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Dreams vs Realities 

“For decades, dreamy-eyed solar proponents have pre dicted that we would soon 
get 20% to 100% of our energy from solar sources – biomass, hydro, wind, solar-
thermal, photovoltaics and others. 

“Their predictions all failed because they were bas ed on emotional urges and 
political agendas rather than honest assessments ba sed on scientific and 
engineering realities.”  

Dr Howard Hayden, Professor Emeritus of Physics, publisher of “The Energy Advocate” and author of the 
very readable and authoritative book “The Solar Fraud – Why Solar Energy won’t Run the world”, 2004, 

Vales Lake Publishing. 
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1.   The Grand Plan and the Hidden Agenda  

The purpose of the bill is to force electricity generators in Australia to generate a mandated 
share of their electricity sales from renewable sources. This share is determined by the 
Renewable Energy Target (RET). The grand plan is that at least 20% of Australia’s 
electricity will be generated from renewable sources by 2020.  

The Act also provides for the creation of renewable energy certificates (RECs) by those 
who generate renewable energy. Power companies can meet their mandated targets by 
buying these RECs. 

Complicating this power medley is a jigsaw of state schemes to force power companies to 
purchase low grade home-hobby electricity generated by householders at artificially high 
prices. Some states even force power companies to use a legislated proportion of gas for 
generating power, no matter what it costs. Naturally, gas companies and hobby electricity 
generators think these are great ideas.  

The advertised purpose of this complicated scheme is to reduce emissions of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and thus save polar bears, the Murray Darling River System, the Great 
Barrier Reef, Kakadu, the Daintree Rainforest and the Greenland Ice Sheet.  

The hidden agenda is to buy Green Votes, using money covertly extracted from electricity 
consumers. 

The Deep Green agenda is to cripple industrial society and take us all back to wearing 
leather sandals as we cultivate our vegie patch with a sharpened stick. 

 

2.   Engines and Electricity 

Two inventions have changed the world in the last century and have provided more people 
with more food, safety, comfort and leisure than any others – the engine and electricity. 
Both are heavily or entirely dependent on carbon energy. 

Engines came first – steam engines, combustion engines, diesel engines, electric engines, 
jet engines – imagine any aspect of life or leisure if there were no engines – no trains, no 
tractors, no trucks or cars, no dozers, no aeroplanes, no ships except sail boats, no 
appliances - a world reduced to human and animal muscle power. 

Then imagine a world without electricity – no electric lights, heating, cooling, cooking, TV, 
appliances, tools, commuter trains or computers; whale oil lights and bees wax candles on 
the table; stoves and heaters running on wood or coal; Coolgardie safes keeping the butter 
cool and the big city air filled again with choking London smog. 
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Road Making before the Era of Engines 
 

It should thus be of concern to every thinking human being that to hobble, tax or limit 
man’s access to or use of engines or electricity is fraught with peril for consumers and 
electoral risk for politicians too weak to oppose these destructive policies.  

 

 

“Men must always remember that civilisation is a fl imsy coat, and just outside, 
waiting, . . . . . . . . . are hunger, thirst and c old.” 

Louis L’Amour 

 

All of today’s engines rely on two major energy sources – carbon fuels (oil, gas and coal), 
or nuclear fuel. 

Electricity is generated largely by engines. These engines, too, are powered 
overwhelmingly by carbon or nuclear fuel. 

Politicians with delusions of grandeur believe that all they have to do is wave a green 
wand, pass yet another stupid law, and “Lo, 20% of our energy comes from alternative 
energy”. 

The research, engineering, permitting, financing, construction and integration of such a 
huge technological shift in such a short time cannot be achieved without massive 
increases in the cost of electricity, and great risk to the reliability and capacity of supply. 
Brown outs, black outs, power shedding and the spread of energy poverty will become the 
norm for our grandkids if we do not direct the cold wind of reality into the stuffy corridors of 
power. 
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3. Are there any Benefits in reducing Emissions of Carbon Dioxide 
from electricity Generation? 

The main purpose of mandating renewable energy options is to reduce emissions of CO2. 
The claimed benefit is to moderate global warming supposedly caused by man’s 
emissions of carbon dioxide. It is assumed there are no disadvantages. 

Firstly, there is no evidence that CO2 controls climate. Past geological records, as well as 
knowledge of the radiation physics of CO2, suggest that firstly, CO2 is not the prime driver 
of past eras of heating and cooling. Secondly, at today’s levels, most of the warming 
potential of CO2 is exhausted, and even doubling CO2 content would have no dramatic 
effect on climate. 

