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Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill  

SUBMISSION FROM  David Stark   

Introduction 

As a tax-paying member of the public, I have been concerned about the cost of measures 

taken to attempt to reduce human CO2 emissions, and suspicious about how efficacious 

they are.  I undertook a 3-year study into the subject and produced two documents on my 

findings:  Climate Change: Hypotheses and Climate Change: Politics and Ideology.  I am 

advised that these are not in an appropriate form for this submission, so I summarise them 

below.  I am happy to supply further details as requested. 

Conclusions 

1. We do not currently have the technology, and will probably not have for several 

decades, to achieve the emissions reductions proposed. 

2. By adopting inappropriate technologies which will not by themselves achieve the 

targets, for example solar, wind and biofuels, we are merely exacerbating fuel 

poverty, threatening energy security, and damaging the environment. 

3. We have plenty of time to develop appropriate technologies because the predictions 

of global warming which the United Nations have been making since 1992 have 

been exaggerated by a factor of about three when compared with actual data over 

the last 30 to 40 years. 

It seems that the British public holds similar views, according to the 2018 British Social 

Attitudes Survey, which revealed that “only 36% of people believe that humans are entirely 

or mainly the cause of climate change”.  Voters will be extremely upset with politicians if it is 

demonstrated that their common sense conclusion is proved scientifically correct, as my 

two documents suggest it probably has been by several scientists, and that the sacrifices 

that they have suffered in the cause of “saving the planet” have been fruitless. 

InappropriateTechnology 

Hydro can only play a small part in our energy mix in a country like Scotland and, even if 

the technologies can be perfected, the same can be said of wave and tidal power.  The 

savings that can be made by efficiency savings, for example better house insulation, are 

also limited.  Solar panels have an efficiency of less than 20% (less than 8% in winter) and 

a large wind farm like Whitelee aims at only 27% efficiency.  Offshore wind farms have 

efficiencies between 35% and 40%.  This means that the shortfall has to be made up by 

fossil fuel (mostly gas) power generation which, because it has to vary to match the 

unpredictability of renewables, reduces from an efficiency of 90%-95% to about 70%.  On 

the coldest winter days when the wind does not blow and there is little sunshine, only 1% of 

energy is provided by solar and wind, so no matter how many windmills we build, their total 

capacity must be matched by gas generation for when they fail.  Glass and steel for solar 
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panels and windmills are mostly made in India and China which use dirty coal power, so a 

large percentage of our emissions is merely exported, not saved.  The energy required to 

plant, harvest, transport and process biofuels, along with the loss of CO2-absorbing forests 

cut down for many fossil fuels, mean that emissions savings are illusory. 

Nuclear power could be a good candidate in the future, but the regulations which make this 

by far the safest form of energy generation have also made it very expensive. 

The use of electric vehicles, and the possibility of using hydrogen as a fuel for transport and 

buildings, are irrelevant diversions unless a new low-carbon generation technology is 

invented to provide the electricity to charge batteries and create hydrogen.  For example, a 

BMWi3 has annual emissions of 1.3 tons of CO2 against a petrol equivalent of 1.5 tons 

because the source of the electricity is largely coal and gas power stations, and energy is 

lost transmitting it to the charging points (figures by Engaged Tracking). 

It makes more sense investing in research for new technologies than applying current 

technologies which make little difference. 

Fuel Poverty 

34% of Scottish families suffer from fuel poverty.  By 2020, the average family will pay 

about £600 per year, directly and indirectly, for measures resulting from UK energy policy 

(£300 Billion: The Cost of the Climate Change Act by Peter Lilley MP, published by GWPF).  

The two must be connected.  Europeans pay on average 29 cents per kilowatt hour for 

electricity while Americans pay 12 cents, and Indians and Chinese 8 cents (Sources: IEA, 

EIA, national electricity boards and OANDA).  We are exporting our manufacturing jobs, 

importing emissions embedded in goods from foreign countries, placing a financial burden 

on our poorest citizens, and rewarding the multinational companies and landowners who 

profit from the public subsidies given to solar and wind projects.  The poor are being taxed 

so that the government can give money to the rich. 

Until a new energy technology is invented, that is for at least the next two decades, we will 

continue to rely on gas.  At present we freeze American and Qatari gas, transport it across 

the oceans and heat it up in Scotland.  This is expensive, especially when we may have 

plentiful gas beneath our feet, and hydraulic fracturing technology has now been going on 

for long enough in the USA to demonstrate how to do it safely. 

