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Executive summary

Environment Business Australia (EBA) was invited to represent the interests of the environment and sustainability industry in the government industry dialogue on climate change.  EBA did this by participation in the Cross Sectoral Working Group (CSWG).

Unfortunately, EBA's technical, environmental, trade, legal and business advice is not adequately reflected in the CSWG’s final report to Government and we have therefore prepared a separate submission for consideration by Government.  Whilst the views and recommendations in this paper are those of the EBA, they have been formulated through consultation with a wide range of other industry groups (listed in Appendix 2).

Much of the Government-Industry Dialogue has concentrated on adaptation and EBA is concerned that the lack of certainty surrounding immediate action to assess and manage risk puts company directors in jeopardy.  We strongly recommend that Government and industry focus more on the action and opportunity arising from the Kyoto process and from bilateral agreements – greenhouse gas (GHG) abatement and energy efficiency in the short term and renewable energy leading to better energy security over the longer term. 

We need to ensure Australian business competitiveness in current and emerging markets as we adapt to pressing environmental and social demands - that include the need to significantly reduce GHG emissions.   

We emphasise here the urgent need to take the trade interests of the non energy-intensive sectors fully into account. From a sustainability perspective we seek priority focus from Government for innovation commercialisation and market access support.

Arguments against emissions reduction action have focused on higher unit or sectoral costs of energy.  We believe that Australia's future competitiveness relies on us addressing the total energy bill to the nation and this must include the cost of externalities.

A key part of Australia's national sustainability policy must be internalising the costs of external impacts by reflecting their true costs to the national economy and building a strong resilience into our future economy.  We believe that a suite of  market based and regulatory measures will be necessary to reduce GHG emissions, to secure competitiveness, and to avoid trade barriers and sanctions.  National emissions trading, combined with mandatory and incentive schemes will provide the 'push and pull' for meaningful and timely action in Australia.  

The international opportunities for Australia, in our view, outweigh the potential negative ramifications cited by some sectors during the Government-industry dialogue.  And in spite of the concerns of the energy intensive sector, we believe it is important for Australia to be more assertive in its GHG emissions reductions actions and its commercialisation of energy efficiency and clean energy sources.  This is especially important in light of the recent call by British Prime Minister Tony Blair for the EU to commit to 60% GHG reductions by 2050.  If taken up by the EU this will accelerate the existing trend evident in international markets becoming more selective about what they buy and where it comes from. 

Our country’s wealth has been built through the exploitation of our immense natural resources.  Australia can continue to build on this wealth but, in the new world order that requires a lower carbon ‘footprint’.  We will do this by re-inventing Australia as a ‘Sustainability Superpower’ adopting and applying the principles of good governance and stewardship and exporting our commercialised intellectual capital. 
The recommendations in this paper are meant to be interactive, to be of benefit to the overall Australian economy, and to enhance our competitiveness (recommendations are outlined in more detail in appendix 1).  

Our first recommendation is to ratify the Kyoto Protocol to galvanise the nation into action; to strengthen our negotiating influence; and to take advantage of market mechanisms to reduce GHG emissions at lower cost.

Secondly, the environment and sustainability industry, which is an enabling industry for most other sectors of the economy, should become a focus of Government programmes at three critical levels:

· Commercialisation of innovation and market access support (including becoming an Austrade priority)

· Government procurement, investment and operational management fast-tracking baseline markets in sustainable goods and services (across the spectrum of commercial activity)

· Increase the Mandated Renewable Energy Target (MRET) to 10% by 2010 to be more in line with EU and USA targets

Thirdly, we recommend cross sectoral GHG reduction measures with an 'umbrella' national emissions trading system for GHG emissions abatement and sequestration.  This trading system should include all significant sectors of the economy to ensure adequate market supply and demand and we see it adding value to other market measures such as MRET.  An extension of the Greenhouse Challenge Program to become mandatory is also called for.  R&D and commercialisation tax concessions and re-investment tax concessions should be raised to a minimum of 175% and preferably to 250% and should focus on broader issues of sustainability as well as emissions reductions.

Fourthly stakeholder and consumer education and empowerment needs to take place with a program demonstrating application of solutions.

We believe these basic recommendations fit well with Government's stated objectives of demonstrating leadership, particularly in the region; of having a sustainable environment; and of ensuring a strong and competitive economy.