It is also clear that the earth is adapting to the increase in man’s emissions by removing 
much of the additional carbon in sinks in the oceans or the biosphere (fuelling the green 
revolution). 

Moreover, a warmer world with more CO2 in the atmosphere would bring benefits to all life 
on earth. We have nothing to fear from warm moist carbon abundant eras – what the 
human race needs to fear most are the cold, dry, sterile ice ages. 

 

 

“Climate models show that for at least the rest of this century, China will actually 
benefit from global warming. Warmer temperatures wi ll boost agricultural 
production and improve health. The numbers of lives  lost in heat waves will 
increase, but the numbers of people saved in winter  will grow much more rapidly. 
Warming will have a more dramatic effect on minimum  temperatures in winter than 
on maximum temperatures in summer. 

“There are few arguments for China and India to com mit to carbon caps – and 
compelling reasons for them to resist pressure to d o so.” 

Bjorn Lomborg, CCNet 25/2009, Feb 2009. 

 

Our conclusion is: there are NO NET BENEFITS of trying to reduce man’s emissions of 
the colourless, non-toxic life-supporting gas, carbon dioxide. 

This should end the whole discussion of the benefits of forcing power companies to use 
more expensive and less reliable energy sources.  

However, even if the above reasoning is not accepted for political, ideological or other 
reasons, there are still significant doubts on the wisdom of mandating markets for 
renewable energy. These are discussed below. 
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4. Which Electricity gets the Green Tick of Approva l? 

The renewable energy sources that appear to be classed as “renewable” include wind, 
solar, hydro, tidal, geo-thermal, biomass, bio-fuel and anything else with “bio” attached to 
its name.  

What about nuclear, the electricity generator with ZERO direct CO2 emissions? It is not 
mentioned in polite company and has no mandated feather bed because it fails the “Green 
Votes Test”.  

Gas fired electricity generators probably do not earn RECs but, in some states, gas also 
has a mandated target as a “green” option, even though burning gas produces the same 
two harmless natural “Greenhouse Gases” as does burning coal (water vapour and CO2). 
However, as long as it is called “Natural Gas” it attracts Green Votes, and thus qualifies for 
government force-feeding at the expense of electricity consumers. This silly policy also 
pushes up the price of gas for all other gas consumers, and wastes gas that has much 
greater value as a portable fuel and a chemical feedstock. 

 

5.   Relative Costs of Electricity Production. 

Every reputable study of the costs of electricity generation shows that with all subsidies, 
taxes and mandates removed, coal, gas and nuclear are the cheapest sources of 
electricity, with wind power between 5 and 10 times as expensive, and solar cells maybe 
even 20 times more expensive than the normal electric power producers. Claude Mandil, 
former International Energy Chief, says that the price guaranteed for photo-voltaic energy 
in Europe is 20 times the cost of energy from conventional power plants (CCNet 20/2009 
10 Feb 2009). 

Many cost comparisons omit the hidden costs of renewable energy – transmission costs, 
the costs of back-up generating capacity, maintenance costs and the increased instability 
and lowered reliability of the power network. 

It is easy to pass a bill mandating the use of renewable energy. Electricity consumers 
however, will soon feel the pain of high costs and unreliable supply and the politicians who 
supported such a foolish, “feel-good” move will soon feel “not-so-good”. 

 

 
“Despite Europe’s boom in solar and wind energy, CO 2 emissions have not been 
reduced by even a single gram. Experts have known a bout this situation for some 
time, but it still isn’t widely known to the public . Even Germany’s government 
officials mention it only under their breath. No on e wants to discuss the political 
ramifications.”  

Anselm Waldermann, Spiegel Online, 10 Feb 2009. CCNet 21/2009. 
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6.   Electricity Generation options -   
    what has a proven track record?  

It is instructive to look at which European countries have substantial (greater than 15%) 
non-carbon electricity generating capacity. They are (2006): 
 

• Norway  97% hydro 
• France   75% nuclear 
• Iceland  73% hydro + 27% geothermal 
• Belgium   55% nuclear 
• Austria  50% hydro 
• Switzerland  46% hydro 
• Sweden  41% hydro 
• Latvia   37% hydro 
• Croatia  33% hydro 
• Romania  31% hydro 
• Turkey  25% hydro 
• Slovenia  24% hydro 
• Portugal  20% hydro 
• Denmark  16% wind 
• Finland  15% nuclear 
• Slovakia  15% hydro 

 
Most of the Europeans have been at the front of the global warming scam, chanting the 
renewable energy mantra. Those leading the push to demonise carbon are in the above 
list. Most of them need do nothing to achieve 20% renewables by 2020, so they can adopt 
the high moral ground. Their hidden agenda is to hobble their big economic competitors 
who depend heavily on carbon based energy – USA, UK, India, China, Australia, Poland. 
 
