
expensive heating and cooling). 

 

If we were serious about reducing emissions, improving energy security 
and facilitating economic development (the three aims of the EWP) these 

technologies would be prioritized over expansion of coal and gas.  
 

The fact that gas in particular, dominates the paper, whilst the “low 
hanging fruit” option of energy efficiency and the development of 

renewable energy are presented in a negative way or downplayed, would 
suggest that the paper is driven by the gas industries which can see 

smaller outlays and quicker profit with gas than with financing renewable 
energy. 

 
 

Liquid fuels: 
 

In terms of fuel production and importation, transport scenario modeling conducted for the 
development of the Strategic Framework for Alternative Transport Fuels indicates that over 

the period to 2050: 
 transport fuel demand is projected to steadily increase, with the freight task and air travel 
the main drivers of rising consumption 
 conventional fuels are expected to continue to be the mainstay of the liquid fuel market (p 
114) 
 
Given its importance to social interaction and commerce, transport activity is projected to 

continue growing strongly.. These changes will decouple activity from emissions, with 
greenhouse gas projections for the sector in 2050 expected to be close to those of today (p 
42) 

 

As previously discussed, increasing liquid fuel use will contribute to 
increasing air pollution and climate change both of which have significant 

impacts for human health.  In addition the reference to increasing biofuels 
is dependent of the development of energy efficient products that use far 

less water and agricultural land to be produced.  
 

The effective carbon price will not apply to household transport fuel consumption, light 
commercial vehicles (4.5 tonnes or less), and the agriculture, forestry and fisheries sectors. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cogeneration
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trigeneration
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The government intends that on‐road heavy vehicles using diesel will be subject to an 

effective carbon price from 1 July 2014. 

 
Transport fuel used in the rail, domestic shipping and domestic aviation sectors will be 
subject to an effective carbon price from 1 July 2012. International aviation and shipping 
fuel use will not be subject to the effective carbon price. (p 121) 

 

These exemptions do not consider human health effects, either from air 
pollution or climate change.  Shipping and aviation both contribute around 

5% of global greenhouse gas emissions.  Shipping is especially bad for air 
quality in port cities, where the sulfurous bunker fuel is largely 

unregulated.  
 

Yet these emissions are expected to increase by 300-400%. 

 
 

Peak oil and Geo-political energy insecurity 
 

The potential for oil insecurity is recognised and referred to: 
 

Geopolitical instability and the risk of a supply disruption have long been features of the 
global oil market. Nevertheless, market mechanisms have historically proven an efficient 
and effective way of ensuring that Australia continues to have adequate supplies of liquid 
fuels.  

 
In addition, the history of oil supply shocks over many decades suggests that global crude 
oil and refined product markets have the capacity to swiftly respond to a supply disruption 
by eliciting some alternative or additional supply, reallocating supply efficiently among 
users, and reducing the quantity demanded through temporarily higher prices (p 94) 

 

Relying on previous historical outcomes is not a prudent risk management 
strategy when assessing or safeguarding future oil security.  Whilst it is 

true that previous interruptions have not occurred, it certainly does not 
imply that future events will take the same course.  In fact the world is a 

very different place now with significant regional political tensions and 

much tighter supply.  The point is also made that Australia does not have 
the 90-day storage that is mandated by the IEA. 

 
Peak oil is discussed only briefly and largely dismissed in this paper: 

 
The IEA forecasts that global oil production from conventional and unconventional sources 
will continue to grow. Physical production limits (so‐called ‘peak oil’) are unlikely to be 

reached before 2035. However, rising oil prices – from US$78 per barrel (in real terms) in 
2010 to US$120 per barrel (in real terms or US$211 in nominal terms) in 2035 – as well as 
demand‐changing policies and technologies could result in a demand‐induced peak in global 

production after 2020, depending on the scope of global climate change action. If oil prices 
remain high, substantial unconventional oil reserves (such as tar sands) may be unlocked to 
maintain supply. The risk of major supply disruptions remains an unknown but ever‐present 

factor.  (p 35)  

 
This is a little misleading.  IEA recently confirmed that “conventional 

sources” of oil have now (2010) “peaked” (“crude oil output...never 
regains its all-time peak reached in 2006" p 6) and that the increase in 

http://www.worldenergyoutlook.org/docs/weo2010/WEO2010_ES_English.pdf
http://www.worldenergyoutlook.org/docs/weo2010/WEO2010_ES_English.pdf
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unconventional oil has so far compensated for this reduction.  

 
However, unconventional oil is more expensive, slower to produce and 

provides less “net energy” and may prove a far less reliable alternative.  
The IEA’s projection of continuing oil growth until 2035 is very optimistic 

due the large contribution of “as yet undiscovered resources” filling the 
production gap that arises due to depleting oil reserves.  Many analysts 

suggest that the total peak will occur within the next few years (including 
the US Joint Forces Command – 2010) or may have passed already 

(Aleklett K. Global Energy Systems, Uppsala University March 2010). 
 

Regardless of this, demand from rapidly developing and industrializing 
nations is increasing.  

 
The EWP does recognise Australia’s increasing dependence on oil imports, 

but downplays any potential risks: 

 
A growing reliance on liquid fuel imports (both refined and crude product) is not considered 
to impair long‐term liquid fuel security …   

However, it will place a greater reliance on longer global supply chains and a consequential 
need for investment in adequate import and storage infrastructure.  (p 66) 
 
Australia is a growing net importer of crude oil and refined petroleum products. 
However, liquid fuel security is expected to remain high due to our ready access to open and 

well functioning international markets that contribute to a highly flexible and diversified 
supply chain (further discussed in Chapter 6A). This reinforces the point that a lack of oil 
self‐sufficiency does not in itself compromise or reduce Australia’s energy security.  (p 67) 

 

This clearly constitutes greater risks for acute interruptions arising from 
accidents or political unrest in the short-term, and for long-term 

insecurity and rising prices as a result of competition as demand outstrips 
supply. 

 

As well as economic consequences, both high oil prices and acute oil 
shortages have major health implications.  Our health service is very 

energy intensive and many of the materials required will be more costly 
and supply chains may become vulnerable.  Energy poverty and 

interruptions to transport also threaten access and delivery of essential 
health services. 

 
Agriculture and food transport is also entirely oil dependent and 

interruptions, depending on their severity, could result in disastrous public 
health outcomes from social impacts on affected communities and 

ultimately nutritional deficiencies. 
 

Conversely there is potential for health outcomes to be improved by 
planned reduction in personal energy use.  Lower calorie intake, greater 

active transport and reduced air pollution from decreased urban vehicle 

use being examples.  Reducing reliance on liquid fuels therefore can 
promote health, reduce greenhouse emissions and reduce energy 

http://www.jfcom.mil/newslink/storyarchive/2010/JOE_2010_o.pdf
http://www.jfcom.mil/newslink/storyarchive/2010/JOE_2010_o.pdf
http://www.tsl.uu.se/uhdsg/Publications/PeakOilAge.pdf


[21] 
 

insecurity.  

 
But these opportunities will be missed by pursuing increasingly expensive 

and energy intensive unconventional oil. 
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