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September 2025
PROPERTY RIGHTS AUSTRALIA SUBMISSION

to the Senate Select Committee on Information Integrity
on Climate Change and Energy

Who is Property Rights Australia?

Property Rights Australia Inc. (PRA) is a not-for profit, apolitical organisation, which formed in 2003,
to protect the property rights of landowners adversely affected by the actions of government, private
companies and others who negatively impact on their properties and their right to do business. We
are entirely funded by our members and communities.

PRA’s Position on Energy

PRA urges caution on renewable energy developments, warning of risks to property rights,
biodiversity, and food production from poorly planned wind, solar, and transmission line projects.
Government energy policy should be fact-based, consider true economic costs, and include more
efficient land-use options such as gas (away from cropping land) and nuclear.

Key Recommendations
That fact-based information used in future energy programs must:
e Protect threatened species habitats and prevent illegal land clearing.
e Ensure surface and groundwater for neighbouring properties remain unaffected.
e Safeguard farm productivity, prime agricultural land, and property values.
e Require viable fire management plans for all renewable sites.
e Prevent noise, flicker, and nuisance impacts on nearby residents.
e Impose permits for machinery crossing under transmission lines.
e Ensure renewables do not harm biodiversity, food security, or biosecurity.
e Protect community rights, objectors’ rights, and existing environmental standards.

e Prevent environmental hypocrisy where charities criticise farmers while ignoring renewable
impacts.

e Safeguard aviation operations from interference with turbines.

e Stop forced entry powers or measures that reduce landowner control of their properties.

Introduction

Any future energy generation programs need to consider existing property rights and

protection of productive agricultural land. Property Rights Australia PRA’s policy position is

to “rethink renewables” and not destabilise Australia’s food production capability. PRA is
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very concerned about harm to landowners, biodiversity and rural communities caused by
the current, rapid expansion of solar and wind renewable energy sites and transmission lines
across agricultural land and natural landscapes. Rushed, poor planning and unconsidered
consequences of wind and solar energy are harmful to biodiversity, landscapes, agricultural
land and affected communities?.

Government policy for the best mix of energy generation sources needs to be based on
evaluated, evidence-based facts and realistic economic costings. Many renewables’ base-
costs are off budget or not for publication. Government policy on energy should not place
unfair burdens on some sectors of the community in order to achieve their agendas. Energy
sources such as nuclear and gas (situated away from cropping land), use land more
efficiently to generate energy compared to land area required for wind and solar.

Every argument put forward by regional landowners against this runaway train called
renewables has callously been treated as misinformation, or perhaps even disinformation
and disregarded.

Responses to Terms of Reference

(a) the prevalence of, motivations behind and impacts of misinformation and
disinformation related to climate change and energy;

The writers and supporters of the terms of reference who are trying to defame community
groups by branding them as spreaders of disinformation, misinformation and being
astroturfers have been reading too much of their own overfunded balderdash.

For example, the document “Facts, Fakes, and Climate Science: Recommendations for
Improving Information Integrity about Climate Science”,? is promoted as a synthesis for
policy makers. The report was prepared by a body called “International Panel on the
Information Environment (IPIE)”. It is nothing more than an essay stating that conservatives
and conservative organisations agree with each other on some policy matters. What a
revelation?

To the PRA’s submission writer, the report’s conclusions look like a mirror image of the forces
lined up against rural primary industry in Australia with accusations of being funded by fossil
fuels.

1You, K and Begg, M. 2023. Analysis of land use by variable renewable energy production by 2050. Institute of
Public Affairs. https://ipa.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/IPA-Research-Analysis-of-Renewables-Land-
Use-by-2050-FINAL.pdf

2 International Panel on the Information Environment, 2025. E. Elbeyi, K. Bruhn Jensen, M. Aronczyk, J. Asuka,
G. Ceylan, J. Cook, G. Erdelyi, H. Ford, C. Milani, E. Mustafaraj, F. Ogenga, S. Yadin, P. N. Howard, S. Valenzuela
(eds.), “Facts, Fakes, and Climate Science: Recommendations for Improving Information Integrity about Climate
Issues” Zurich, Switzerland. https://www.ipie.info/research/sfp2025-2
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Quote:-
“The stakeholders responsible for climate misinformation remain the same:

e fossil fuel and other industries, who obscure their responsibility for climate change,
obstruct climate action, and greenwash their carbon footprints;

e rightwing populist movements, who promote sceptical policy platforms and climate
nationalism; and

e alliances of political and business actors, who fuel scepticism in policy development and
public debate and are supported by conservative think tanks and philanthropic
organizations.”?

Does government really believe that the attendees of the 2025 Bush Summit who heckled
Prime Minister Anthony Albanese and Victorian Premier Jacinta Allen in Ballarat?®, were
bought and paid for, rather than genuine farmers who are hurting as a result of renewables.
What is the definition of a tin ear?

The IPIE is housed in Switzerland and has several of the large US foundations as donors
including the Knight Foundation and the Ford Foundation.

As longtime members of rural organisations and seeing the sheer amount of money directed
against primary producers, PRA can only ask if they added too many zeros.

There is such a disconnect between the rural community groups, the object of this inquiry,
how we are pictured, and those lined up against us, they can only be characterised as
bullies. Not only are they bullies, but they are using copious amounts of their funding to
spread misinformation and disinformation about our communities.

Many millions in donations have flowed to the “anti-anti-renewables” campaign and “anti-
nuclear” campaigns in Australia.

Because rag-tag groups of farmers and rural community members managed to find each
other via social media, and support each other against the renewables cult, the
environmental and climate change charities have brought out the super heavy artillery
based on overseas research, with overseas funding and with zero consideration for local
affected communities.

