Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology & the Arts Legislation Committee
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Environment and Heritage

Additional Estimates 2003-2004, (17 February 2004)


Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 12
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.4 Environment Assessment and Approvals

Division/Agency: 
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:
What is the current status of the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Stage 2 of the Stuart Oil Shale Project in Queensland?

Answer/s:

In accordance with the provisions of the Environment Protection (Impact of Proposals) Act 1974 (EPIP Act) and the Queensland State Development and Public Works Organisations Act 1971-81, Stage 2 of the project is subject to a joint Commonwealth/Queensland Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The Draft and Final EIS have been finalised in terms of the Environmental Reform (Consequential Provisions) Act 1999.  The Commonwealth Minister has authorised seeking further information.  There are still some outstanding matters, which are awaited before the 42 day assessment phase can commence.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 13
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.4

Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:

In the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing the Committee was advised that EA was waiting on additional advice from the proponent and the finalisation of the environmental impact statement [ECITA 82].  Has that additional information been received? If not, what has been the reason for the delay?  Has the environmental impact statement been finalised? If not, what has been the reason for the delay?

Answer/s:

None of the additional information has been received.

The evaluation of the EIS material by an independent expert and the opportunity provided to the company to respond to that report may have contributed to the delay in provision of all additional information.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 14
Sub-outcome:

Output: 
1.4 

Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil shale

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:

If any information has been received from the proponent since the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing please could you list:  What information has been received?  Whether it satisfied your request? If not, why not?  Whether any of the outstanding issues at the time of the previous Estimates hearing have been resolved to your satisfaction in the intervening period?  Whether any information is still outstanding?  If so, what that information is.  If so, whether you have been given any indication when the remaining outstanding information might be provided?  Please could you provide the Committee with copies of any information that has been received?

Answer/s:

Since the November 2003 Estimates hearing the Department of the Environment and Heritage (DEH) has received a copy of a draft Environmental Management Overview Strategy (EMOS) for the Stuart Oil Shale Project Stage 1 & Stage 2 Project.  We have also received a copy of the Consolidated Report prepared by SPP for the independent expert review by Synnot and Wilkinson Pty Ltd. We are unable to pass on these documents at this stage as SPP has indicated that they are incomplete, are to be regarded as working documents, and further information will be supplied.  As a result, the matters are still under evaluation.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 15
Sub-outcome:

Output: 
1.4

Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:
Following the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing, EA provided on notice to the Committee a table listing any communication and meetings between Environment Australia or the Australian Greenhouse Office with Southern Pacific Petroleum [Question 9]. Please could you supply to the Committee a table listing all meetings and communication regarding the Stage 2 EIS involving some or all of Environment Australia and/or the Australian Greenhouse Office, the proponent and the Queensland Government from 5 November 2003 to the time that you compile the table. Please include the same information as in the previous table ie date/type, issues, and outcome. If not, why not?  Please could you supply to the Committee copies of all the communications and minutes or notes of all meetings detailed in this table and the one supplied previously [Question 9]. If not, why not?  In particular, please could you supply to the Committee a copy of the letter of 25 August 2003 from G Early listed in the table previously supplied [Question 9].

Answer/s:

	Date/Type 
	Issues  
	Outcome

	3/11/2002 email Chris Cook Dept of State Development (DSD) to SPP, DSD, Russell Synnot and DEH
	Notification of meeting for 5 Nov (DEH participating by phone hook-up)
	Meeting held.

	4/11/2002 email Chris Cook DSD to SPP, DSD, Russell Synnot and DEH
	Enclosing agenda for above meeting.
	Meeting held.

	10/11/2003 email Chris Cook DSD to SPP, DSD, Russell Synnot and DEH.
	Notes on teleconference held on 28 October concerning the “Consolidated Report”.
	Noted.

	19/11/2003, letter from Brian French DSD to Tim Kahn 
	 Sending copies of the SPP “Consolidated Report “ for comment.
	Received 21/11 and undergoing evaluation.

	Email Chris Cook DSD
	Notes on 5 Nov teleconference
	Noted.

	DSD email 2/12/03
	Attaching EMOS Draft for “Consolidated Report”.
	Noted.

	DSD email Carmel D’Arcy 24/12/2003
	Forwarding copy of Synnot and Wilkinson Report.
	

	30/1/2004 letter to Ralph McIver SPP NL, from Malcolm Forbes, DEH copied to Qld DSD Qld EPA and Ernst & Young
	Advising information to commence the assessment phase still incomplete and requesting formal advice as to whether the “Consolidated Report” provided by the Qld Government constitutes the additional information requested by the Commonwealth
	

	5 February 2004 letter to Malcolm Forbes from Victor Kuss. Commercial- in-Confidence
	“Consolidated Report” is part of the additional information requested by DEH and when completed will be presented for consideration. 
	Noted. 


The information indicated as Commercial-in-Confidence cannot be made available. As DSD is the author of several of the other items, DEH sought Qld DSD’s advice with regard to making these available. DSD has indicated such documentation is commercial-in-confidence and part of a deliberative process and therefore should not be released.