USA gets over 70% of its electricity from carbon based fuels: 
 

• Coal   50% 
• Nuclear  20% 
• Natural gas  18% 
• Hydro   7% 
• Petroleum  2% 
• Wood   1% 
• All Others  2% 

 
UK gets over 80% of its electricity from carbon based fuels. These are recent 
(approximate) figures for UK: 
 

• Coal   49% 
• Natural gas  33% 
• Nuclear  17% 
• Wind   0.6% 
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Australia relies on carbon fuels for nearly 90% of its electricity. The figures are 
(approximately): 
 

• Black Coal  50%  
• Brown Coal  21% 
• Gas   15% 
• Hydro   10% 
• Oil     2% 
• Biomass & Others   2% 

 
These tables show that the only non-carbon electricity power worth thinking about for the 
foreseeable future comes from hydro or nuclear. In special places, geo-thermal or wind 
may make some contribution. Solar and biomass are non-starters. 
 

7.   The Hydro Option for Australia. 

The key determinants for hydro power are: 

• Suitable sites,   and  
• A welcoming community.  

Australia is very short of both of these key requirements for expanding hydro energy. Our 
main hydro power comes from dams built years ago in Tasmania and the Snowy. Ideal 
sites are now in short supply. New hydro dams are likely to be environmentally and 
socially intrusive and every proposal to build a new hydro scheme would arouse protest 
with the usual objections and legal obstacles and delays.  

So we have the irony that generally same people who demand we reduce CO2 emissions 
will lead the waving of banners in opposition to use of the main energy sources that could 
do that – nuclear and hydro. 

Our conclusion is that hydro will be unable or not allowed to make significant contributions 
to Australia’s future electricity or transport energy needs.   

Anyone claiming otherwise needs to prove their case. 
 

8.   The Nuclear Option. 

Despite the fact that Australia has the potential to play a major role in the whole booming 
nuclear industry, politics again has totally denied us this possibility. Mining of uranium in 
Australia has been illegal or restricted to a favoured few for decades, our nuclear 
engineering capacity has almost disappeared, and no politician dares yet to even mime 
the words “Nuclear Energy”. 
 
The rest of the world will take no notice of Australia’s hang-ups. Already green hysteria 
about carbon emissions has fuelled enormous interest in micro-nuclear plants which can 
supply very low cost, reliable, unrationed electricity to anyone prepared to buy and install 
one of the sealed, maintenance-free units. They are delivered by train or truck, require no 
more fuel for twenty years and go back to the factory for recycling or repair. (Sub-mariners 
have been living safely beside small nuclear power plants for decades).  
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These new micro-plants will prove very attractive to small or remote communities, to a 
local suburb, or to groups of consumers sick of high cost unreliable power. Whether you 
like it or not, this low cost reliable energy will affect our world and our ability to compete. 
 
However, we will discuss the nuclear option no further in this submission which is devoted 
to “Renewable Energy”.  
 

9.   Relying on the Whims of the Wind? 
 

 

“Wind is free, but wind energy is far from it”. 

 
 
Wind energy is a form of solar energy that has been used by mankind for sailing boats and 
windmills for at least 4,000 years. It is the energy of a past world, a world with little industry 
and few people. 
 
Wind can be used to produce electricity, but wind powered electricity has several inherent 
problems that no amount of research will overcome: 
 

• WIND POWER IS INTERMITTENT and UNRELIABLE. 
 
Wind power is generated only while the wind blows. And as anyone who has flown 
a kite knows, the wind can vary greatly and suddenly in strength and direction. It 
cannot be controlled, and predictions are difficult. Therefore to maintain a steady 
supply to electricity consumers requires either storage backup, or backup 
generating capacity.  
 
Battery storage is not feasible – the only currently feasible storage option is where 
the wind power facility is supported by a stored water facility. If the wind blows when 
power is not needed, water is pumped to the upper dam, storing potential energy. 
When demand is needed and the wind has stopped, water is used to generate 
power. But every conversion of one form of energy to another wastes energy – so 
the energy extracted from the wind is significantly lower than the energy delivered 
later by the hydro storage system. 
 
The only application of wind energy that is useful today is pumping water for stock 
(as long as there is a large tank to keep the stock watered when the wind stops 
blowing). 
 