Comment on the Terms of Reference

The terms of reference of this inquiry are pejorative and defame all the grassroots
community organisations that have sprung up as a result of renewables turning their
members lives upside down and destroying their mental health.

3 Facts, Fakes, and Climate Science Recommendations for Improving Information Integrity about Climate Issues
page 5. https://www.ipie.info/research/sfp2025-2

4 https://www.news.com.au/national/politics/pm-stares-down-hecklers-at-bush-summit/news-
story/a0b285aa8bbd8a4b8fla3ccdf49885b7
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What you see are people trying to protect their homes, their security, their businesses and
the quiet enjoyment of their properties without interference. They are gleaning information
from whatever sources are possible and social media is very accessible.

Community groups have tried very hard to explain their concerns, the pressure they have
been put under, the reports from people who have fled renewable energy zones with
sometimes serious health issues, the limitations put on their businesses and the safety of
their homes and businesses.

They are concerned about our very precious high quality agricultural land being covered by
solar panels and wind towers. Transmission lines will limit production, productivity and
safety. They are concerned about the threatened endangered, vulnerable and near-
threatened EVNT native species killed in the construction of the towers and their habitats
destroyed.

They are trying to protect their essential resources for production and their income such as
land and particularly water.

No-one in government has listened, nor cared about their concerns. They have been ignored
or ridiculed, including by this inquiry.

Legislative processes have been changed to combat stressed landowners. Legislation has
been introduced to stymie them. Proponents and their contractors have been given
enhanced rights of entry and exemptions from planning regulations. This started in Victoria
and is spreading to NSW and beyond.

PRA has seen numerous times from resources companies that had unfettered right of entry
without a regulatory framework increase the incidence and severity of unacceptable
behaviour towards landowners, including aggression, a sense of entitlement, and disregard
for an owner’s property rights or possessions or farm biosecurity.

Dealings with resources companies are by no means trouble free but they now do have
some regulation and codes around them. Renewables have none. When we compare the
two regimes, resource industry legislation sets minimum statutory requirements for dealings
with landowners, renewable industry has no statutory requirements.

Resources projects generally have no interest in the land surface. Renewables development
approvals and conditions attach to the land title. Most renewable proponents do not own
the land they are developing and some host landowners may be in for shocks later in the
development including liability for decommissioning renewable infrastructure and land
rehabilitation. There is also the as yet, untested risk that if you need to sue for nuisance, the
only option open to most neighbours after commissioning, may be suing your neighbour
rather than the renewables company.

You have to be a fit and proper person to hold a resources licence. There is no such
requirement for renewables.

Governments underwrite restoration of resources projects and generally legislation requires
proponents to pay into a rehabilitation fund. There is no such requirement for renewables
which is determined by agreement. Even if the agreement is that the proponent pays for
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rehabilitation that is not helpful if the owner of the infrastructure, which may have passed
through multiple hands, is bankrupt. The land title lies with the host and host landowners
will possibly be responsible for rehabilitation.

Payments from resources are judged to be compensation and not taxable. Payments to host
landholders from renewables are generally taxable.

Presently, most agricultural land is exempt from land tax. It is as yet undetermined whether
renewables may draw what are now agricultural holdings into the land tax regime.

When one goes further north, particularly into Queensland, much of the ire is related to
sheer hypocrisy. This is hypocrisy of government and hypocrisy of the so-called
environmental groups and their blindness to environmental harm happening on an industrial
scale. This includes harm to protected animals; unremitting release of soils for pads and
roadworks, and clearing of previously untouched virgin forests. Farmers have really had
enough of being every green group’s scapegoat only to see other more serious concerns
ignored.

This is an extract of an Environmental Defenders Office EDO report commissioned by World
Wide Fund for Nature WWF relating to vegetation management by landowners in
Queensland.

“The legislative reforms to reduce land clearing are also noted as supporting the
commitment of the Government’s Reef 2050 Plan to reduce land clearing to protect
the Great Barrier Reef.

Queensland’s Climate Action Plan 2020-2030 (Action Plan) also mentions land
clearing as a driver of CO2 emissions and notes the Vegetation Management Act
VMA as an opportunity for reducing CO2 emissions.

The South East Queensland Koala Conservation Strategy 2020-2025 was launched on
29 August 2020. The strategy amends the state planning framework to restrict
clearing of koala habitat areas. The Plan establishes koala priority areas where
clearing of koala habitat is prohibited unless an exemption that ensures safety and
appropriate land management applies. The strategy states how the Queensland
Government is delivering on the Koala Expert Panel’s six recommendations aimed at
addressing the most appropriate and realistic actions to halt the decline in koala
population densities in South East Queensland”®

Landowners were and are, quite reasonably, incensed that laws that have been introduced
to control them, and a Queensland government policy which they are controlled by has been
virtually ignored by proponents of renewables or are exempt from land clearing regulations,
Reef Protection Regulations, and guardianship of EVNT species.

The silence from green groups about the environmental destruction due to renewable
energy site development, is deafening.

5 ANALYSIS OF VEGETATION MANAGEMENT REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS IN AUSTRALIA. EDO, July 2023, page
121. https://www.edo.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/EDO-Report-Analysis-Vegetation-Management-
Regulatory-Frameworks.pdf
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To add insult to injury, many green groups were still online, railing at landowners and alleged
landowner clearing and habitat destruction with their ever present “donate “ button while
there was carnage of monumental proportions all around them from renewable energy
activities.

Landowners have decided to protect their natural assets and fight back.

