World Youth Foundation/UNEP International Conference on Environment and Disaster Management, Melaka, Melaysia: 26-29 August 2005

“The only people who would be hurt by abandoning the Kyoto Protocol would be several thousand people who make a living attending conferences on global warming” 

Professor Kirill Kondratyev, Climate Expert, Russian Academy of Sciences.
Flouting the Kyoto Protocol or just a better way? Exploring Australia’s response to greenhouse gas emissions.

By Sebastian De Brennan
 and Louise Edwards

Australia’s decision to stand firm, alongside the United States, as the only two industrialised nations to remain opposed to the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol has been the subject of much criticism both within Australia and abroad. With the highest greenhouse gas emissions of any nation in the world (per capita) this was to be expected.
 To suggest, however, that Australia is doing nothing to abate greenhouse emissions is simply misconceived. The Australian Government has implemented a National Greenhouse Strategy that provides a strategic framework for reducing Australia's overall emission levels.  The Strategy involves a partnership between the Federal and State Governments, industry and consumers and, if targets are met, Australia will meet greenhouse gas reduction targets that are consistent with its international commitments under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).  Furthermore, recent Federal and State policy initiatives and legislation demonstrate Australia's commitment to exploring the use of alternative and renewable energy resources.  While there is much to be said for multilateral cooperation on pressing international issues such as the environment, the ongoing realpolitik surrounding the Kyoto protocol, coupled with its eventual cessation in 2012, means that all nations - ratifiers or non-ratifiers - must be alive to alternative environmental strategies. 

I
INTRODUCTION

Arguably the most significant piece of global environmental law in history - binding the representatives of some 5.3 billion people - the Kyoto Protocol is an international treaty designed to limit global greenhouse gas emissions.

The Kyoto Protocol came into force on 16 February 2005.  Australia is a signatory to the Protocol but the Federal Government has joined the USA as one of only two OECD countries not to ratify.  This is despite Government projections that Australia will meet the agreed target for limiting greenhouse gas emissions to 108% of the 1990 levels during 2008-12.
  

It is somewhat confounding that Australia has rejected the Kyoto Protocol by refusing to ratify whilst simultaneously agreeing, albeit on a voluntary basis, to meet its targets. In adopting this stance, Australia has not only contributed to investment uncertainty domestically,
 but forfeited the international kudos associated with formally being bound by such agreements.  

 It is the Australian Government's position that no country should incur a disproportionate economic cost as a result of the Kyoto Protocol emission reduction requirements.  In rejecting the Kyoto Protocol the Federal Government has frequently pointed out the “unique” position of Australia.
 Unlike the US, EU and Japan, Australia has a small and specialized economy which is based on the production of efficient energy and emission-intensive goods. High emission levels cause concern for the effect on climate change, but are undeniably key drivers of the Australian economy. 
Mandatory emission reduction under the Kyoto Protocol would result in the imposition of new barriers to growth and trade which are not in the economic interest of Australia.  Australia's energy industry is worth $24 billion, with coal being Australia's single largest export earner.  There are 120,000 Australians with employment in the energy sector.
 Such is Australia's economic reliance on its energy sector, that ratification of Kyoto was projected to ultimately reduce Australia's gross domestic product by 5%.
 The subsequent reduction in Australia's emission-intensive industries under Kyoto would not produce any overall benefit to the economy or to overall global emissions.  The growing global need for coal, aluminum and steel, particularly among Australia's major Asian trading partners, will continue to increase.  Instead of these industries continuing in Australia, one of the world's most efficient producers of energy and emission-intensive goods, they will relocate to countries not required to reduce emissions under Kyoto, such as China and India, who are less efficient producers.

Against this backdrop the Government has said of Kyoto: 

while it has some positive elements, it does not provide a comprehensive or environmentally effective long-term response to climate change. There is no clear pathway for action by developing countries, and the United States has indicated that it will not ratify. Without commitments by all major emitters, the Protocol will deliver only about a 1% reduction in global greenhouse gas emissions.
 

Australia’s non-economic reasons for rejecting the Kyoto Protocol border on disingenuous. The response of the Government is that because the reduction in emissions under the Protocol will be negligible; there is no point in reducing emissions at all. 

The scientific evidence for global warming is compelling. The Bureau of Meteorology recently announced that 2004 in Australia was another warmer than normal year, indeed, the tenth-warmest on the record.
 Already besieged by droughts and bushfires,
 Australia will be hotter in coming decades. By 2070, average temperatures are forecast to increase by 1-6 degrees. The Leader of the Opposition in Australia, Kim Beazley, has gone so far as to proclaim that climate change is up there with nuclear proliferation when it comes to threats to the national self-interest.
 

Australia is the world’s largest island and has, at its doorstep, numerous South Pacific nations whose entire existence may come under threat due to the perils of climate change.
 If (or rather when!) this happens Australia will likely be seen as an appropriate sanctuary for thousands of displaced peoples.
 Recent evidence would suggest that refugees – environmental or otherwise – are unlikely to be welcomed with open arms.
 Amidst the well articulated benefits of dealing with international issues through consensus and community (i.e. ‘Kyotism’), there are purely selfish reasons why nations such as Australia need to exercise leadership in relation to these tough transnational challenges. 