Most wind power for electricity networks must be backed up by conventional power 
stations – nuclear, coal, gas (or hydro if it is available). 
 
Nuclear power is best devoted to low cost base-load power generation – it is not 
suited to stop-start operations to suit the whims of the wind. 
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Coal fired generation can be used for backup to wind, but it is not efficient. The 
power station has to keep steam generated, it just does not generate power – it is 
called “spinning reserves”. A total waste of coal, an addition to operating cost of the 
whole system, and CO2 emissions continue. 
 
Therefore wind power capacity will generally be shadowed by a gas-fired power 
station (of equal capacity). This is a waste of valuable gas better suited to 
generating peak load power, portable power or for use as chemical feedstock. It will 
also push up the cost of gas to all other consumers (now we see why gas 
producers, Shell and BP, are so keen on alternative energy – they know it will give 
a great boost in profits to gas producers!!)  
 
It is far better to scrap the wind power, generate base load power with coal or 
nuclear, and peak power with gas or hydro. 
 
 

 

“Barely a Puff from Wind Energy”. 

“A little over a week ago, Britain’s fleet of coal- fired power stations supplied 
50% of the nation’s electricity, up from the averag e 35%. Gas-fired power 
stations supplied 31% and nuclear stations 16%. Whi le coal plants were being 
ramped up to shoulder the lion’s share of our elect ricity demand during the 
prolonged cold snap, wind energy provided only 0.4%  of our total demand. 
There were periods in January 2009 when wind hardly  registered at all.” 

“Wind energy’s failure to deliver during the contin ual cold period should be a 
wake-up call”  

Tony Lodge, Letter to the Times, February 16, 2009. 
 
 

• WIND POWER is LOW VALUE POWER and it will generally get a LOW PRICE. 
 
Wind power is unreliable, variable, un-controllable and cannot be called on to 
supply demand when it appears. It also causes periodic pulsing in power produced. 
 
Naturally, power networks pay the highest price for peak load power which can be 
called on at a moment’s notice. Only gas or hydro fulfil these criteria. Wind power 
will get a range of prices, but it cannot be expected to earn good prices because it 
has low value to the network and to consumers. Therefore its un-subsidised 
economics will always be sub-optimal. 
 
 

• WIND POWER is DILUTE ENERGY and needs LARGE AREAS of LAND. 
 
Howard Hayden (2004) has analysed 10 wind farms in western USA. He calculates 
that wind farms can generate on average about 1.2 Watts per square metre of land 
and up to 4 W/m2 in rare sites where the wind blows consistently and from one 
direction.  
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This indicates that, on average, to produce 1,000 MW of power (one typical 
conventional power station) would require 300 square miles of land (equivalent to a 
swathe of wind towers one mile wide extending from San Francisco to Los 
Angeles.) 
 
And, at times, every turbine will be becalmed, so conventional power station backup 
is also required. 
 

• WIND POWER CAUSES a WASTE of CAPITAL. 
 
Wind power incurs three extra capital expenses: 
 
Firstly, there is the huge capital cost for construction and maintenance of backup 
power generation capacity. Because, at times, the wind stops entirely, the backup 
capacity must be equal in capacity to that of the wind facility. This means using 
wind power doubles the generating capacity needed, but uses that capital very 
badly. 
 
Secondly, the best wind power sites are seldom located near the centres of industry 
and population, or near existing transmission lines. Therefore the capital costs of 
these extra and poorly used transmission lines should also be added to the debit 
ledger for wind power. And who bears the costs of capital abandoned or under-used 
in existing carbon powered generators and their transmission lines? 
 
Thirdly, because wind power is so unpredictable and variable, it threatens the 
stability of the power network. More costs are incurred to correct this. 
 
 

Danish Wind Myths. 

“It's high time to scotch the myth that 20 per cent  of Danish electricity 
consumption comes from wind power. It doesn't. West ern Denmark generates 
the equivalent of about 20 per cent of its consumpt ion from wind power – and 
tries to find someone else, somewhere else, to buy it.”  
 
http://essexcountywind.wordpress.com/2008/07/18/danish-wind-boss-admits-wind-power-hasnt-cut-denmarks-co2-emissions/ 

“Denmark is often cited as a country where wind pow er is making great 
inroads. The country makes a lot of money selling w ind turbines - in fact it is 
one-third of their export market.” 

Howard Hayden, 2004, “The Solar Fraud”. 
 