There has been no way for landowners and community groups to make sense of this
inquiry’s terms of reference other than to turn them on their head, recall how they have
been manipulated into a regulatory vice and ask ourselves if we have employed the same
methods. After the analysis, it is impossible to compare regional communities with the
overfunded and hypocritical green groups.

As a community we have quite reasonably tried to make government and the urban
community aware of our very reasonable concerns. For our efforts, we have been targeted,
using overseas information, as liars and astroturfers. That is not an end to it. We, who
overwhelmingly are law abiding and productive citizens, have been accused of accepting
“dark money” and associating with “bad actors”.

What more as good citizens must we endure?
Examples alleged to be Misinformation or Disinformation

These are some examples of what we have been saying, which are alleged to come into the
misinformation or disinformation category against renewables.

Rural communities have had much more severe examples used against them on many levels.

PRA’s recommends these key fact-based principles must be recognised by government while
Australia transitions to an increased proportion of renewable energy generation. Some
require regulation to protect landowner rights.

1. That the environment, containing threatened EVNT species is being destroyed for
renewables.

2. That land clearing of virgin forests by any renewable energy developers, which is illegal
for farmers, and which would affect trade as “deforestation”, is happening.

3. That surface water and groundwater of neighbours of host wind turbine installations will
be affected when proponents plan to source all or part of their water, including water for
turbine bases, on property.

4. That productivity on landholdings, particularly closely cropped farms, will be affected.

5. That permits will be required for each piece of heavy machinery which travels under a
transmission line.

6. That prime agricultural land is being covered by solar panels, wind turbines and
transmission lines and other renewables-based infrastructure.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
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That neighbours of wind turbines will be affected by noise nuisance, flicker nuisance, or
buffers for future development.

That many renewable energy sites will be unlikely to have viable fire management plans.
That property values of some landholdings, particularly of neighbours, will fall.

That draconian laws have been introduced, and some forms of appeal withdrawn, to
stymie objectors. That is not democratic.

That some environmental charities are defaming farmers for environmental destruction
and deforestation while remaining silent about greater harms caused by renewables.

That some environmental charities were trying to raise money for platypus
conservation while remaining silent about the habitat flooding of more than 3000 platypi
for Eungella pumped hydro (now cancelled).

That sediment runoff from roads and land clearing on top of the Great Dividing Range will

contaminate neighbours’ creeks to a degree that is not permitted by Reef Protection Regulations

which must be observed by agriculture.

That windfarm blades will kill wildlife including threatened EVNT species.

That firefighting aircraft and aerial crop-dusting aircraft will have difficulty operating
near wind turbines, if they agree to operate at all.

That food security and therefore national security will be affected by renewables.

That there are moves afoot to make federal EPBC approvals for renewables much more
relaxed or exempt.

That neighbours of wind turbine installations have very limited rights, particularly once
a development application has been approved.

That on-property biosecurity will be jeopardised.
That landowners will be intimidated by forced entry powers by authorised officers.

That landowners will lose and have lost control of what they can build on their own
properties.

That some hosts could be left with a cleanup bill which could run from hundreds of
thousands to millions of dollars if the proponent goes bankrupt regardless of what

agreement is made.

That no regulated sink fund for rehabilitation is in place as frequently occurs for
resources projects.
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This is by no means an exhaustive list. These are all genuine concerns if they are happening
on or near your land. The mental health of farmers is suffering.

It is a reasonable expectation that their concerns are addressed by government. Instead, we
get intimidation.

(b) how misinformation and disinformation related to climate change and energy is
financed, produced and disseminated, including, but not limited to, understanding
its impact on:

(i) Australian politics,
(ii)) Domestic and international media narratives,
(iii) Australian public policy debate and outcomes.

The transition to a high percentage of renewable energy sources is driven by climate change
policies. No matter how noble or urgent is the cause, it is imperative that the core principles
for policy development are followed:-

e Define the problem;
e Rigorous cost/benefit analysis;
e Follow up evaluation.

Regional communities feel strongly that they have been given poor consideration if any
cost/benefit analysis was followed. An obvious cavalier approach to planning has led to the
phrase “reckless renewables” to become commonly used. When issues were raised of
impacts from the rollout of these renewable industrial projects, there has been no follow up
evaluation that investigated these concerns.

Instead, (just as the terms of this Inquiry has done), people have been ridiculed and labelled
climate deniers and in the pay of “fossil fuels”. The irony is that a proportion of large
companies whose business is based on coal, gas or oil, are now also taking part in the
renewable energy rollout. It should also be noted that people in regional areas that have
come together into community action groups hold various beliefs in regard to politics and
ecology. They have come together as volunteers with negative impacts unfolding before
them but ignored by many in authority.

The largest proportion of groups that the inquiry terms of reference has taken exception to,
have been, and are, community groups financed from within their own communities and
their concerns expressed through social media, as this is the only inexpensive means of
communication. In fact, PRA cannot think of any instances which have elicited a positive
response, or concern, from politicians who are in favour of renewables. In fact, every
concern, no matter how expressed, has been met with withdrawal of protections and
draconian anti-landowner legislation. Minister for Climate Change and Energy, Chris Bowen,
has doubled down on this and has expressed his determination to retain his tin ear.

Mr Bowen said “it was important to separate the “signal” of genuine community concerns
from “noise” propagated by anti-renewables campaigners who ramped up opposition to
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projects because they did not believe in taking action on climate change.”® As far as we can
see there are no “genuine community concerns” recognized. They are all labelled anti-
renewables campaigners. All we see is Mr. Bowen pressing for bigger and faster projects at
any cost. Australian government politicians overall have been unresponsive to the concerns
of the people who must live with renewables.