A Strategy for creating Australia as a Sustainability Superpower

Being outside the Kyoto Protocol will not isolate us from its impact

The Australian Government has committed to meeting our 108% target but has said that it will not ratify the Kyoto Protocol until it is proven to be in the national interest.  The recent Report of the Kyoto Protocol Ratification Advisory Group (prepared at the request of the Premiers of NSW, Victoria and South Australia) states that if Australia ratifies the Protocol and meets its target using international emissions trading, the impact on GDP would be, on average, some 0.11 per cent lower ($875m per year) than would have been the case under business as usual for the first commitment period. In comparison, if the Protocol is not ratified and domestic action (modelled as domestic emissions trading) is used to meet Australia’s target in the first commitment period, GDP is estimated to be on average 0.26 per cent – or around $2 billion – lower in each year.  In other words it is $1.1 billion cheaper per year for Australia to ratify the Protocol.  

This report went on to state that ratification of the first commitment period in no way commits Australia to the second commitment period.  It does however, guarantee us a seat at the negotiating table and secures our beneficial 108% target from change or cancellation in the first commitment period.

EBA recognises that some sectors or businesses may be unfairly impacted as Australia progressively improves its emissions profile. We argue it is the role of governments to facilitate the transition of those sectors and employees that may be at risk, whilst allowing those sectors to prosper that are willing and able to take action under the Kyoto regime. 

But, we wish to draw Government's attention to a far more optimistic picture.  Australia is rich in hydrocarbon resources, and these hydrocarbons are cleaner burning than those of many of our trading partners.  Not only do we have this natural advantage, but we have also developed technologies that allow us to both extract the fuels and to release their energy with a lower emissions intensity.  Remaining outside the Kyoto Protocol will not protect the coal and gas industries.   In fact they may be hit twice.  Firstly by the predicted global decrease in the demand for fossil fuels - from any source - as energy efficiency and renewable energy sources prove their economic worth.  Secondly, companies will be unable to gain credit for actions within Australia while others may be subjected to carbon taxes by importing countries. 

A number of Australian corporations' business strategy is to export their cleaner mining, manufacturing, renewable energy, waste minimisation (inter alia) technologies and infrastructure abroad into both Annex 1 and non-Annex 1 countries.  EBA is concerned that Australia's current position on ratification will have both direct and implied negative consequences on these export opportunities, placing these Australian businesses at a competitive disadvantage.  There is no doubt that companies operating within countries that have ratified the Protocol can exploit and profit from the greenhouse abatement properties of their technologies via the creation of Certified Emission Reductions (CER) under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) with developing countries, or the Joint Implementation (JI) with developed countries.  Participation in the JI mechanism requires Annex 1 project proponents and hosts.  This excludes Australian companies. 

Australian companies’ participation in the CDM is even more problematic.  The international rules are, at best, ambiguous.  Whilst there is nothing in the existing 'rules' that expressly excludes companies from non-ratifying countries from participation in the CDM as a project proponent; it is likely that subjective criteria will be applied by the host country, the Designated Operational Entity and/or the Executive Board of the CDM which would see a negative bias emerge for projects in which the proponent was domiciled in a non-Party nation.   

EBA has a real fear that the ambiguity concerning the eligibility of Australian companies' direct participation in the CDM, and their ability to directly acquire and trade CERs will place them behind the starting line when competing for projects and in seeking to develop projects in developing countries.  This ambiguity does not exist for competitors from countries that have ratified the Protocol and it is hardly significant for the USA.

There is also a new problem emerging.  NGOs such as the Climate Action Network are already putting pressure on Annex B nations not to purchase CERs from projects whose provenance includes a non-Party project proponent.

Any technological advances that reduce emissions within Australia’s borders will have no value while we remain outside the Protocol.  Considering the important investment proposed into cleaner coal technology EBA believes that Australia should be able to take better economic advantage of its innovation by removing this barrier to export. 

It is therefore most strongly recommended that the Federal Government urgently review with industry the opportunities to offset and address impediments that will arise under the Government's policy approach by developing a set of polices to aid or compensate all trade exposed industries, including the environment and sustainable energy export industries.  If Australia wishes to become the financial hub in South East Asia then we cannot afford to bypass the financial market opportunities afforded by the Kyoto Protocol instruments.  