Globally, according to figures from the World Meteorological Organization, 2004 was the fourth-hottest ever recorded, with the past decade the warmest since measurements began in 1861.
 The seriousness of the climate change was perhaps brought home when Tony Blair said that it represented a “threat to civilization”, only to be affirmed by his Chief Scientist, Sir David King, who stated that it represents the most serious problem we face today, more serious even than the scourge of terrorism.
 

Our own Asian Pacific history reminds us that wars have been fought over the most basic natural resources. The Japanese invasion of many countries during World War II, including Malaysia, was at least partially motivated by a desire to obtain additional raw materials (culminating in the “Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere”).  It would be myopic to think that environmental related conflicts will not continue in the future. Potentially, therefore, climate change represents a threat to international peace and security which raises the distinct possibility of action under the United Nations Security Council under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.
 

At the same time there have been some formidable dissenting voices,
 who claim that propagating an environmental ‘scare campaign’ has become a multi-billion dollar industry, providing a convenient topic of discussion for academics confronted with the ‘publish or perish’ phenomenon. There can be little doubt that a discourse has emerged in which climate change is blamed for just about every environmental calamity that takes place. On 25 February 2005, David Taverne, a Member of Britain’s House of Lords, whilst supporting measures to curb emissions of carbon dioxide provided an important caveat: “There is a sort of political taboo about the issue. If you express doubts (about the science of global warming) you must be on the pay of the oil industry or a Bush supporter. There is a slight whiff of economic McCarthyism about”.
 The need for both sides of the debate to engage constructively cannot be understated.
 Hurricane expert Dr Chris Landsea recently resigned from the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) asserting that those managing the information were not respecting the evidence.
 We should not for a moment think that ‘peer review’ is a bulwark against dubious scientific assumptions, arguments and conclusions – especially where the peers are all drawn for the same profession or field. Questions of data integrity raise profoundly challenging considerations such as should the information that underpins scientific papers be put on the public record (albeit using pseudonyms other means to preserve confidentiality) and should there be in existence reputable auditors/bodies that can rigorously and systematically test the efficacy of scientific research? 

For all the dissent surrounding climate change it nevertheless clear, in our submission, that climate change remains an issue to be reckoned with. As the UNEP report GEO 2000 said, the present course is unsustainable; “doing nothing is no longer an option”.
 

It would seem that Australia has recognized this, and despite the Australian Government's refusal to ratify the Protocol, it remains an active participant in the international movement towards dealing with climate change and its effects. On the domestic front, the Australian Greenhouse Office has been established to administer approximately $1 billion invested by the Government in legislative and policy initiatives that target industry, business and the community.
 There have been talks of introducing an emissions trading scheme, along the same lines as the one commenced in the EU on 1 January 2005, and the use of nuclear energy in Australia has returned to the political agenda. Internationally, Australia has recently announced its involvement in the Asia-Pacific Partnership for Clean Development and Climate and has several bi-lateral greenhouse pacts with neighbouring countries and the USA.
  

As a result, using the Kyoto Protocol's accounting rules, the Australian Government projects that Australia's total greenhouse gas emissions will be within the Protocol's target of 108% of the 1990 baseline in 2008-12. Whether an effort to ‘save face’ or otherwise, this should be seen as a positive development. The reality is that Kyoto Protocol, at least in its current incarnation, has not lived up to the expectations enunciated in 1997, especially given the absence of key signatories. Any effort to include the U.S. (the world’s largest greenhouse gas emitter) as well as major developing countries such as China and India is to be welcomed. 

II
SIGNIFICANT DOMESTIC STRATEGIES

On 15 July 2004, the Australian Government released a White Paper on Energy entitled Security Australia's Energy Future (the White Paper).
  The White Paper articulates a long term policy framework for Australia's energy production and consumption.  The overall goals of the policy are to:

· improve Australia's stationary (electricity and coal) and transport energy markets;

· lower Australia's greenhouse gas emission levels; 

· improve air quality and management of the environmental impact of large projects; and

· examine the role of energy innovation in meeting sustainability needs.

Key initiatives developed by the Government and set out in the White Paper include both emission reduction strategies (Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program and Low Emission Technology Development Fund) and renewable energy strategies (Mandatory Renewable Energy Target, Renewable Energy Development Initiative and Solar Cities).
 

The Government's main focus in devising policy has been to balance the often competing interests of environmental effectiveness and economic efficiency.
  Although, ostensibly, significant funding for renewable energy technologies has been allocated, programs such as the Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program and the Low Emissions Technology Development Fund require renewable energy technology to compete for Government funding with technologies designed to make existing energy production cleaner.  It can therefore be suggested that Australia's renewable energy and emission reduction policies are designed to protect Australia's economic interest in future coal and oil use and are not effective long term solutions to greenhouse gas emission reductions.

Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program

The Australian Government has allocated $400 million to the Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program (GGAP), described by the Australian Greenhouse Office as a 'major Government initiative to assist Australia in meeting its Kyoto target'.
  The objective of GGAP is to reduce Australia's greenhouse gas emissions by funding projects that will result in a substantial reduction in emissions or contribute to carbon sinks during the 2008-2012 Kyoto commitment period.  Funding is allocated through a competitive application process.  The key to eligibility for any proposed funding application is the cost-effectiveness of the project.  Cost-effective emission reductions are measured against two key indicators:

· GGAP funding (dollars) per metric tonne of reasonably assured and additional carbon dioxide equivalents estimated to be abated in 2008-2012; and

· net national cost (dollars) per metric tonne of reasonably assured and additional carbon dioxide equivalents estimated to be abated in 2008-2012.

In addition to cost-effective benefits, projects must also demonstrate 'complementary benefits', examples of which include opportunities for rural and regional Australia, employment potential, ecological sustainability development and non-government investment. 

Examples of projects that have received funding are the German Creek colliery in Queensland and Centennial Coal in New South Wales.   German creek colliery has been allocated $15.47 million for the installation and operation of equipment to burn methane contained in waste coal mine gas to produce electricity.  It is projected that this program will achieve abatement of 2.4 mega tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent.  Centennial Coal has been allocated $15 million to capture methane gas previously released into the atmosphere and burn it to generate electricity.  It is expected that this program will result in abatement of 4.11 mega tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent.

Low Emission Technology Development Fund

A Low Emission Technology Development Fund (Fund) has been established for the purpose of increasing investment in low emission technologies.  Between 2005 and 2020, the Government will provide $500 million to leverage at least $1 billion of private investment in low emission technologies that exhibit the capacity to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
  Eligibility for funding will be assessed against the following criteria:

· potential scale and cost abatement;

· likelihood of success or risk;

· benefits for Australian industry development; and

· other considerations and benefits including international developments, technology advances likely to occur and the preservation and enhancement of Australia's national resource.

The first round of funding is in 2006 and it is expected that technologies such as hot dry rocks, large-scale solar concentrators and coal-fired generation with geosequestration will be eligible under the fund.  

Since the announcement of the Asia-Pacific Partnership for Clean Development and Climate, new technology with the potential to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions of traditional fossil fuel energy sources should attract substantial funding under the Fund as fossil fuel supply energy is eligible.

Mandatory Renewable Energy Target

Launched in 2001, the Mandatory Renewable Energy Target (MRET) is the cornerstone of the Australian Government's renewable energy strategy.
 The MRET operates to impose a legal liability on wholesalers of electricity to make a contribution towards the production of renewable energy.  Interim targets have been established on a sliding scale that began at the generation of 300 gigawatt hours (GWh) of renewable energy production in 2001 and will extend to 9,500 GWh by 2010.  The 2010 target will be enough to supply electricity to 4 million residential consumers (approximately 20% of Australia's population).  However, this only represents 2% of Australia's total electricity production.

Under the scheme, wholesale purchasers (wholesalers) of electricity on all grids over 100 megawatt (MW) installed capacity will be proportionally liable for meeting their share of the total MRET.  Wholesalers are defined as parties who purchase electricity directly from a generator or from the electricity pool.  Proportionality operates so that a wholesaler who purchases 10% of the liable electricity in the national electricity market is required to meet 10% of the MRET set for that year.  There are currently 190 power stations subject to MRET.

MRET is based on a system of tradeable certificate known as Renewable Energy Certificates (REC).  A REC is created once the holder can demonstrate that renewable energy has been generated and delivered to the end point user or direction to a wholesaler or retail buyer.  One REC is equal to 1 megawatt hour (MWh) of renewable energy generation.  RECs can be traded in financial markets and the National Electricity Market.

There are 23 sources of renewable energy that are eligible, including hydro, wind, solar, landfill gas, geothermal-aquifer, tidal and hot dry rocks.  Fossil fuels (and fossil fuels derived from waste products) are not eligible.

The penalty for non-compliance with MRET is $40 per MWh, although if the offender makes up the shortfall within three years, the penalty is redeemable.

A review of the MRET occurs every two years.  The review is conducted by the Office of the Renewable Energy Regulator (ORER) and the success of the program is measured against criteria which includes the following:

· the extent to which the target reduces greenhouse gas emissions;

· the extent to which the target encourages additional generation of renewable energy;

· the mix of technologies used to reach targets;

· environmental impact resulting, including the extent to which non-plantation forestry waste is utilised; and

· level and effectiveness of the penalty.

In the latest review, conducted in January 2004, the ORER reported that the interim MRET for 2001 and 2002 were exceeded, and the same is expected for the 2004 and 2005 targets.  Over 500 submissions from interested parties were received by the ORER as part of this review process.

A major criticism levelled at the MRET is that between 2010 and 2020, the MRET will remain at 9,500 GWh.  Renewable energy industry participants have not only requested an increase in the MRET after 2010 from 2% to 10% of total electricity generation, but have requested an extension of the program to 2030.  For example, Southern Cross Windpower argued that an MRET increase and extension will provide greater certainty to investors in renewable energy sources (such as windpower).  This in turn will contribute significantly to the creation of jobs and entrance of new participants in the wind energy market, increasing competition, technical know-how and, ultimately, making the energy source more price competitive.
  Cost competitiveness for renewable energy is a major issue in Australia as it has one of the lowest electricity prices in the OECD.