Government departments are locked in to meeting renewable energy targets set by
politicians regardless of cost, damage or personal stress.

This inquiry is further evidence that the people who must wear the burden of this policy are
being disrespected.

With such unsatisfactory responses, some of the early landowners, faced with huge, limiting
and unsafe transmission lines, dug their heels in and raised money to challenge them
through Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal VCAT and the court system.

After a time, their ability to face VCAT was withdrawn from them, an undemocratic and
despotic action. It was the action of a malevolent dictatorship.

Now, landowners who refuse access to their properties can face huge fines of $12,000. This
is much more than for far greater offences.

It should also be pointed out that the farming communities suggested early, that
underground transmission lines would be a better option.

When their everyday jobs require them to operate very large machinery on farm and they
must obtain permits not just to drive under the lines, but for every piece of machinery they
require to drive under the lines, they are quite right to question why, and what affect this
will have on their businesses and its productivity. The inflexibility of all of this in an industry
which needs to be inherently flexible will be a nightmare.

The risks of arcing and fire hazard are real questions. Aerial activities for mustering, crop
spraying and wildfire mitigation are impeded in areas hosting renewable infrastructure such
as wind turbines and transmission lines.

No-one cares.

Now, the NSW government has given itself the power to pressgang landowners into co-
operating and forcing them to host renewables and associated infrastructure. Court action
will attract even larger fines.

Democratic rights denied.

One topic that is not being widely discussed, including by the usual cacophony of green
groups, is the genuine destruction of the environment in Queensland.

6 https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/chris-bowen-aims-to-shut-out-green-noise-as-labor-doubles-down-
on-climate-and-emissions-targets/news-story/573bb5de341cbc70d1fa5754d2d71e7b?
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Tens of thousands of hectares of virgin forest, totally untouched, is being bulldozed for
renewables and related infrastructure, in Queensland alone. These forests are home to
many EVNT native species.

If you want to know who is being influenced by external funds ask them, and include
environmental charities in your inquiries. Talk to landowners and community groups about
their funding. Don’t just defame them. If the alleged “overseas funded bad actors” trying to
cause havoc really do exist, get ASIO to investigate. It is unacceptable to denigrate the
many, many community organisations who are acting honestly and in good faith
endeavouring to have their concerns heard.

In some regions, community groups have done multiple presentations in local areas to raise
enough money for just one billboard. We also have a vivid recollection of The Wilderness
Society TWS making a welter of changed Queensland Government SLATS methodology
which made it look as if land clearing, the vast majority of which was regrowth and weeds,
had trebled while those of us on the ground knew it had decreased. Somewhere around
twenty (a noticeable difference in funding) of these billboards showed up around Brisbane
in prime positions just before a state election. Most blamed cattle farming for most of the
clearing. It was clearly disinformation as they were aware that the methodology had
changed and was not comparable to previous years. Environmental charities are not meant
to get involved in election campaigns. It is a rule that is broken often.

At the same time that tens of thousands of hectares are being bulldozed for renewable
energy projects, the Australian Conservation Foundation ACF used satellite imaging and
volunteer citizens to identify relatively small patches of clearing, mostly on family farms, and
calling it “illegal clearing” by farmers in their “Bulldozing the Bush” report’. That is the sort
of disinformation rural communities have been faced with for decades.

Every piece of clearing is labelled “deforestation”® by ACF. This is another example of
disinformation. There are international definitions of “deforestation” and none of their
examples come under those definitions. They have made up their own. Is that not
disinformation?

If you want to see what disinformation looks like, and it is frequently levelled at the grazing
community, that is it.

At a national level and an environmental level, the clearing is neither significant nor illegal. A
barrister’s opinion confirms this.

Environmentalist Steve Nowakowski has stated “Over 60,000ha of remnant forest to be
cleared across Queensland for proposed projects with approximately 4600km of new
haulage roads pushed into remote and wild forests along ridge lines and mountain tops.

7 Australian Conservation Foundation. 2025. ACF investigates: Bulldozing the Bush Report.
https://canopy.acf.org.au/m/9b73d191fe0dca9/original /ACF-Investigates-Bulldozing-the-Bush.pdf

8 Australian Conservation Foundation. 2025. Media Release. “Data reveals alarming increase in deforestation”.
https://www.acf.org.au/news/data-reveals-alarming-increase-in-deforestation
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Over 200,000ha of forest will be impacted by edge effects and fragmentation due to
renewable energy sites and haulage roads”?

From the time when this statement was made more projects have started to come online.

The area is increasing at a rapid pace. By 2050 there will be millions of hectares, Australia-

wide of quality agricultural land covered by renewables and associated infrastructure. That
is neither misinformation nor disinformation.

What is genuine deforestation under international definitions is the clearing of virgin forest
on top of the Great Dividing Range for wind towers and associated infrastructure rather
than the previous predominantly agricultural use. Nevertheless, that clearing will probably
all be attributed to agriculture as well when the next round of statewide landcover and
trees SLATS surveys?® are done. SLATS methodology for landcover change only reports on
clearing for pasture and linear infrastructure and does not have a category for renewable
site clearing!?.

It is these campaigns against productive industries which are riddled with disinformation
and misinformation which are the real blight on productivity in many industries. If we are
talking public policy and how it is influenced, spare a thought for the Victorian native timber
industry and who orchestrated and funded its demise, including through lawfare and partly
government funded Environmental Defenders Office (EDO).

Have a thought about the commercial fishing industry in Queensland. Its demise started
with the foreign organisation Pew Charitable Trusts lobbying governments to have huge
protected areas announced and then the pressure on commercial fishing began in earnest.