We need to accept that there will be an implied carbon tax attached to exports of fossil fuels to our major trading partners like Japan.  If we ratify the Protocol, we can use part of our cap to cover this cost.   However, if we remain a non-Party to the Protocol then our cap of 108%, an asset of immense value for which we negotiated long and hard, would be worthless. 

Because they burn more cleanly, Australian coals require less offsets to ship them as ‘green coal’.  Australia can also produce these offsets more cheaply than the competition because of our generous 108% cap and our very large landbase which is ripe for carbon sequestration in changed land use such as plantation forestry.  

The Australian plantation forestry sector, amongst the most efficient in the world, and representing a net sink, is progressively registering title to its carbon under state-based regimes. This carbon has net positive value to plantation investors who are seeking access to new and emerging international markets. These same investors also recognise the important contribution plantation forestry can play in providing a cost-effective supply of credits for other Australian sectors in meeting emissions reduction targets. 

Failure to ratify distorts the market, clouding transparency and acting as a subsidy for existing projects at the expense of new domestic and export projects and innovations. At present, national level accounting has indirectly nationalised the potential 'carbon credits' of efficient Australian companies to offset the old, greenhouse gas emitting industries.  There would appear to be little transparency or market equity in this paradigm and we believe this would be a matter for the ACCC to determine whether it contravenes Australian competition policy and regulations.  

We believe that there are many layers of value in Australian resources.  Australia should focus on maximising economic return from this embedded value, but should also invest in protecting its natural capital for future generations.  

Risk reduction through ratification 

Emissions intensive industries are not protected by a failure to ratify. At best there may be a “short term balance sheet” benefit. Our non-Party status may actually discourage investment in high intensity industries such as aluminium smelting as the product could not be stapled with Kyoto credits to be 'greener'.  

· New entrants and their financiers and investors are likely to be operating in countries that are Parties to the Protocol.  To them, Kyoto compliance is simply another cost of doing business, like local taxes or more stringent safety standards.   It is also a requirement of good governance and corporate responsibility.

· One of the central planks  against ratification has been the threat of ‘carbon leakage’ where high emitters close down in Australia and move to a ‘safer’ uncapped jurisdiction.   This argument ignores the fundamental reasons why investment occurs in Australia: political stability, skilled (though expensive) work force and excellent support infrastructure. It is a fallacy that capital flows are indifferent to factors other than an implied carbon tax. Tax breaks alone have not attracted investment.  

· EBA research has demonstrated that it is highly unlikely that reputable companies will seek a licence to pollute from their shareholders, investors, bankers, insurers and customers.  

· Neither is it likely that many companies would abandon sunk assets and uproot from a stable political and economic location in order to achieve slightly lower production costs in a less stable regime.  The same analysis applies to new investment seeking a cost effective and stable base for future production.  We acknowledge that a few companies may decide to relocate off-shore but we believe the overall benefits to the Australian economy from sustainable production will far outweigh the minimal threatened leakage.

Uncertainty, however, will discourage investment.  If a company is operating across many jurisdictions, there will be a legitimate concern that they may be comparatively disadvantaged within their sector because the incumbents in the target investment country may be given preferential treatment under a future scheme.

The lack of certainty puts company directors at risk

We believe that ratification would be welcomed by most progressive and informed boards.  The situation as it stands now is untenable.  Directors' fiduciary duties require them to make their own judgement call on how soon they should have pushed for more disclosure or better carbon asset and liability management. It must weigh heavily on them that they are left to choose whether disclosing a potential carbon liability is scare-mongering or simply good due diligence. 

A company director's exposure may appear limited now but international law can move swiftly.  What does a Director do when they know that fund raising prospectuses and annual reports issued in a country like the UK, would reflect the carbon sensitivity and disclosure in much the same way as safety performance or movements in commodity prices or exchange rates?  

Australia’s growing globalised companies must set up compliance systems that meet the standards of the most demanding jurisdiction – not just their country of origin.  An example of this is the US Patriot Act which must be complied with by all Australia’s major banks and entities conducting business in America. GHG accounting and risk management will be imposed externally on Australian companies without the potential benefit of certainty and a trading market in which to minimise their GHG emissions costs.

Background information

Context

Global climate change is recognised by world leaders as the greatest global challenge facing humankind in the 21st Century
.  Climate change carries with it serious economic, social, environmental and health risks for all people and nations
.  