Renewable Energy Development Initiative

The Renewable Energy Development Initiative (REDI) is a merits based program that provides funding for renewable energy research and early-stage commercialisation and uptake.
 Applications for grants of between $50,000 and $5 million can be made by companies seeking to fund eligible renewable energy technology projects.  For the purpose of REDI, renewable energy technology is defined as 'direct or enabling technologies developed for the purpose of deriving sustainable energy from the sun, wind, geothermal sources, biomass (not derived from fossil fuels), hydro systems, wave, tidal and ocean energy'.  Additional renewable energy technology may be eligible if approved by the Program Delegate on the advice of the Australian Greenhouse Office.

Funding proposals will be assessed against the following criteria:

· management capability of the customer;

· commercial potential of the project;

· technical strength of the project and the technical capability and resources available to the customer;

· extent to which the project is likely to provide national (economic) benefits; 

· the need for funding (it is expected that the applicants will match the REDI grant dollar for dollar); and

· potential for greenhouse gas emission reductions.

Solar Cities

The Australian Government has allocated $75 million for the Solar Cities Trial, an initiative that will examine the practicalities for future sustainable energy use in urban Australia.
  This program is of particular importance given that over 80% of Australia's population live in urban areas.  The economic and environmental benefits derived from the use of solar electricity and hot water will be tested.  It is envisaged that the use of solar power will reduce the demand for conventional energy consumption during peak times, thereby reducing the need for transmission and distribution of traditional energy sources. 

The trials will include studies into the use of price to better reflect the value of solar energy, with the ultimate aim of ensuring that the price mechanisms developed mean that customers will be no worse off switching from traditional to solar energy sources.  The trials will be conducted for a minimum of five years and the cities of Adelaide and Sydney have been foreshadowed as the most likely locations.

III
ALTERNATIVE MULTILATERAL SOLUTIONS

For all its deficiencies, one of the real achievements of Kyoto is that it represents a first step in the area of tackling, as a global community, the challenge of global warming. Prior to the Kyoto Protocol there had been very little co-ordinated, collective action to deal with the environment. The environmental crisis is inherently global in character, yet we still lack a full-scale environmental corpus to deal with it. Of course the UN and NGO’s have played a significant role in this regard, but their emphasis has revolved more around economic and military matters rather than those of an environmental nature.

Arguably, the consensus achieved at Kyoto also augments well for international cooperation in relation to other important areas, such as terrorism,
 human rights, poverty abatement, international trade and international criminal justice. It is because of these factors that Australia’s decision to hold out, alongside the U.S., as the only two OECD nations not to ratify the Protocol, is most disappointing. To proceed with the Kyoto Protocol in circumstances where the world’s greatest polluter (U.S.) and the world’s highest greenhouse gas emitter per capita (Australia) are not parties can only serve to undermine the cooperative spirit implicit in the Protocol. 

A new US approach? 

On 27 July 2005, Australia's Environment Minister announced a regional pact involving Australia, the United States, China, India and the Republic of Korea for the development of new technologies to reduce global climate change.
  It has since become known as the Asia-Pacific Partnership for Clean Development and Climate (Partnership). 

The five states, which make up 48% of the world's population, contribute between 40-45% of global greenhouse gas emissions.
  China, Australia and the USA are the three biggest coal producers in the world.  It is not unexpected, therefore, that the focus of the Partnership is to design new technologies aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions, while at the same time preserving the fossil fuel industry.  Although the exact details of the Partnership are not yet known, it is unlikely that it will result in a required reduction in the production and use of coal.

Unlike the Kyoto Protocol, the Partnership will not impose mandatory emission reduction targets.  Furthermore, the Partnership will impose positive obligations on members, with no punitive measures in the case of non-compliance.  This element of the Partnership has drawn strong criticism from the green lobby who do not believe a non-binding agreement can deliver the same level of emission reductions as those which impose mandatory targets within a set timeframe.  The leader of Australia's Green Party, Senator Bob Brown, said of the Partnership, 'this is a pact with no targets, no timelines, no laws, no penalties for defaulters, no teeth – it's a Clayton's pact'.
 

The focus on technology development and sharing is seen as important for two reasons.  First, the five members states are all economically reliant on the continued use of coal as the primary global energy source.  As previously discussed, a key factor in Australia's refusal to ratify the Kyoto Protocol was the perceived economic cost to Australia's economy of reduced greenhouse gas emissions.  The Partnership's emphasis on the development of technologies to make existing energy production more environmentally friendly is an attempt to reduce global greenhouse gas emissions while minimising the impact on member states' economies.  