WWEF, also an international group added to this pressure and achieved what they regard as
a victory, having fishing quotas reduced to the point of unviability, and having gillnet fishing
banned in the Great Barrier Reef. Even those of us who know better can have visions of a
net being dragged across coral from that emotive language. The reality is that gillnet fishing
does not happen anywhere near the Great Barrier Reef but in adjoining muddy creeks and
estuaries. UNESCO (no foreign money there?) has been the vehicle by which much of this
has been done. WWF and various marine bodies and charities have had almost open access
to UNESCO when they do their inspections and reports. Agriculture has had almost none.

Why are family farmers and their communities being accused of spreading misinformation
and disinformation when the green groups have been getting away with it for decades,
having legislation introduced or amended, having green tape introduced and writing
whatever words advance their agenda. Much of it is clearly misinformation. At least some is
disinformation.

% In Daily. 2024. Blowing in the Wind: Former Greens eco-warrior says we all should fear wind turbines. By John
McCarthy. https://www.indailygld.com.au/news/archive/2024/01/16/blowing-in-the-wind-former-greens-eco-
warrior-reveals-his-fears-about-wind-turbines

10 Queensland Government. SLATS vegetation management analysis.
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/management/vegetation/slats-analysis

11 Queensland Government of Environment, Tourism, Science and Innovation. 2025. Statewide Landcover and
Trees Study — Methodology Overview v1.3. Tables 4 and 5. Pp22-25.

https://www.qld.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0022/613507/slats-methodology-overview.pdf
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(i) Australian politics

There is no doubt that aggressive discussion on wind, solar and nuclear energy had an
impact on the Australian election, with most of it falling favourably for the Labor party.

The anti-nuclear campaign was particularly dirty. One of the most visible was Liberals
against nuclear which emerged from nowhere with enough funding to run a nationwide
campaign, had testimonials from people whose Liberal credentials seemed woolly at best
and who claimed to be concerned about the negative effect that Peter Dutton’s nuclear
policy would have on the vote while seemingly being oblivious to the wrecking ball they
were aiming at the Liberals themselves.

We can’t talk about climate change and clean energy without talking about nuclear power.

One of the most high-profile anti- nuclear campaigners before the election was GetUp. They
spent a lot of their very generous funding trying to invent a conspiracy between a lot of
different actors who all have a common belief and are natural supporters of each other.

Their deliberations were generously funded by a coalition of renewables investors.

The electoral commission reports show $80,000 in 2022-23 from Boundless Earth, a Mike
Cannon-Brookes charity. In 2018-19 they received $495,000 from the Sunrise Project, a well-
known international climate action group.

Other funders of GetUp have included the European Climate Foundation, Tripple Ventures
Pty. Ltd, Minax Uriel Pty Ltd ($260,000), which is linked to the family of activist Norman
Rothfield.

One of the most blatant examples of disinformation before the election came in the form of
so-called community newspapers in Teal electorates or running Teal candidates.

A Gazette News publication claimed that a study had shown that the North Shore could be
affected by a meltdown of a proposed Mount Piper nuclear plant. This was backed up by a
paid social media campaign in Teal electorates.

Another story claimed that the Eastern suburbs of Melbourne could be affected by a 30 km
nuclear plume. Stories were often accompanied by maps of a mythical power plant with a

150km radius of nuclear fallout bleeding from it.

Similar fabricated stories appeared in different locations with the publisher of the papers
tracked back to a Friends of the Earth address.

It really is ridiculous to make political candidates and parties declare all their large donors
when there is a multitude of proxies with external funding campaigning on their behalf.
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(i) Domestic and international media narratives

As rural and community groups we are more likely to have misinformation used against us
than us using it against any other groups or causes. We truly wish others were as honest.

For example:-
Great Barrier Reef

Living in Queensland, it is hard to take in the absolute disconnect between the reality of the
Great Barrier Reef GBR, which is portrayed as either dead or dying in some Australian media
and almost all international media.

This perception has been carefully nurtured over many years by WWF and helped along by
the Australian Marine Conservation Society AMCS. Their targets were not only climate
change but funding and donations and a wish to destroy the footprint of the agricultural
industry, particularly the beef industry. They have already succeeded in getting rid of the
commercial fishing industry. The threads are all there if you have been looking at them for
long enough.

For many years, the pictures of dead and destroyed coral which purported to be the GBR
were from overseas reefs. It took constant reminders that they must use Australian reef
pictures to show Australian reef damage to almost put a stop to that practice.

Every time there was a new story about bleaching, or even cyclone damage, WWF and other
organisations raked in the overseas donations. It is hard to give up a cashcow like that.

The truth is that the GBR is a huge living ecosystem that always has portions that are
repairing and some that are damaged. Prolonged, high ocean temperatures can cause coral
bleaching (which is not often death) but trying to blame farmers for it is futile.

Native vegetation clearing

Tree clearing in Australia was originally brought under regulatory control in order for the
Australian government to use avoided clearing as a climate emissions measure for the Kyoto
Protocol.

The loud and very persistent accusations of “deforestation” in Queensland in particular
have, over a long period of time, eroded the social licence of our beef industry, and this has
and does affect our trade negotiations. We have already been through several iterations of
what the European Union EU may expect. Right now, to supply meat to the EU you have to
supply geographic co-ordinates of your agricultural holding. This affects a small number of
producers. However, now the same requirement is expanding to hides to the EU which
arguably will affect every producer.

The number of people who are spying on our paddocks constantly, including ACF, is
disturbing. PRA’s opinion is that if you are not the government, go away. You are breaching
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our privacy. The satellites would be better employed surveilling our Northen coastline for
borderline security.