Global warming's lack of respect for borders makes it all the more important that there be a global response of the 'able' to urgently tackle climate change.  This offers Australia tremendous opportunities to work with both developed and developing countries.  

The United State’s status as a non-ratifying nation creates opportunities

There is an interesting parallel to the Kyoto Protocol.  The USA Clean Air Act (CAA) was decried by many in American business as too costly, anti-competitive, and ruinous to certain industry sectors.  Twenty-plus years later the $480 billion cost of the Act is far outweighed by the trillions of dollars made or saved – as well as the undeniably better quality of life it has afforded US citizens.  The same is true of safety compliance in every jurisdiction.  GHG emissions are a significant source of pollution and therefore another Occupational Health & Safety type issue requiring action.  Just as companies used to externalise OH&S costs to the community, some still believe they have the right to do so with respect to GHG emissions.

We see the USA’s position as a non-Party to the Kyoto Protocol as offering us opportunities.  The US may not ratify the Protocol, but public pressure is forcing them to adopt some form of mandatory carbon constraint (as they have done with NOX and SOX emissions).  However, unlike the CAA, it is likely that, in the short term, they will work towards a net reduction in their emissions by seeking lowest cost abatement opportunities outside their own borders.  Australia can ‘double dip’ by both meeting our own 108% target through the Kyoto flexibility mechanisms, and also sell our excess into the US market.

If these sales take the form of forestry and other land use change sequestration credits then there is a clear win-win for Australia.  It provides capital inflow as well as addressing our massive salinity and land degradation issues.  It is important to emphasise that this would not just be at low cost, but with a net capital inflow because international funds would be directed towards investment in reforestration and improved agriculture projects with multiple benefits.  

For Australia ratifying the Protocol has a unique extra benefit that other nations do not share.  We must fix our degraded lands, and ratifying countries such as Japan are prepared to help us do so if they can obtain Kyoto compliant credits in the process.  This could render emissions from our energy and resources sectors as carbon (GHG) neutral.  Japan has declared that it needs to offset 1.2 billion tonnes of GHG emissions.  As the country's industry is highly efficient in many emissions intensive areas it is seeking to meet its target through major CDM and JI projects and was looking to Australia to provide 2% per annum through forestry sequestration.  This equates to some 24 million tonnes per annum for five years.

There is a false sense of confidence in Australia that the worst drought to hit the country in 100 years is now over.  The drought cycle and the intensity of its impacts may in fact be speeding up.  If, instead of a very severe drought every 30 years, it occurs every 10 or 5 years there will be major financial and social dislocation – not to mention significant soil loss.  Research by CSIRO and SCRIPPS Institute in the USA has established that climate change is impacting on the el nino effect increasing both amplitude and frequency of severe weather causing cyclones, drought, flooding, bushfires and dust storms. 

The additional health impacts of climate change have been well documented in the IPCC papers and in the submission to Government by Professor Tony McMichael and by the Australian Medical Association.  Government has rightly referred to the other likely impacts of climate change including loss of agricultural production and damage to natural assets such as the Great Barrier Reef and riparian systems.  Such impacts are already leading to increased risks to property and international re-insurance companies such as Swiss Re are re-evaluating their exposure and their coverage.  Other industries such as tourism and financial services will also be affected.  While adaptation to climate change is a necessary part of our strategy, it will not be a 'least cost' option in the long run.

Dramatic changes in weather patterns and rising sea levels may also create issues of international instability and increase migration from low lying islands, countries with inadequate water access, and countries unable to overcome impacts of natural disaster.

Leadership in the region

Australia must play a clear leadership role as it has in the war on terrorism.  Climate change should be viewed as long-term eco-terrorism that is insidiously attacking health, quality of life, economies and the environment.  We believe that an important role for Australia is in assisting developing countries, especially those in our region, to modernise their economies, update and retrofit industries, provide infrastructure and buildings for more sustainable megacity development, and assist with land and water management and food production.  These areas provide opportunities for many sectors of Australian industry including the traditional and energy intensive sectors.  The 1999 PMSEIC report states that Australia should access a fair share of the potential $750 billion market in goods and services to combat global warming.