 

• WIND POWER has a very low CAPACITY FACTOR 
 
Wind power missionaries tend to quote the capacity of wind power installed. But no 
wind power facility ever delivers this capacity over any significant time. They stop 
when the wind drops below a certain value, and are also shut down when the wind 
gets too strong. Over a year, wind facilities tend to deliver only about 25% of their 
installed capacity. Some operate as low as 15%. (The build-up of salt, ice or 
mashed bugs on the blades can reduce power by up to 25% - imagine the cost and 
safety aspects of cleaning the blades.)  
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• WIND POWER INCREASES the COST and PRICE of ELECTRICITY. 
 
Firstly, the high capital costs have to be recovered, or the capital will not be 
supplied. Wind has a high cost per unit of capacity and a very much higher cost per 
unit of electricity actually delivered. Then the network must recover the extra 
transmission and network stability costs, and the costs of the standby backup 
capacity. 
 
The effective operating costs of wind power must also be increased to cover the 
maintenance and operating costs of the standby capacity. If this is from coal (as in 
Britain recently) the coal stations need to keep up steam just in case the wind 
drops. 
 

• WIND POWER has HIGH POLITICAL RISKS for INVESTORS. 
 
The economics of wind power depends on the whims of parliament for its subsidies, 
mandates and the tax handicaps imposed on its competitors. All of these artificial 
advantages are high risk because they can be destroyed on one sleepy afternoon in 
Parliament.  
 
Already Australia has spawned a “Climate Sceptics Party” who will undoubtedly aim 
to sweep away all this Global Warming distortion of our energy and electricity 
markets. And all major parties have their increasingly vocal sceptics. Investors need 
to heed this risk. Company directors who induce investors to supply capital to such 
high risk investments without full disclosure of the political risk and the poor real 
economics of wind, risk class action from shareholders and consumers when they 
recover from their attack of global warming fever or when, instead of global 
warming, we experience global cooling. 
 
 
WIND POWER does LITTLE to REDUCE CARBON EMISSIONS. 
 
With its poor load factor, and the energy waste involved in maintaining backup 
capacity, supplying transmission capacity, and stabilising the power networks, it is 
clear that wind power contributes little to reducing carbon emissions (even if that 
were a worthwhile goal). And any reduction it does achieve is done at very high 
cost. See Lang (2006) reference 3 below. 
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• WIND POWER HARMS THE ENVIRONMENT and  

 STIRS COMMUNITY DISPUTES. 
 
The list of environmental and community damage and dissent created by forests of 
giant wind turbines include: 
 
 The whirling blades kill and maim large numbers of birds and bats. 
 The noise, both high and low frequency, drives neighbours to their lawyers. 
 The flicker of light and shade drives people and animals crazy. 
 Large turbines produce annoying ground vibrations. 
 Property values slump in nearby places. 
 Communities divide when some residents gain hugely, but most lose. 
 Tourists are deterred from areas blighted by wind towers and power lines. 
 Accidents increase as drivers are diverted by their sudden appearance. 
 Lumps of ice, broken blades and motor oil become dangerous projectiles. 
 Turbines overheat, catch fire in gales, and can trigger more fires. 
 Turbines are struck by lightning. 
 Planes, gliders and parachutes collide with wind towers in fog or rain. 
 
 

 
• WIND POWER SUBSIDIES and TAX BREAKS are BETTER USED ELSEWHERE. 

 
A UK study calculates that for the UK government subsidy towards the construction 
of one wind turbine, they could insulate the roofs of almost 500 houses and save in 
two years the amount of energy the wind turbine might produce over its life-time. 
 
 

• CONCLUSION.  
 
Wind power is a huge waste of community energy and resources with almost no 
redeeming features. It should not receive any taxpayer support, nor should power 
companies be forced by mandated markets to use its costly, unreliable output. If 
shareholders or others choose to devote their own capital to this risky venture that 
should be entirely at their own risk.  
 
For more information on wind power myths see: 
 
http://www.aweo.org/ProblemWithWind.html  
 
 
 
“We cannot heat our homes, grow our food, or even m aintain our lives at 
mere subsistence levels without the use of energy. So if our energy is taxed, 
regulated and rationed by government, government ha s complete life-and-
death power over every one of us. 
 

Dr Arthur B Robinson, Research Professor, Oregon Institute of Science and Medicine. 
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10.   Geothermal Dreams. 

The earth is a ball of hot and molten rocks with a cool skin. So mining for heat is attractive 
where the hot rocks are in the right place and the skin is thin. The use of geothermal 
energy makes sense in places like Iceland, New Zealand, Alaska and Western United 
States where hot rocks, geysers, fumaroles and hot water occur close to the surface and 
close to demand centres for electricity. 
 