(iii)  Australian public policy debate and outcomes

As a farmer, everything we do revolves around climate. Climate change is brought into every
narrative, often by outside agencies with an agenda.

We would contend that misinformation and disinformation have had a huge negative
influence on legislation and regulation that hugely impacts farmers and other primary
producers above all.

These include but are not limited to:-
Great Barrier Reef Regulation

Most scientists and scientific organisations are of the opinion that the greatest threat to the
Great Barrier Reef is climate change with rising temperatures leading to coral bleaching and
in some cases coral death.

Some thought that improving water quality may assist the recovery of bleached coral.

That water quality was poor was intuited, rather than measured. The perception was poor
water quality was caused by farmers managing the largest land mass area across the
catchments through using fertiliser, chemicals and increased sediment runoff by clearing
trees and ploughing ground.

The daily flushing of the GBR lagoon from the Pacific Ocean was forgotten and the quest to
improve water quality quickly became an industry.

The general public is totally unaware that Reef Protection Regulations are based almost
totally on modelling rather than data. More than fifteen years after various agencies started
modelling supposed potential damage to the reef, most parameters are still based on
modelling with the same underlying assumptions not accessible to producers. Rural coastal
agricultural communities were being stitched up.

Modelled, was the amount of sediment attributed to anthropogenic activity such as
cropping and livestock. Reef policy has not included impacts from renewable energy
developments across the GBR catchments. Renewable energy is also an “anthropogenic”
activity producing sediment runoff. According to Queensland Government’s Electricity
Generation Map in 2024 and downloaded data??, there are 35 wind, 84 solar project sites
and 55 battery storage sites operating, under construction or proposed for the Great Barrier

2Queensland Treasury. 2024. Power plants map of Queensland. 2024. https://electricity-generation-
map.epw.qgld.gov.au/
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Reef catchments. No doubt, hosting farmers will continue to be blamed for sediment
impacts on the Reef, rather than the renewable energy developers.

Any real data can find no correlation between sediment and anything except amount and
patterns of rainfall. However, that is based on small random disturbances where the effect is
limited. That may be different with huge numbers of trees bulldozed and mountaintops
blown up in concert with one another.

Impacts on productivity
One of the recent public debates has been on the issue of productivity.

The government roundtable approached a lot of popular issues, almost none of which will
add positively to an increase in productivity. In fact, many of their policy settings are at the
cost of productivity.

Net zero and by extension, renewable energy and energy cost is one of those incumbrances.

Australian business leaders have pointed out these costs, as well as time and cost to obtain
approvals, as a reason for moving investments overseas.

Woodside Energy, who has come up against that regulatory and lawfare brick wall, has, in
the 15 months to September 2024, invested $30 billion, offshore.!? It is not, and will not be,
the only one.

Many industries are declining in Australia. Housing is not the only construction industry not
meeting demand. Construction of factory and commercial buildings has declined by 19%.
And yet the decision was made to close down forestry. Steel refineries are under threat.

In the wake of Santos winning its Barossa gas case against a coalition of environmental
organisations and a handful of Tiwi Islanders, and Judge Natalie Charlesworth’s scathing
demolition of how the case was run, there should be some serious investigation into the
funding of some of the organisations, mostly green organisations, who are trying to disrupt
our productive economy.

“[28"™ November, 2024] the Federal Court of Australia ordered the Environmental Defenders
Office Ltd (the EDO) to pay Santos the sum of $9,042,093.05 in relation to Simon Munkara v
Santos NA Barossa Pty Ltd (VID 907/2023) (the Proceedings)]”.

The amount represents 100 per cent of the legal costs incurred by Santos in defending the
Proceedings and recovering its legal costs. Costs are on an indemnity basis and without any
discount. The order comes after the EDO volunteered to pay Santos costs for the
Proceedings.

In the Proceedings, the Federal Court found in favour of Santos and made an order for the
Applicants to pay Santos costs. Santos did not seek to pursue the Aboriginal and Tiwi
Islander Applicants, but sought information relating to the funding of the Proceedings from

3Australian Financial Review, 2024 WDS ASX: Is Woodside going American? Probably a good idea, investors say
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the EDO and other third parties opposed to the Barossa Gas Project, some of whom were
involved in the “Stop Barossa Gas” campaign.”**

“So now three environmental activist organisations, Jubilee Australia, the Sunrise Project
Australia and Environment Centre (NT) that publicly boasted of their earlier ‘lawfare’
successes in delaying the Barossa project, at a cost to Santos of many millions of dollars, are
compelled to reveal their real involvement in this cynical exercise of misusing native title
legal protection in their anti-fossil-fuel crusade”.

The huge recent growth in the funding, from generally secret sources (self-interested foreign
nationals? Investors in competitive energy?) of environmentalist economic saboteurs
dedicated to killing fossil fuels at whatever the cost, raises national interest concerns.

Environmental activism is now a multi-million dollar activity, as evidenced by Sunrise Project
Australia with its net assets of $19 million having more than doubled in 2022 after a 40 per
cent rise in revenue to a whopping $74 million. Its funding of ‘Stop Barossa’ (one of 200
grants totalling $44 million in Australia and worldwide) was in line with its mission ‘to
support grant proposals that aim to drive the shift to renewable energy and/or keep fossil
fuels in the ground’.