Energy Security 

Because we are not replacing our nuclear power stations, are phasing out our coal power 

stations, and are not allowing hydraulic fracturing, Scotland will have to rely on other 

countries for its energy security.  Germany has found itself in a similar position, the Greens 

having forced a phase-out of nuclear after Fukushima, despite no one having died from the 

power station incident.  It has now been forced to rely on more dirty coal power from its 

plentiful domestic supplies, and gas from President Putin.  The political consequences 

could be very serious.  
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The Environment 

Stephen Pinker (Enlightenment Now) noted: “Wind and solar sprawl over vast acreage, 

defying the densification process that is friendliest to the environment.  The energy analyst 

Robert Bryce estimates that simply keeping up with the world’s increase in energy use would 

require turning an area the size of Germany into wind farms every year.  To satisfy the world’s 

needs with renewables by 2050 would require tiling windmills and solar panels over an area 

the size of the US (including Alaska), plus Mexico, Central America, and the inhabited portion 

of Canada.”  Wind farms chop up birds, especially raptors and seabirds on migratory coastal 

sites.  Bats can evade the 300Km/h spinning blades, but are suffocated by the pressure drop 

behind the turbines (barotrauma).  Birds confuse solar farms with lakes and are burned.   

Biofuels take up large areas of land which might be better used for food production or setting 

aside for nature.  The monoculture involved does not form a good environment for wildlife.  

Mixed agriculture farms converted to maize for bio-fuels in Germany now have no hares, 

bees, quail, lapwings, larks or wagtails.  In Indonesia and Malaysia, forests are being cut 

down to plant palm oil for the countries to gain foreign currency exporting bio-fuels.  Many 

species are endangered because of this, never mind the loss of CO2-consuming forests which 

take up to 40 years to eliminate their carbon debt (McKechnie et al 2011). 

 

No Need to Panic 

 

Leading climate change politicians claim that we need to act fast to reduce human CO2 

emissions, but the facts seem to suggest that a panic response is unnecessary.  For example, 

the Climate Change Act assumed that world temperatures would rise by 0.3ºC per decade, 

but the actual rise in the last 40 years, since we have had satellites to record the whole world 

accurately, has been about 0.1ºC (see graph below).  This suggests that we have perhaps 

30 years to develop appropriate technology. 

 

There has been so much alarm raised about climate change that it is difficult to make sense 

of the issue.  There is no book or other source which explains the science behind this, and 

the more I have looked for it, the more I have found evidence that the problem has been 

exaggerated by organisations like the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 

whose initial remit was, after all, to find evidence that human emissions were causing global 

warming.  Its first assessment report in 1990 said: “There are many uncertainties in our 

predictions, particularly with regard to the timing, magnitude and regional patterns of climate 

change, due to our incomplete understanding of sources and sinks of GHGs, clouds, oceans 

and polar ice sheets”.   Thereafter, prominent politicians like Al Gore became involved, and 

by 2007 the Summary for Policy Makers said it was 90% certain that human emissions were 

to blame, despite the scientists in the body of the report continuing to use the words 

“uncertain” and “uncertainty” more than 1,300 times in Working Group 1.  Many sceptical 

scientists were replaced by activists, as Donna Laframboise in her book The Delinquent 

Teenager pointed out.  Working Group 3 contained three Greenpeace employees, two from 
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Friends of the Earth, two Climate Action Network reps, and one each from WWF International, 

Environmental Defense, and the David Suzuki Foundation. 

 

Possibly the most pertinent section of UN assessment reports is the one on predictive 

computer modelling, but again the scientists express prudent caution while the politicians 

proclaim impending disaster.  William Collins, of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, 

and lead author of the models section of Assessment Report 5 (2013), wrote in 2014, “One 

of them [the challenges] is the huge uncertainties in the historical forcings. . . We understand 

a lot of the physics in its basic form.  We don’t understand the emergent behavior that results 

from it”.  In other words, we understand the basic physics, but not the feedback mechanisms 

when various elements of the climate interact. 

 

Christy has produced a graph comparing IPCC models with actual observations to 

demonstrate that the former have exaggerated the warming by a factor of about three.  He 

has presented this to the US Congress and has told me that since it is now a public document 

it can be reproduced by me or anyone else.  [REDACTED] 

 

 
 

Politicians should not frame policy unless they understand the science involved.  I would bet 

that no one on the Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee sufficiently 

understands the science behind climate change to answer the following questions.  Why have 

human emissions risen in an upward curve but world temperatures have risen in a series of 

steps, 1850-1880, 1915 to 1945 and 1975 to 1998, with drops and pauses between?  Why 

do emissions rise in this way but CO2 in the atmosphere displays a straight line rise, as do 

ocean sea levels?  If there are poor correlations between human emissions, temperature 

rises and atmospheric CO2, why do we think humans play a big part in climate change, and 

that we can invent a CO2 dimmer switch to control climate? 