Australia does not fall into this category. We have almost no active volcanic areas, and our 
hot rocks occur deep within the earth and often in remote locations. 
 
However, Australian companies are active in seeking places where geo-thermal energy 
can be profitably exploited. To date, the best options seem to be at great depth (up to 
5,000 m)in remote places like Innamincka in central Australia, far removed from centres of 
population or high voltage transmissions lines. Each geothermal well looks like costing 
about A$20 M and a small demonstration plant (50 MW) may require 9 wells. Very large 
funds have already been spent here, with very little production of electricity. 
 
Geothermal is classed as “renewable” but is not strictly so. If you extract energy from a hot 
object, that object becomes cooler.  Geothermal plants in California which produced 2,000 
MW of electricity in the 1980’s produced only 850 MW in 2001. 
 
Investors should be free to risk their capital on such ventures, but taxpayers should not be 
forced to contribute to such gambles on the basis of a spurious global warming scam. 
 

11.  Solar – the Rich Man’s Toy. 

Solar energy suffers most of the problems of wind power – intermittent, unreliable, costly, 
environmentally intrusive, hard to collect and distribute and impossible to store. It is only 
available during daylight hours and replacement power is required at short notice should 
the sun duck behind a cloud.  
 
Solar collectors do not manufacture energy, they steal the sun’s energy from other life 
forms on the surface and convert some of it into useful electrical energy. 
 
It suffers another problem – the sun’s energy arrives in a diffuse form and thus requires a 
huge area of land to collect significant power. One of the largest solar electric generating 
plants in the world, with capacity of just 355 MW, covers 100 acres of California just for its 
collectors. This also needs a conventional power station (which can probably produce 
1,000 MW of electricity) to back it up when the sun does not shine. And who washes the 
dust off 100 acres of solar panels or mirrors? 
 
When all of its costs are fully accounted for, it is clear that solar power is not a contender 
to supply base load community power. Its most useful application is for domestic hot water 
systems. This could sensibly be extended to home heating, where the day’s heat is stored 
in water or oil until night.  
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Failed Forecasts. 

“Everything will be solar in 30 years”. 

Ralph Nader (1978) 
 
 
The fact that no country in the world generates any significant grid electricity from solar 
panels suggests it is a high risk avenue for application of conscripted funds from taxpayers 
or power consumers. People who wish to make a social statement by attaching a solar 
panel to their roof should be free to do so (without taxpayer subsidies), but power 
companies should not be forced to buy expensive and irregular power from it.  
 
And it should not be supported by market sharing mandates. 
 
 

12.  Biomass – Yesterday’s Energy  
   posing as a Saviour for tomorrow. 

“Biomass” is a fancy name for firewood, grass, cow dung and combustible rubbish. It was 
the main source of energy in colonial Australia and has supplied energy for rural peasants 
on every continent for generations. 
 
As Paul and Anne Ehrlich (1991) note (correctly for once):  
 
“Burning residues or dung is a desperation measure taken by destitute people lacking other fuel 
sources. Using these materials as fuel leads to a s teady depletion of soil nutrients and fertility, 
causing a stark deterioration of farmland.” 
 
Biomass worshippers are usually the same people who prattle on about sustainable 
farming. In a sustainable farming system, all nutrients derived from the soils should go 
back to that soil. Therefore any system advocating sustainable farming can never condone 
stripping the vegetation, crop stubble, mulch, weeds or dung from the land and burning it 
in the local power station. This process merely robs the soil of carbon, and burning the 
biomass sends that carbon back into the atmosphere. It destroys soil fertility for no 
reduction in emissions. 
 
Moreover, the energy content of biomass is so low that huge areas of cultivation, pasture 
or bush would need to be devoted to providing biomass for power generation. It is a huge 
task to cut, harvest and transport this large volume of messy stuff to the local power 
station. And coercing or bribing power generators to divert food crops or land to this 
purpose will be seen by many people as morally bankrupt. 
 
Using city rubbish to generate power is a good idea, providing it is left to profit-seeking 
entrepreneurs to work out how to do it most efficiently. Diverting large areas of land to 
produce low grade energy while concentrated deposits of high energy coal are left idle is 
foolish in the extreme. Such silliness should not be encouraged by government mandates, 
tax breaks or tax dollars that should be devoted to useful causes. 
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13. Wave Power, Tidal Power and other exotic Option s. 