Market Forces is part of the Friends of the Earth activist complex, with its Australian
offshoot’s recently filed annual return for 2021-22 showing net assets of $3.59 million and
revenue of $4.26 million. The EDO has net assets of almost $5 million after revenue of $13.3
million last year of which $1.2 million came from the government. But there is also a legion
of small environmental tax- deductible charities like Jubilee whose negative net equity,
despite raising $654,908, would not be helpful in contributing to Santos’ costs. And the
Environment Centre (NT) with net assets of $590,811 could contribute a bit.” 1>

(c) the origins, growth and prevalence of ‘astroturfing’ and its impact on
public policy and debate

Agricultural organisations often intersect with astroturf organisations. None that PRA has
experience with are anti-renewables groups who, in our experience have sprung up
organically in response to community concerns.

The astroturf group which crosses our paths in primary industry most often and donated to
by Mike Cannon Brookes’ charity Boundless Earth as revealed in their annual report, is WWEF.
ACF also benefits from Boundless Earth. Cannon -Brookes’ renewables business relies on no
competition from nuclear energy. WWF and fellow organisation ACF are opposed to nuclear
energy. WWF also received funds from the activist European Climate Foundation.

14santos, 2024. https://www.santos.com/news/edo-ordered-to-pay-100-per-cent-of-santos-legal-costs/
15Spectator Australia. 2024. https://www.spectator.com.au/2024/05/business-robbery-etc-123/
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WWF spends a great deal of time wrapping primary industries in green tape, at least some
of which is designed to put whole industries out of business. They use a mixture of
misinformation and disinformation, with backup from like organisations, to destroy the
reputations of primary industries. If that does not work, murkily funded lawfare often does,
as in the case of the native timber industry.

Sometimes, they are trying to create an example to force people and industries to join their
certification and stewardship programs.

Unlike conventional membership organisations where businesses can take them or leave
them and usually gain some democratic rights in return for their membership, WWF
programs are all-in, or we destroy you.

The foreign based and foreign funded PEW Charitable Trusts were instrumental in having
vast tracts of our Queensland coastline declared protected areas. Concurrently, WWF and
their allies ingratiated themselves within Labor Government and the public service to
ratchet up regulation on the commercial fishing industry. When they could no longer over-
regulate any further, they managed to have “studies” find that quotas needed to be
drastically reduced to the point of unviability. The meagre compensation offered was
distributed by a former long-time WWF employee.

Many of the regulations pertaining to the Great Barrier Reef which affect both farmers and
fishers were supposedly requested by UNESCO under the World Heritage mandate.
However, all of them were as a result of lobbying by WWEF, their allies and institutional
organisations.

Agriculture and fishing had limited input.

More recently, ACF, has revived a two year old program where their donations fund satellite
imagery so they can scrutinise farmers who may have cleared trees or woody weeds. They
then use unskilled citizen volunteers (this is usually a highly skilled job) to examine these
images to see what may warrant further investigation. They then allege that these farmers
have cleared illegally in their public report “Bulldozing the Bush” 6. This disinformation is
echoed by other environmental organisations such as Greenpeace accusing deforestation
which fits with no international definition of deforestation.

Clearly, the clearing was not illegal. Governments, including state governments, do not
tolerate such blatant law breaking.

These accusations were designed to influence bodies like the EU, businesses like McDonalds
and other beef customers, and banks, to penalise or reject farmers supplying or accessing
their markets.

They have had a great deal of influence in these endeavours, and they have campaigned
successfully in these areas.

16 Australian Conservation Foundation. 2025. Bulldozing the Bush
https://canopy.acf.org.au/m/9b73d191fe0dca9/original /ACF-Investigates-Bulldozing-the-Bush.pdf
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It damages the social licence of the beef industry, influences their financiers and disrupts
trade negotiations.

Farmers and farming groups are put in a position of having to rebut these accusations on
their own meagre funding. That Cattle Australia’s budget is modest is easily verifiable. The
same applies to state farm organisations and other agricultural support groups. They are no
match for big conservation, funded by government, charitable foundations and foreign
foundations.

One recent case was the EU deciding which nations would have low, medium or high risk of
deforestation which would affect ease of access for beef to that market. After the efforts of
our very modestly funded cattle organisation, Cattle Australia, and the Australian
Government Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry DAFF, Australia was given a
low risk of deforestation.

Environmental charities, who had campaigned relentlessly against our industry for years,
including on the ground in the EU, were devastated.

However, their defamatory legacy remains with many client businesses still accepting the
“deforestation” disinformation with Coles and Woolworths both talking about “deforestation
free” beef. Definitions are key but mostly unclear. Who would be inspecting images and
documentation is totally unknown and unacceptable.

The major, true deforestation in Australia at present, which does accord with international
definitions including land use change, is being committed for the purpose of building wind
turbines, often on the top of the Great Dividing Range. Rainforest Reserves’ cartographer
Steven Nowakowski has estimated that total area needed for present projects is 843,902ha,
but that does not include transmission lines, easements and the edge effects of clearing
roads. This figure is increasing rapidly.

The goal now is to influence the review of the federal EPBC Act. ACF is leading this charge
with Greenpeace in the cheer squad. What they hope to achieve is a more stringent EPBC
Act which seemingly requires every project (except renewable projects which the
Productivity Commission has recommended should be exempt), particularly any involving
woody vegetation clearing, to self-refer to the EPBC. It has the potential to completely
stymie agriculture, an industry that earns billions of dollars for Australia but needs the
flexibility to act nimbly when weather conditions demand it. Activism and lawfare hold up
resources projects for years. Primary industry does not have the deep pockets to withstand
such treatment, and even in resources industries it is a severe strain on productivity.

ACF’s citizen spying by satellite has been distilled to 30,000 ha recommended to the federal
department to investigate as illegal clearing.