Second, unlike Kyoto, the Partnership will include developing nations. Australia's Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, highlighted the connection between increasing energy consumption and economic growth and stated that the Partnership is designed to address climate change issues within an economic development framework.  Technology development and sharing among member states is seen as the most economically and environmentally responsible means by which developing nations can meet the demand of increasing energy consumption in an environmentally efficient way.   Furthermore, the Government believes that the inclusion of China and India (two significant contributors to global greenhouse gas emissions, who are exempt from Kyoto targets due to their 'developing country' status) makes the Partnership more equitable than Kyoto and more likely to produce greater emission reductions.

Australia's Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, has indicated that the Partnership will expand in the future to include members of the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN).  However, the Government has made it clear that the Partnership is not intended to be a replacement for the Kyoto Protocol, but rather a complimentary arrangement that will make a significant contribution to the reduction in global greenhouse gas emissions through the advancement and exchange of technology.
It will be interesting to see what comes out of this. It is, of course, all very well for nations such as the U.S. and Australia to identify deficiencies in the Kyoto Protocol, but then proffer no solutions themselves. The uncertainties associated with climate change should not be an excuse for government inaction.  

IV
MOVING FORWARD – SOME CONCLUDING REMARKS

The Kyoto Protocol is not, and indeed never was intended to be, a panacea and therefore all nations need to be conversant to alternative environmental strategies. Australia provides a useful point of reference in that, notwithstanding its rejection of the Protocol, it is still on track to meet its Kyoto emissions target.
 We have endeavoured to be as objective as possible in our analysis, but there is always the possibility of bias, whether overt or subliminal. There are, however, a number of lessons that would appear to be relevant not only to Australia, but the international community generally. 

First, it is only through a combination of strong domestic polices and multilateral solutions that targeted reductions in greenhouse gas emissions will be met. These should not be seen as mutually exclusive. Equally stakeholders should not labor under the misapprehension that they are powerless if their statesmen are less enthusiastic about embracing environmental strategies. A recent American development shows what can eventuate when environmental stakeholders ignore inaction at the highest level of government.

The debate surrounding the science of climate change should not be an excuse for global inaction. As Valente has said,
 if a select international group of architects and engineers warned that a house already showing cracks and leaks was danger of collapse, the residents would logically adopt immediate procedures to prevent imminent disaster (even if there were some structural engineers down the road who claimed they were overreacting).

Of paramount importance to moving forward is the need to debunk the myth that acceding to greater environmental regulation will ultimately be “bad for business”. No doubt there are significant challenges but there are also substantial opportunities. On occasion pollution’s hidden costs – wasted resources and effort – are buried throughout a product’s life cycle.
 The Climate Group, a UK-based NGO, provides numerous case studies on its website of corporate and governmental entities that have reduced greenhouse gases and increased profits as a result.
 To say this is not an announcement for these entities to become complacent. Organisations are unlikely ever to reach the ultimate objective of having no negative impact on the environment. In short, there is always room for improvement and, in business terms, it is often preferable to capitalize on a ‘first mover’ advantage than having environmental regulation imposed from above.
 

We should also be very cautious of expecting too much from economic markets. Undoubtedly using market mechanisms offers considerable advantages, but a historical reliance on trusting the ‘magic of markets’ and laissez faire economics is partially why we face such deep seated environmental challenges in the first place. It is time that conventional measures of growth such as gross national product (GNP) were reconsidered so as to take into account environmental preservation and the minimization of (pardon the euphemism) ‘negative externalities’. We also need to continue to search for new economic paradigms – paradigms which emphasise more than the ‘bottom line’. 

We must also be careful not to see environmental problems in a socio-political vacuum. As Hart notes “Poverty is one of the world’s leading polluters…You can’t expect people who don’t eat a proper meal to be concerned about the environment”.
 Global strategy, therefore, must not only be multi-pronged and multilateral, but compassionate. 
Clearly youth (aged 16-24 years) have a role to play in developing environmental solutions. In addition to a higher degree of awareness, the fact that younger generations will inherit the environmental degradation of today suggests that, if nothing else, self interest should encourage them to be more concerned than older generations about the need to repair the environment.
 

In the Australian context, the level of youth concern regarding the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions appears to be mixed. Whilst a number of studies provide some evidence to support the proposition that young Australians are concerned about the environment,
 new polling data based on data collected from 56,344 respondents shows that young Australians are amongst the least concerned group in Australia.
 This is concerning and would suggest that there is more for the Australian Government to do in terms of raising awareness amongst this crucial demographic. It is submitted, however, that this may be symptomatic of a wider indifference to incorporating youth views in policy making processes. 

It is questionable whether international environmental goals as they relate to children can ever be met in the absence of further youth consultation. Involving a few ‘youngsters’ in the occasional world conference, whilst a positive step forward, will simply not suffice and is typical of a world order quick to voice young peoples needs and desires for us, with minimal consultation, and under the assumption that we are incapable of articulating those concerns for ourselves.
 

Compounding the problem is the finding of the UN’s World Youth Report 2005,
 that youth policy is frequently driven by negative stereotypes of young people, including delinquency, drug abuse and violence. What seems to be forgotten far too often is that young people are a positive force for development, peace, democracy and, perhaps more relevantly, environmental sustainability. 

