
There’s no need for  
Scarborough.

Why Woodside and BHP’s Scarborough project is a  
risky high-stakes gamble.

Woodside and BHP have a dirty secret. Their 
proposed Scarborough project puts cultural heritage 
sites and precious marine life at risk.

This mega gas project is not a sure thing and there 
are still significant commercial and regulatory hurdles 
in order for it to go ahead. 

Both Woodside and BHP have not been honest with 
shareholders and investors about these risks.

At a time where the world is working to reduce 
emissions and tackling climate change, Woodside 
and BHP want to push ahead with this polluting 
project.

With high risks and disappearing rewards, investors 
should be wary of exposure to Woodside and BHP’s 
Scarborough development plans.

Summary of the risks
• The project is actively being challenged by environment groups due to its high 

carbon pollution and impacts on Aboriginal Heritage and the marine environment.

• The carbon pollution associated with the project is inconsistent with Australian and 
International emissions reduction goals under the Paris Agreement.

• Woodside and BHP have no credible plans to meet their public commitments to net-
zero by 2050.

• Woodside and BHP have made no meaningful steps towards the disclosure of carbon 
risks to investors and shareholders.

• Scarborough relies on a very optimistic global pricing scenario for its gas. 

• Woodside and BHP have been unable to secure buyers for the gas. At a time where 
other gas fields are coming on line at a cheaper rate, there are serious questions 
about whether they will be able to compete in a global market.

• There is significant legal uncertainty around the approvals for the Scarborough 
offshore field development and the processing of the Scarborough gas. 

• All proposed development options are very capital intensive, and risk becoming 
stranded assets.



Who is going to buy Scarborough gas?
• Woodside and BHP are relying in a very 

optimistic oil price compared with the other 
major oil and gas companies.

• Previous projections of gas demand can 
not be relied on. Australia’s major buyers 
of gas (Korea, Japan, China) have all made 
commitments to reach net-zero emissions. 

• The cost of renewable energy continues to 
fall in price. According to the IEA solar is no 
the cheapest form of energy in history. Gas 
will not be able to compete in the energy 
market over the time-frame required to 
support the development of Scarborough 
(20-30 years).

There are major barriers to developing 
the Scarborough field.

 � Woodside and BHP have not yet been 
granted all the necessary approvals for 
the project - including for the near-shore 
development, their pipeline licence, Field 
Development Plan and Environmental 
Management Plans.

 � The near-shore process is currently held up 
due to concerns that the project will have 
serious negative impacts on the marine 
environment and Aboriginal Heritage.

 � Ongoing concerns have been raised 
about the impact of acid gas emissions 
from Woodside’s LNG processing facilities 
on Aboriginal heritage and the Burrup 
rock art. A major independent scientific 
study has been commissioned by the WA 
Government to examine this issue. In 
addition, concerns have been raised by 
experts and Traditional Owners about the 
impact of the Scarborough tie-back pipeline 
to submerged Aboriginal heritage values 
which form part of the World Heritage 
assessment process. 
 
Woodside and BHP have no 
credible plan to meet their carbon 
reduction targets

• In Woodside’s 2020 Sustainable 
Development report they note that there is 
significant risk that they will not meet their 
own emissions reduction targets.

Scarborough is not consistent with 
Australia’s carbon pollution targets or 
the Paris Agreement 

• The Scarborough field will produce around 
4.3 million tons of direct (scope 1) carbon pol-
lution per year. This rises to 44 million tons per 
year if scope 3 emissions are factored in. 

•  This increase is not consistent with  
Australia’s targets to reduce emissions by 26-
28% by 2030, and is not consistent with either 
Woodside or BHP’s commitments to be carbon 
neutral by 2050. 

• Woodside has used out of date modeling 
for their emissions profiling that firmly place 
the project as inconsistent with the Paris 
Agreement.

There are barriers to processing the 
gas.
The two options proposed for processing 
Scarborough gas are through an expanded 
Pluto LNG facility, or the existing North West 
Shelf Facility. Both options face significant 
commercial and regulatory hurdles. 

 � The Pluto expansion will be expensive, risks 
becoming a stranded asset.

 � There are unanswered legal questions 
regarding the validity of the State and 
Commonwealth environmental approvals 
to process Scarborough gas at the Pluto 
facility.

 � The Greenhouse Gas Management Plan for 
the Pluto LNG facility has to be updated 
and approved by the WA EPA, and it is 
anticipated that additional requirements to 
reduce carbon pollution will be imposed, 
consistent with the EPA’s new policy.