What they want to do, is to stop all land management by farmers including the use of
Property Maps of Assessable Vegetation PMAVs which apply entirely to previously cleared
land, most of it having had five or more passes over it in the last fifty or more years.
Environmentally sensitive areas were carved out at the time of approval. ACF would much
rather see productivity reduced in livestock and cropping industries and are perfectly
prepared to spread misinformation and disinformation to achieve their goals. Will these
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groups ever attribute clearing for wind turbines, rather than what they call “cattle farming”.
ACF are also not averse to directly harassing landowners, giving incorrect legal advice to such
landowners, and claiming they are clearing illegally.

This sort of activity where they personally interact with landowners in a threatening manner
is crossing a line and is unacceptable.

In 2023 Shadow Minister David Littleproud agreed.

“Mr Littleproud has asked Charities Commissioner Sue Woodward AM to investigate the ACF,
following an intimidatory letter that was sent to a New South Wales farmer.

The ACF’s letter demands answers into what it calls “potentially illegal land clearing”. It
threatens to “take this matter further” and make “public statements about the clearing”. Mr
Littleproud said the letter was intimidatory and came despite the ACF having no proof or
knowledge about the property and the ACF had no right to interfere with personal property
or defame members of the community. “The tone of ACF’s letter is clearly intimidatory,” Mr
Littleproud said.”*’

More recently, agricultural organisations, such as PRA and AgForce, are again calling for
ACF’s charitable status to be investigated following repeats of similar, incidents involving
intimidation, naming and shaming of what are essentially small businesses, most family
owned.

Social media is a great media to disseminate this misinformation laced with disinformation
and raise donations. Most environmental organisations are expert at it.

Claiming that actions which are not illegal as illegal is a common practice among
environmental charities. They often claim that actions are illegal that are not, because they
wish them to be so.

(d) connections between Australian organisations and international think
tank and influence networks

Hopefully the think tanks will speak for themselves. However, it is not unreasonable for
conservative people and organisations to support conservative think tanks. This
unwarranted attack on what seems to be every one of them is the action of a desperate and
totalitarian government. There needs to more hard evidence of inappropriate behaviour
than simply a disagreement on policy. This attack also seems like huge overreach.

(f) efficacy of different parliamentary and regulatory approaches in
combating misinformation and disinformation;

(g) the role of media literacy education.

17 https://davidlittleproud.com.au/calls-for-review-into-australian-conservation-foundations-charitable-status/
215 November 2023
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Both of these terms of reference, (f) and (g), sound like a heavy hand which is likely to be
skewed against conservative citizens.

Some institutions such as the aforementioned International Panel on the Information
Environment IPIE has suggested a single national and international narrative in their report.

Any attempt to bring in such a regime should be resisted by every citizen who believes in
democracy, open debate, protection of our own economy with good policy settings and
public institutions such as Treasury and the Productivity Commission giving good advice
rather that populist advice, free speech, and the free publication of new scientific
hypotheses and results. Dissenting reports need to be rebutted with evidence, not banned.

Such a suggestion has been the method of destructive and despotic dictators and has no
place in democratic endeavour. We have however, seen elements of it in this debate and it
usually mostly involves groups with a catchy message and huge funding trampling on, or
completely destroying whole industries who are mostly operating on a shoestring. What is
the definition of bullying?

Quote from the Facts, Fakes, and Climate Science: Recommendations for Improving
Information Integrity about Climate Science published by the International Panel on the
Information Environment

“Climate science has been documenting the accelerating climate crisis and the available
solutions for decades [2]. The United Nations has recognized access to information about
climate change as a human right [3], and outlined a set of global principles for maintaining
the integrity of publicly available information about climate change and other critical
domains [4]. Unfortunately, a crisis of information integrity is exacerbating the climate crisis.
Fortunately, the science of information integrity about climate issues is beginning to reveal
the positive, constructive policy levers for raising public understanding of climate. Based on
the analysis of 300 peer reviewed publications, produced over a decade of research, four
policy options are recommended.

1. Legislation is required to ensure that accurate, consistent, dependable, and transparent
information about climate change is available to the public and policymakers. Legislation
should mandate standardized reporting by private corporations and public institutions about
their carbon footprints. Digital platforms and other communications media should
implement transparent procedures of content labelling and providing corrective information.

2. Litigation by state and non-state actors against any enterprises engaged in greenwashing
and other misleading practices is needed to enforce the standards and procedures that
ensure the availability of accurate and reliable information.

3. Coalitions of the willing—across national borders and private, public, and civil society—
should be built to counterbalance the alliances of powerful economic and political interests
that are disseminating misinformation and obstructing urgent climate action.
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4. Education must broaden and deepen the scientific and media literacy of citizens as well as
of policymakers, who are special targets of misinformation. It is those policymakers who
author legislation and provide civic leadership in response to the climate crisis.”

Conclusion

Re Net Zero:-

We cannot quarantine our bit of atmosphere. There is not a global effort. Our “bit” as some
politicians and activists are fond of saying will not make any difference and the price will be
our whole economy.

The five largest economies on the planet are not aiming for Net Zero and we are surrounded
by four of them. Pursuing Net Zero at the huge cost it has already been to our economy is
insane.

Agricultural industry has been feeling the pain for decades, and has been nominated to be
the major whipping boy for renewables. However, the loss of our heavy industrial industries
will also be a slide that we will be unable to recapture.

The present game of Russian roulette with peoples’ lives and our industries must stop.

This government shows no sign of recognising how much economic damage and human
damage is occurring, in pursuit of this unsustainable agenda.

If you require further information or clarification on any points raised in the submission,
please contact PRA by email on pral@bigpond.net.au or phoning PRA Board Member
Joanne Rea on 0407 143 664.
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