Approximately one billion youth live in the world today. This means that approximately one person in five is between the age of 15 and 24 years, or 18% of the world’s population are "youth", with children (5-14 years) comprising 19.8%.
 Instead of affording youth a voice that is commensurate to their numbers and, indeed, a voice that goes beyond tokenism, the voices of children continue to be appropriated (perhaps misappropriated) by adults who quickly turn them into turgid academic reports which routinely feature a catalogue of horrible catastrophes, coupled with a diagnostic epilogue and recommended therapies and remedies.
 Youth are frequently heralded as the ‘leaders of tomorrow’, but it must be asked why they are not considered as the leaders of today? 

Finally, with all the criticism and commotion surrounding the Kyoto Protocol it would be tempting to take a pessimistic view of it as an instrument of change. Yet the fact that the Kyoto Protocol actually exists and that the debate is taking place can only be positive. The international community is, more than ever, alive to the verities of greenhouse gas emission. The Protocol has contributed to a push for enhanced international cooperation, better governance, better monitoring and reporting, and a greater emphasis on equity in dealing with the problems linked to climate change.The challenge will be to keep the environment on the agenda now that terrorism has taken the front seat. 

� Sebastian De Brennan (aged 25), B Com LLB (Hons 1), is principal of De Brennan & Co. Consulting (� HYPERLINK "http://debrennans.com/" �http://debrennans.com�), and Research Associate at the Australian Expert Group in Industry Studies, University of Western Sydney. His academic expertise and consultancy involves fields as diverse as: youth affairs, law, human rights, education, business management and terrorism. Sebastian has published widely in many of the above areas, and is a frequent youth commentator in the media for the same. In 2004 he sat on the Australian Government’s National Youth Roundtable – an initiative established by the Federal Government to create a direct dialogue with young Australians and to ensure that their views are taken into account in the policy-making process. The views expressed in this paper rest with the author and not with the organisations with which he is affiliated. He can be contacted on: � HYPERLINK "mailto:s.debrennan@uws.edu.au" ��s.debrennan@uws.edu.au� 


� Louise Edwards (aged 25), B Arts LLB, is an Articled Clerk in the Environment & Planning Group at a leading Australian law firm. 


� Not all sources concur that Australia has the highest greenhouse gas emissions per capita. There is, however, consensus that it is one of the highest emitters per head. See: The Kyoto Protocol—Issues and Developments through to Conference of the Parties (COP7: <http://www.aph.gov.au/library/intguide/SCI/kyoto.htm> at 16 August 2005.


� See <� HYPERLINK "http://unfccc.int/essential_background/kyoto_protocol/background/items/1351.php" ��http://unfccc.int/essential_background/kyoto_protocol/background/items/1351.php�> at 5 July 2005. 


� Tracking to the Kyoto Target 2004: Australia's Greenhouse Emissions Trends, 1990 to 2008-2012 and 2020, Publication of the Department of Environment and Heritage and the Australian Greenhouse Office, December 2004.


� See Official Committee Hansard (Senate) – Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts Legislation Committee, <http://www.aph.gov.au/hansard/senate/commttee/S7262.pdf> at 19 August 2005.


� See for example Efficiency Standards for Power Generation in Australia (1999). OECD Publication. Available at: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/56/2045005.pdf" ��www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/56/2045005.pdf�> at 3 July 2005. 


� Media Release, Prime Minister John Howard, <� HYPERLINK "http://www.pm.gov.au/news/media_releases/media_Release911.html" ��http://www.pm.gov.au/news/media_releases/media_Release911.html�> at 15 June 2005.


� Conference Of Parties 7: The economic implications of the Kyoto Protocol for Australia: <http://www.greenhouse.gov.au/international/kyoto/pubs/cop7.pdf> at 20 August 2005.


� Climate Change – The Task Ahead: <http://www.dfat.gov.au/media/speeches/trade/1997/climate_19aug.html> at 12 August 2005.


� <� HYPERLINK "http://www.greenhouse.gov.au/international/kyoto/" ��http://www.greenhouse.gov.au/international/kyoto/�> at 9 June 2005.  


� <� HYPERLINK "http://www.bom.gov.au/climate/annual_sum/2004/index.shtml" ��http://www.bom.gov.au/climate/annual_sum/2004/index.shtml�> at 19 June 2005.  


� See Council of Australian Governments, Report of the National Inquiry on Bushfire Mitigation and Management, 2 April 2004. Available at: < � HYPERLINK "http://www.coagbushfireenquiry.gov.au/findings.htm" ��http://www.coagbushfireenquiry.gov.au/findings.htm�> at 6 July 2005. 


� Stephanie Peatling and John Garnaut, ‘Global warming as bad as terrorism: ALP’, Sydney Morning Herald, 16 Febraury 2005. 


� The International Red Cross in its World Disasters � HYPERLINK "http://www.ifrc.org/publicat/wdr2001/" \t "_blank" �Report� 2001 suggested that 25 million people (up to 58 per cent of all current refugees) may already be environmental refugees. See: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.ifrc.org/publicat/wdr2001/" ��http://www.ifrc.org/publicat/wdr2001/�> at 5 March 2005. 