The following market areas should be a particular focus of Australia:

· Megacity infrastructure and development needs (especially in the Asian region)

· Broad infrastructure needs of growing economies

· Waste management (resource recovery and waste avoidance)

· Land management and sustainable agriculture

· Water technologies (supply, sanitation, management, and irrigation)

· Renewable energy

· Cleaner fuels and their delivery infrastructure

· Energy efficiency measures

A number of developing countries, including China and India, have ratified the Kyoto Protocol, but developing countries have not been asked to accept firm emissions reductions targets and do not have to do so until negotiations for the second commitment period are underway.  This is because the UN has specifically requested that these countries focus on their more pressing needs to alleviate poverty.  Nevertheless, Australian companies are seeing high levels of interest from companies and government departments in developing countries as they seek to set up projects under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) of the Protocol.  

Australia's level of innovation and our general standing and acceptance offers us the opportunity to play a pivotal role in technology transfer, economy modernisation, and clean project development.  CDM, Joint Implementation (JI) and trading in carbon emissions and sequestration are expected to act as a catalyst to much innovation in abatement, mitigation and adaptation.    We therefore believe that the opportunities to fast-track commercialisation of Australian innovation can lead to greater exports and at the same time it is in our best interests to assist current and potential polluters reduce their emissions, as Australia will be one of the countries most impacted by climate change according the CSIRO and the IPCC.

National Leadership and Uniformity

The tremendous opportunity before Australia arises not only because of its ability to access new and emerging markets, but also because of its capacity to positively influence the structure and nature of those markets before and as they develop.  Australia’s capacity as a leading negotiator, demonstrated at Kyoto and Marrakesh, was based in part on its technical capacity and early recognition of its comparative strengths and weaknesses. The capacity to benefit from these early wins will be lost, and the capacity to position our nation for future opportunities will be curtailed in the absence of continued engagement in the Kyoto process.   Australia as a prosperous and developed nation has an obligation to be leading 'international citizen'.

Some Australian state governments have taken a pro-Kyoto position, and New South Wales has introduced mandatory emissions targets for electricity retailers, with a trading platform to assist in accessing low-cost abatement. New South Wales’ leadership is providing a positive learning experience, however it presents the possibility of fragmentation across state borders. Federal leadership can unify and simplify domestic abatement arrangements, whilst preparing the country for compliance under future regimes from 2008.     

Appendix 1

Recommendations for immediate action
Ratify the Kyoto Protocol

· Galvanise the nation into action

· Protect our 108% cap from attack 

· Maintain/strengthen international negotiating influence

· Take advantage of market mechanisms to lower greenhouse gas emissions at lower cost  and use the CDM and JI to accelerate technology and services exports into water, waste, transportation, and urban development infrastructure projects 

· Exploit our low cost credit creation while simultaneously rehabilitating our environment through massive plantations

· Provide certainty for investment

· Remove barriers to flow of capital into the country from ratifying countries

· Remove cost penalties for exports to ratifying countries

· Bundle low cost credits to our energy intensive exports and other commodities

· Develop the regional market for credit expertise and transaction management

· Trade surplus credits into the US market

· Attract foreign investment to plantation forestry - reforestation and land remediation projects

Demonstrate National Leadership

· Implement cross-sectoral greenhouse reduction measures

· National trading system for GHG emissions abatement and sequestration.  Active participant in international system.  Include all significant sectors of the economy to create a supply and demand market. Cost effective mechanism to achieve targets.  Acts as an 'umbrella' for other market based measures including MRET

· Provision of an effective price signal to ensure long term and effective change by incorporating the cost of carbon in the cost of energy.  This should include identifying and costing externalities, and internalising costs in supply chain to reflect true cost of energy

· Greenhouse challenge program extend to mandatory basis. Incorporate all sectors and commercial activity above threshold. Non compliance penalties should apply. Backed by a trading system to facilitate least cost compliance.