Copies of Gerard Early’s letter of 25 August 2003 and Malcolm Forbes’ letter of 30/1/2004 are supplied.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 16
Sub-outcome:
Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output:  
Promoting Sustainable Energy

Division/Agency:
Australian Greenhouse Office

Topic: 
Stuart Shale Oil

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written QoN

Senator WONG asked:
You advised in your response to the on notice questions from the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing [Question 5] that SPP was arguing that it could not provide comparisons of greenhouse emissions from the Stuart Project with other industries or countries using similar technology and that Stage 2 is too small to be meaningfully benchmarked. Have you accepted or rejected these arguments?  Please advise the Committee of your reasons for making your decision. If you have not yet made a decision on this matter, please advise the Committee why.

Answer/s:

Assessment of the Stage 2 EIS is still underway. As a consequence at this stage the advice has neither been rejected nor accepted.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 17
Sub-outcome:



Output:  
1.4



Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:
You advised in your response to the on notice questions from the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing [Question 12] that you were examining SPP’s additional leachate tests and that you were unable to release that information at that stage. Have you reached any conclusions regarding the additional leachate tests?  If so, what are they?  If not, why not?  Please could you provide a copy of the tests and your conclusions to the Committee.

Answer/s:

The leachate tests are Commercial-in-Confidence and as the matter is still under evaluation it would not be appropriate to comment at this stage.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 18
Sub-outcome:

Output: 
1.4

Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale
Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:
You advised in your response to the on notice questions from the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing [Question 16] that you were assessing some additional information received from SPP since your letter of 17 December 2002 to the company. Have you completed your assessment of this additional information?  If so, what were your conclusions?  If not, why not?  Please could you provide a copy of this additional information and your assessment of it to the Committee.

Answer/s:

The Department has been advised by SPP that further information will be supplied.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 19
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.4

Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:
You advised in your response to the on notice questions from the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing [Question 17] that you were still examining SPP’s material in support of its argument that it was necessary for the entire Addendum to be labeled commercial-in-confidence. Have you decided whether to accept or reject SPP’s argument that the entire Addendum should be labeled commercial-in-confidence?  Please could you give the reason for your decision?  If you haven’t made a decision yet, why not? Please provide a copy of your correspondence communication your decision to SPP to the Committee. If you have decided to reject SPP’s argument, please provide a copy of the non-commercial-in-confidence parts of the Addendum to the Committee?  If not, why not?

Answer/s:

The matter is still under evaluation and further material is awaited. It would be inappropriate to pass on this information at this stage.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 20
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.4
Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale
Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Hearing Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:
You advised in your response to the on notice questions from the Nov 2003 Estimates hearing [Question 19] that Dr Synnot had not proffered any opinions to you yet. Please advise if this is still the case?  If not, please can you detail any information and opinions the independent consultant has provided to Environment Australia to date?  If Dr Synnot’s final report is completed, please can you provide a copy to the Committee as you advised you would, subject to any restrictions, in your response to questions on notice [Question 19]?  If not, why not?

Answer/s:

Synnot and Wilkinson have provided a draft report. It would be inappropriate to provide a copy of the draft report to the Committee until it is finalised.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 21
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.4

Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale
Hansard Page ECITA:
Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:

Does the information provided to you by SPP to date verify the conclusion of the Supplementary Report that "Stage 2 of the Stuart Project can proceed with minimal environmental impact"?

Answer/s:

The information provided by SPP is still under evaluation and further information is awaited. It would be inappropriate comment at this stage of the assessment.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 22
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.4

Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic: 
Stuart Oil Shale
Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:
It is claimed in the Supplementary Report that it may be possible to achieve a ten fold reduction in dioxin formation during Stage 2. Does the information provided to you by SPP to date verify this assertion?  Does Environment Australia currently have any concerns about the robustness of this claim?  If so, what are they?

Answer/s:

The Department is awaiting further information from SPP. It would be inappropriate to comment at this stage.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 23
Sub-outcome:
Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change

Output:  
Promoting sustainable energy

Division/Agency:
Australian Greenhouse Office

Topic: 
Stuart Shale Oil

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written QoN

Senator WONG asked:
It was stated in the Estimates hearing on 4 November 2003 [ECITA 85] that SPP have provided a slide show of the model they produced for its full fuel cycle analysis of the greenhouse emissions from shale oil. Please could you provide the Committee with a copy of that slide show? If not, why not?

Answer/s:

There is no record on file of the AGO receiving a copy of the SPP presentation on the Full Fuel Cycle Assessment model for the proposed Stage 3 plant.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 24
Sub-outcome:
Australians working together to meet the challenge of climate change
Output:  
Promoting sustainable energy

Division/Agency:
Australian Greenhouse Office

Topic: 
Stuart Shale Oil

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written QoN

Senator WONG asked:
It was confirmed in the Estimates hearing on 4 November 2003 [ECITA 85] that there has not yet been clarification of SPP’s claim that during Stage 2 “a reduction to as low as 40kg Carbon per barrel of equivalent may be possible” as requested.  Does the Australian Greenhouse Office currently have any concerns about the robustness of this claim?  If so, what are they?

Answer/s:

AGO has been unable to substantiate the claim based on the available information.