Ocean waves can be harnessed to indirectly harvest solar energy – the sun drives the 
winds that power the waves. But as Howard Hayden (reference 1) notes: 
 
“The average deep-water wave power along coasts is in the vicinity of 30MW per km of coastline. At 
25% conversion efficiency, it would take about 130 km of wave machines to produce 1,000 MW, and 
the power (like wind power) would be weather depend ent.” 
 
There would probably also be a few protests from coastal dwellers. 
 
Tidal energy can also be extracted in a few special places where a funnel shaped bay 
causes very high tidal waves. There are a few such sites in the Kimberley region off 
Western Australia, but the practical potential to supply electricity to meet the major urban 
and industrial demand is trivial. And environmental and aboriginal opposition makes any 
such development anywhere in Australia highly unlikely until the lights start going out in 
Sydney and Melbourne. 
 

14. The Hydrogen Energy Fairy Story 

Hydrogen does not occur in free form in nature. You cannot mine it like coal, nor extract it 
from deep within the earth like oil or natural gas. There are no hydrogen mines, wells or 
seeps. It cannot be extracted from the air. The only practical way of obtaining large 
quantities of hydrogen fuel is by using large quantities of conventional energy to break 
water into its elemental components – hydrogen and oxygen. Or maybe we can use 
natural gas, coal or some other hydro-carbon fuel to produce it. In all cases, large 
quantities of other energy or fuel will be consumed to produce the hydrogen in the first 
place. 
 
Thus hydrogen is not a source of energy – it is just another form of energy. And creating 
and using it wastes considerable energy – the energy you use to create hydrogen can 
never be got back by burning that hydrogen in a power station or a car – about 38% is lost 
in the conversion processes. 
 
Hydrogen gas is more difficult to use and more expensive than natural gas, far more 
expensive than coal or nuclear and has zero potential as a source of electric power. It is 
not “renewable”.  
 
And the generation, storage and use of hydrogen has a big PR/safety perception to 
overcome – a problem history remembers as “Hindenburg” (this is not a real problem, but 
that has never stopped the media in the past.) 
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15. What is the cost of Reducing Power station emis sions using 
renewable energy? 
 

Peter Lang (2008), an experienced Australian power engineer has looked carefully at 
the cost and quantity of CO2 emissions avoided by using wind power.  

His conclusions are (see ref 3 below): 

• Wind power does not avoid significant amounts of greenhouse gas emissions. 
• Wind power is a very high cost way to avoid greenhouse gas emissions. 
• Wind power, even with high capacity penetration, cannot make a significant 

contribution to  reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

The main reasons for this poor result are that wind power is intermittent, unreliable and 
requires significant backup capacity. 

Nuclear, hydro, and geothermal power are the only practical ways of generating emission 
free base load grid power. Of these, nuclear is politically damned, hydro is limited, and 
geothermal is many years away in Australia. 

Therefore any attempt to mandate significant electricity markets for alternative energy 
must force up electricity costs, threaten the reliability and growth of supply and will 
probably not achieve the targets anyway. 
 

16. Mandated Market Shares – the Stealth Tax 

Mandating market shares is a sneaky way of delivering unearned benefits to alternative 
energy suppliers at the cost of everyone else. The high costs of green energy are hidden 
in everyone’s electricity bill and when consumers complain, politicians will duck for cover, 
diverting blame to power generators or distributors. 

And what happens if there is actually no more deep green energy available? Probably the 
distributors cheat, the politicians connive and all others pay? 
 
 

17.  Adding a Maze of Taxes and Subsidies to a Mess  of Mandates, 
Price Dictates and Caps and Trade. 

Australia has an un-coordinated jumble of state and federal policies all trying to distort the 
electricity market in alternative energy directions. These are all determined by politicians 
seeking votes, not by consumers and producers maximising their needs as best they can. 

The situation is so serious that soon no one will know what is a sensible option for 
generating future power needs. If we are to have an Emissions Trading System with Cap 
and Trade facilities, all other market distorting discriminatory taxes, subsidies, price 
dictates and mandated shares should be immediately abolished. And if the government 
gets cold feet on the ETS, and introduces a simple carbon tax instead, the same rule 
should apply – abolish all other discriminatory taxes, subsidies and mandated shares. 
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Who Gains? 

As European industry struggles to survive, Reuters data shows that Carbon 
Emission Exchanges are thriving, making as much as US$2.5 M per week in 
revenues. 

Reuters, 17 Feb 2009. CCNet 25/2009 

 

While this tax confiscation and regulatory confusion persists, we cannot develop a 
competitive electricity industry, and future generating and industrial developments will take 
their capital and their entrepreneurship to more enlightened countries. 