� Australia may have more than a moral obligation to accept environmental refugees. For example, the “polluter pays” principle is enshrined in the Rio � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/geninfo/bp/enviro.html" \t "_blank" �Declaration� of the World Earth Summit of 1992. See <� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/geninfo/bp/enviro.html" ��http://www.un.org/geninfo/bp/enviro.html�> at 13 July 2005. 


� See for example: Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (HREOC), A Last Resort, 2004. 


� <� HYPERLINK "http://www.wmo.ch/web/Press/Press718_E.doc" ��http://www.wmo.ch/web/Press/Press718_E.doc�> at 13 July 2005.  


� Conal Walsh, 'Denial lobby' turns up the heat’ The Observer (UK), 6 March 2005. Available at: <� HYPERLINK "http://healthandenergy.com/'denial'_lobby.htm." ��http://healthandenergy.com/'denial'_lobby.htm.�> at 5 June 2005. 


� See Steven Freeland, ‘In or Out? – Australia and the Kyoto Protocol’ It’s Time e-magazine Vol 22, The Whitlam Institute, University of Western Sydney. Available at <http://whitlam.org./its_time/22/Kyoto> at 29 June 2005. 


� Chief amongst these is Bjørn Lomborg the author of the oft-cited The Skeptical Environmentalist. See <� HYPERLINK "http://www.lomborg.com/" ��http://www.lomborg.com/�> at 7 August 2005. Ironically, Professor Lomborg appears to question the accuracy of various global climate models, meanwhile embracing various economic models also reliant on questionable assumptions. 


� <http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199900/ldhansrd/pdvn/lds05/text/50223-24.htm#50223-24_spnew0 per cent3E> at 4 August 2005. 


� Noteworthy in this regard was a recent conference: Kyoto – Climatic Predictions: Meaningfulness of the models and strategies for action, in Gummersbach, Germany (February 18-20, 2005). The Conference was unusual inasmuch as global warming skeptics were invited to present their arguments. See <� HYPERLINK "http://ff.org/centers/csspp/library/co2weekly/2005-03-31/report.htm" ��http://ff.org/centers/csspp/library/co2weekly/2005-03-31/report.htm�> at 6 August 2005. 


� For a copy of Dr Chris Landsea’s open letter of resignation see: <� HYPERLINK "http://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/prometheus/archives/science_policy_general/000318chris_landsea_leaves.html" ��http://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/prometheus/archives/science_policy_general/000318chris_landsea_leaves.html�> at 5 August 2005. 


� <� HYPERLINK "http://www.grida.no/geo2000/" ��http://www.grida.no/geo2000/�> at 5 August 2005.   


� <� HYPERLINK "http://www.greenhouse.gov.au" ��www.greenhouse.gov.au� > at 5 August 2005.  


� These include the Australia-US Climate Action Partnership, the Australia-China Climate Change Partnership, the Australia-New Zealand Climate Change Partnership, the Australia-European Union Cooperation on Climate Change and the Japan-Australia Practical Collaboration on Climate Change.  Full details of these partnership is available at the Australian Greenhouse Office website: <http://www.greenhouse.gov.au/international/partnerships/index.html> at 16 August 2005. 


� A copy of the White Paper is available from the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet website: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.dpmc.gov.au/publications/energy_future/index.htm" ��http://www.dpmc.gov.au/publications/energy_future/index.htm�> at 5 July 2005. 


� These are a selection of the most significant policies initiated by the Australian Government.  A full listing of initiatives is at the website of the Australian Greenhouse Office: http://greenhouse.gov.au.


� The trade-offs required are well illustrated in the recent operational extension of the Hazelwood (Coal) Power Station in Victoria – one of the world's dirtiest power stations.  The Victorian Minister for Energy announced that Hazelwood will remain open until at least 2031. Although the Government has required that greenhouse gas emissions from the operation be substantially reduced, the approval to extend the life of the Station was granted before the reduction rates and been agreed to and made public. A copy of the Hazelwood West Field EES Final Panel Report is available at the Latrobe Council website: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.latrobe.gov.au." ��http://www.latrobe.gov.au.�> at 6 August 2005.  


� All information regarding the GGAP is from the Australian Greenhouse Office website, unless otherwise stated: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.greenhouse.gov.au" ��http://www.greenhouse.gov.au�> at 8 July 2005.  


� Media Release, 3 June 2005, Minister for the Environment and Heritage website: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.deh.gov.au/minister/env/2005/mr03jun05.html" ��http://www.deh.gov.au/minister/env/2005/mr03jun05.html�> at 9 July 2005. 


� All facts and figures provided in relation to MRET are from the Office of the Regulator of the Renewable Energy Regulator (ORER) website, unless otherwise stated: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.orer.gov.au" ��http://www.orer.gov.au�> at 8 July 2005.  The MRET is administered by the ORER, a statutory body established on 12 February 2001 pursuant to the Renewable Energy (Electricity) Act 2000 (Cth), a copy of which is available at http://www.austlii.edu.au.


� ‘Burying the problem’ The Age (Melbourne), 30 July 2005. 