· Integrate policies at the national level and build on early strengths developed with the formation of the Australian Greenhouse Office

· Develop a national end-use energy efficiency framework that removes market barriers underpinned by a mix of regulatory intervention to set minimum standards and financial incentives to encourage best practice and innovation (with the UK model representing a suitable model to emulate)

· NEM reforms to remove barriers to energy efficiency, demand management and least cost abatement programs

· A comprehensive assessment of the likely impacts of climate change together action in water, agriculture and insurance being the priority areas

· Harmonise state based actions 

· Remove distortions in the energy sector to facilitate the shift to low carbon intensity

Build regional leadership

· Establish Australia as a regional hub for providing low carbon products and services

· Assist developing countries to modernise economies and retrofit plant

Develop the market through accelerated innovation and commercialisation

· Fast-track science, technologies, skills, services, goods and infrastructure that focus on low-carbon technologies

· Develop a comprehensive research, development, demonstration and commercialisation strategy

· Increasing Mandated Renewable Energy Target to 10% by 2010 to be more in line with EU and USA targets

· Ensure industry development support - make this emerging market an AusTrade priority

· Identify and implement innovative financing solutions.  Take account of climate change and carbon finance issues in asset allocation and equity valuations

· R&D and commercialisation tax concessions and re-investment tax concessions.  Significantly raise from 125% to minimum 175% and preferably 250%

· Develop tax credits for efficient technology, operational management and infrastructure link to an investment tax relief plan

· Use Government procurement, investment, systems and operational management to create baseline markets, reduce unit costs, reduce externality costs, encourage innovation, provide demonstration sites

· Product accreditation (Eco/energy labelling) and customer education, environmental technology verification (ETV) program, include life cycle assessment approach and build on successful eco-efficiency program

· Market access facilitation for technology, include showcasing and demonstration sites

· Nationwide lease-financing program for energy efficiency retrofit at commercial and household levels

· Accelerated depreciation 

Develop Adaptation Strategies

· Ensure climate ‘headroom’ in new and retrofitted infrastructure

· Farming and revegetation. Soil quality enhancement. Suitable crops/areas

· Pest and disease control technologies

· Buffering from intense weather and 'knock on' effects (bushfire, flood, landslide, soil erosion, dryland salinity)

· Address impacts of climate change on ecosystems.  Reduce/remove negative activity (social, commercial, industrial) that will exacerbate harm

Raise Community Education and Awareness

· Stakeholder involvement and empowerment, involve in solutions (all sectors of business, industry, commerce, financial services, insurers, community)

Natural Resource Management

· Leverage enormous market potential for sequestration credits into positive environmental outcomes to combat salinity, erosion, deforestation, biodiversity degradation

· Increase economic timber base and resource for domestic processing, revitalising rural and regional areas 

· Re-allocation of perverse subsidies to support sustainable resource management

Appendix 2

EBA has consulted with the following groups in preparing this paper:

Mike Williamson, Chair, Australian Environment Industry Alliance

Peter Rae A.O., Chair, Roundtable on Sustainable Energy 

(The Roundtable includes the following Australian associations:

Alternative Technology Association 

Australasian Energy Performance Association 

Australia and New Zealand Solar Energy Society 

Australian Business Council for Sustainable Energy 

Australian Cooperative Research Centre for Renewable Energy Ltd

Australian Institute of Energy  

Australian Wind Energy Association  

Bioenergy Australia

Centre for Alternative Design and Dissemination of Energy Technologies

Northern Territory Centre for Energy Research 

Renewable Energy Generators Australia Ltd.)
David Hocking, CEO, Australian Spatial Information Business Association 

Mike Lotzof, CEO, Australian Compliance Institute

Peter Szental,  CEO, Australasian Energy Performance Contracting Association Limited

Karen Grady, Business Council of Australia 

John Boshier, CEO, Institution of Engineers of Australia

Jane Drake Brockman, Convenor, Roundtable on Trade in Services 

Tony Burke, Director, Australian Bankers' Association 

Peter Juniper, Chief Executive, Plantation Timber Association of Australia

Michaela Anderson, Director, Policy and Research, Association of Superannuation Funds        

          of Australia

Chris Davis, CEO, Australian Water Association

Petar Johnson, President, Australian Eco-Labelling Association

Maria Atkinson, CEO, Green Building Council of Australia

Ric Brazzale, Australian Business Council for Sustainable Energy 

Christopher Brown, CEO, Tourism Task Force

Bill Nagle, CEO, Gas Association of Australia

Dr Fred Affleck, Acting CEO, Australasian Railway Association 

Stephen Hancock, Director, Victorian Planning and Environmental Law Association

Sandie Watson, National Public Affairs Manager, Insurance Council of Australia 

Barry Neilsen, President, The Association of Consulting Engineers

Australia 

Simon Molesworth, President, Environment Institute of Australia and New Zealand

� World Economic Forum, Davos, 2000


� Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Third Assessment Report, 2001
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