 

18. Selected References 

1.  The best source of useful data on energy and electricity, covering all renewables, is: 

Hayden, Howard C, 2004, “The Solar Fraud – Why Sola r Energy won’t run the world”, Vales Lake 
Publishing, PO Box 7595, Pueblos West, Colorado, US A.  

Anyone who wants to understand the science, the engineering, the costs, the feasibility 
and the politics of renewables must read this well documented book. Its companion “A 
Primer on CO2 and Climate” is also highly recommended. 

2.  The UK House of Lords has conducted a major enquiry into renewable energy.  

House of Lords, Select Committee on Economic Affair s, 2008, “The Economics of renewable Energy” 
London. 

Ref: www.parliament.the-stationery-office.com/pa/ld200708/ldselect/ldeconaf/195/195i.pdf 

This is a very comprehensive report covering energy flows, electricity generation, costs, 
problems, investments and policy aspects of renewables in UK and Europe.  

3.  Peter Lang, an experienced Australian power engineer has looked carefully at the 
cost and quantity of CO2 emissions avoided by using wind power.  

Lang, Peter, 2008, “Cost and Quantity of Greenhouse  Gas Emissions Avoided by Wind Generation”.   

See his paper at: 

http://carbon-sense.com/2009/02/17/wind-power-costs/  

 

This paper covers all cost aspects of wind power and looks carefully at the CO2 emissions 
avoided by using wind power. The results are surprising and disturbing. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations. 
 

1. There are no climate benefits in mandating ever increasing shares of the electricity 
market for “renewable” energy. Therefore any scheme to generate electricity should 
stand on its own feet with no special tax breaks, subsidies or mandated market 
shares to support it. 
 

2. The keys to modern prosperity and comfort are engines, and electricity. Any 
proposals to increase the operating cost, capital cost, capacity or reliability of either 
of these workhorses should be subject to the most critical scrutiny. 
 

3. If the aim is to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide from electricity generation, the 
only low cost electricity sources are nuclear and hydro. In special places geo-
thermal may play some part. Solar heating may save some electricity. 
 

4. There seems little chance that nuclear, hydro or geothermal could supply a 
significant part of Australian electricity demand in the foreseeable future. 
 

5. Wind is free, but wind energy is far from it. It is intermittent, high cost, unreliable and 
can contribute little to reducing CO2 emissions. It wastes land, capital and valuable 
gas resources for no benefits. It is damaging to future generations to force feed this 
industry with taxpayer or consumer largess. Wind is useful for pumping stock water 
and providing lift for kites, but not for supplying base-load or peak-load power to a 
modern industrial society. To waste scarce capital to cover every windy promontory 
with huge, noisy, costly and unproductive mechanical monstrosities will be looked 
back on as the crowning symbol of the energy folly of our era. (De-commissioning 
of wind turbines has already started in Europe.) 
 

6. Solar power is expensive and environmentally intrusive. It is also so dilute that it is 
best reserved for solar hot water systems or small specialised applications. It can 
contribute little real value in modern power generation systems. 
 

7. Burning biomass to create electricity is as modern as chip heaters, wood stoves 
and whale oil lamps. It is OK to let the market extract any useful energy from 
municipal wastes, but to subsidise the diversion of land to grow bio-mass for 
electricity generation is economically and environmentally damaging and socially 
irresponsible. And burning biomass merely releases bio-sequestered carbon back 
to the atmosphere from whence it came. 
 

8. Wave power and tidal power are unlikely to gain approval from the greens or the 
community, and have little practical potential for Australian electricity generation. 
 

9. All of this also leads to the conclusion that mandating market shares for “renewable 
energy” is not justified. This is just a sneaky way to impose taxes on conventional 
electricity generators in a way that most consumers will not notice. It is part of a 
deliberate Stealth Tax Scheme. It will stifle growth and deter economic recovery. 
 

10. Mandated market shares are incompatible with the logic (if there is any) of Emission 
Trading Schemes or carbon taxes. 
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Therefore the Carbon Sense Coalition opposes any increase or extension of the Mandated 
Renewable Energy Scheme, and believes all such current schemes should be immediately 
abolished. 

 

 

If wishes were horses, beggars would ride. 

We are told: 

 “Alternative energy, with appropriate tax incentiv es, can compete with conventional 
power generation.” 

“True enough. 

“On the same basis, with appropriate subsidies, two  carat diamonds could be given 
away in cereal boxes.” 

 
Paraphrased and adapted from Howard Hayden (2004) p169. 
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