� The full review is available at the MRET Review website: http://www.mretreview.org.  All facts and figures relating to the review have been obtained from this website, unless otherwise stated.


� Southern Cross Windpower's submissions is available at http://www.mretreview.org/pubs/mret-submission20.pdf.


� International Energy Agency, Key World Statistics 2003, <� HYPERLINK "http://www.dpmc.gov.au/publications/energy_future/chapter3/2_introduction.htm#fig1" ��http://www.dpmc.gov.au/publications/energy_future/chapter3/2_introduction.htm#fig1�> at 5 August 2005.  


� Unless otherwise stated all facts and figures relating to REDI are from the AusIndustry website: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.ausindustry.gov.au." ��http://www.ausindustry.gov.au.�> at 2 August 2005.  


� Unless otherwise stated, all facts and figures regarding the Solar Cities Trial are from 'Fact Sheet – Solar Cities: A Vision for the Future' at the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet website: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.dpmc.gov.au/publications/energy_future/factsheets/factsheet_4.htm" ��http://www.dpmc.gov.au/publications/energy_future/factsheets/factsheet_4.htm�> at 5 August 2005. 


� See Sebastian De Brennan, ‘The Internationalisation of Terrorism: Winning the War whilst Preserving Democratic Rights – A Balance gone Wrong’ (2004) 1 Australian Journal of International Law (in press); Sebastian De Brennan, ‘The New Terrorism: Islam, Ignorance and Double Standards’ Rutgers Journal of Religion and Law (forthcoming). 


� Media Release, 28 July 2005, Department of Environment and Heritage website: <� HYPERLINK "http://www.deh.gov.au/minister/env/2005/mr28jul205.html" ��http://www.deh.gov.au/minister/env/2005/mr28jul205.html�> at 5 August 2005.


� Australian Broadcasting Corporation, 'Australia to host inaugural 'Beyond Kyoto' meeting'', 28 July 2005, <� HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/news" ��http://www.abc.net.au/news�> at 5 August 2005. 


� Australian Broadcasting Corporation, 'Government defends joining climate change pact', 29 July 2005, <� HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/news" ��http://www.abc.net.au/news�> at 5 August 2005.  


� In fact a recent report suggests that Australia is one of only four countries to be in such a postion, the others being Britain, Sweden and New Zealand. See generally: Phillip Hudson and Claire Miller, ‘Greenhouse leader or laggard?’ The Age (Melbourne), 13 Febraury 2005.  


� This involved 145 mayors across the United States forming a coalition to combat global warming using innovative programs and technologies. A total of 169 U.S. cities have now agreed to match or better the standards articulated in the Kyoto Protocol. See: Niko Kyriakou, ‘Blue Skies, Green Cities’, Inter Press Service, 20 July 2005. 


� Marcela Valente, ‘Climate Change: Warnings of Imminent Disaster Fall on Deaf Ears’ Inter Press Service, 1 July 2005. 


� See generally Michael E. Porter and Claas van der Linde ‘Green and Competitive’ Harvard Business Review, September-October 1995. 


� < � HYPERLINK "http://www.theclimategroup.org/index.php?pid=430" ��http://www.theclimategroup.org/index.php?pid=430�> at 10 June 2005. 


� For example, Porter and van Der Linde, above note 47, indicate that that in the car manufacturing industry German and Japanese car makers captured early-mover advantages, but U.S. car makers chose to fight regulation. Their conclusion: “Businesses spend too many dollars trying to fight regulation and not enough on finding innovative solutions”. Further Labonne has said “Corporations do irreparable damage to their public image and spend millions of dollars on public relations activities in a futile effort to restore their tarnished image”. See Beatrice Labonne, ‘Community and Mineral Resources: From Adversarial Confrontation to Social Development through Participation, Accountability and Sustainability’ Conference on Mining and Mineral Resource Policy issues in Asia-Pacific, Australian National University, 1-3 November 1995. 


� Stuart L. Hart, ‘Strategies for a sustainable world’ Harvard Business Review, January-February 1997, 68. 


� Richard Dennis, The Attitudes of Young People to the Environment, The Australia Institute, May 2005. 


� Manning, B. and Ryan, R. 2004, Youth and Citizenship, A report prepared by the National Youth Affairs Research Scheme, FACS, Canberra; Mission Australia 2004, National Youth Survey 2004: key and emerging issues, Mission Australia. 


� Richard Dennis, The Attitudes of Young People to the Environment, The Australia Institute, May 2005. 


� See generally Sebastian De Brennan, ‘Global youth issues need less rhetoric, more action’ The Canberra Times, 19 July 2005, 15. 


� <� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unyin/wyr05.htm" ��http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unyin/wyr05.htm�> at 4 August 2005.  


� <� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unyin/qanda.htm" ��http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unyin/qanda.htm�> at 4 August 2005. 


� On the propensity for global movements to do this see Sebastian De Brennan ‘Anachronistic or is the human rights corpus still replete with the Savage, Victim and Saviour Metaphor?’ (2005) 9 (1) Mediterranean Journal of Human Rights.  





PAGE  
1

