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Submission Re AGL’s gas import terminal
AGL has no place in Westernport. The science in incontrovertible; climate change exists, it’s
accelerating, and we must act now if we are to avoid its most catastrophic repercussions.
AGL’s proposed gas import terminal poses unacceptable risk to the community and to the
environment on both a local and global level.
When assessing the impact of the project on the climate, AGL’s EES does not give full or true
consideration of the matter; it does not factor in the burning of gas or the inevitable gas
leakage which are significant climate change contributors. Australia has the opportunity to
invest in clean energy projects, not retrogressive fossil fuel projects. This is not good
governance, economics or management. We know this. The time to act is now.
We also know that AGL’s rationale for pursuing this project is flawed; Australia produces the
cheapest gas in the world and is the largest exporter of liquified natural gas in the world, it is
a short sighted and greenhouse gas intensive plan to consider importing it.
Westernport is a uniquely rich and diverse environment featuring internationally accredited
RAMSAR listed wetlands, three national marine parks and is adjacent to the French Island
National Park. It is home to a multitude of sea life and local and migratory birds
including the critically endangered eastern curlew and curlew sand piper1. These birds
already have multiple stressors to contend with in their fight for survival, we should not be
adding any more pressure to their fragile existence. Every time a species becomes extinct,
the interconnected systems of life are broken. Humankind has inflicted so much damage, we
must now act to fiercely protect and support these precious places.
Westernport is home to the Southern Right and humpback whales, dolphins, orcas and fur
seals. AGL’s EES does not demonstrate that the impact on marine mammals has been
properly investigated; for example, in relation to noise, there is no baseline from which to
elucidate meaning from their projected noise levels. Without correct modelling, these
assertions in the EES carry no weight. We cannot gamble on the unknown impact these risks
pose.
Westernport’s tidal waters are home to vital carbon sequestering mangroves and sea
meadows. A RAMSAR factsheet indicates that 64% of the world’s wetlands have
disappeared since 19002. We know that these areas are crucial carbon sequestering sinks,
they sequester up to 40% more carbon than land forests. Without them climate change
accelerates, and vital habitat is lost. To suppose, as AGL do, that pumping up to 468 million
litres of living seawater from Westernport each day to thaw the frozen gas, then returning

1

https://www.water.vic.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0030/85458/Western-Port-Ramsar-SiteEcological-Character-Description-Addendum.pdf

2

https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/factsheet3_global_disappe
aring_act_0.pdf

1

the water to Westernport effectively dead, chlorinated and 7 degrees cooler would have
negligible impact on marine life is absurd.
AGL’s community consultation process has been poor and piecemeal. They have
consistently down-played community concerns and lacked true engagement with the
people. The strain on the community over the last few years has been significant and
keeping up the momentum of resistance has taken its toll, especially during COVID-19. The
community overwhelmingly does not support this project, evidence of this can be seen in a
multitude of front yards displaying ‘NO AGL GAS’ signs.
We do not want the big trucks lumbering through our quiet coastal towns, we don’t want
the noise and pollution from the enormous floating regassification unit. We don’t want to
see our precious ecosystems fail. We don’t want to live with the added risk of fire and
explosions. We don’t want to gaze across the beautiful bay and see enormous tankers
churning through it carrying fuels that are accelerating the destruction of our planet. All of
these points would carry a hefty burden on our community long into the future were this
project be approved.
What do we want? We want to be listened to. We want fair process. We want to address
climate change for the future of our children and all living things. We want to divest from
fossil fuels. We want to protect Westernport from all heavy industry. We want AGL to invest
in renewable energy and not lock us into more fossil fuel use for decades to come.
The natural world is part of our heritage, we are not separate from it. The ongoing
plundering of these precious places reduces us all.
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My name is Catherine Paulzen and I live in the Westernport Bay area. I thank the
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. Natural environments play a crucial role in both
the mental and physical health of the communities who access them. The potential
loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these
areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or
among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased
prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of
Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and
Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands are among the
most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows
them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up
of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is
also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise
sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the
Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a
key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. If the
project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect wildlife in westernport. There are many other viable, and more suitable,
options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs.
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My name is Matthew Tetteroo and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Ramsar site of international environmental importance. That should be reason enough really. Not to mention
importance to marine life, surfing as I do there regularly, Phillip Island penguins, whales, seal colonies. Also a blight
on the landscape.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who access them.
The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief
experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term
mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to
focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins
and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit
will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance of their ecological
character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle
of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which
could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and
in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL
has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and
the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are responsible for storing
between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the
Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast
quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the impacts of
climate change.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge
in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the
impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate
studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the
communication of whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby
which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife
would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that
we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which
depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Matthew Tetteroo
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SUBMISSION—DRAFT
Opposition to AGL’s Gas import terminal at Westernport Bay 24/8/20
To Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP)
Thank you for the opportunity to express my opposition to AGL’s proposal to build a new Gas import terminal at Westernport Bay Victoria.
This submission is personal, from the heart lived experience.
I am a passionate peace/environment activist; for almost 40 years. In 1981 I joined a grassroots
world campaign called ‘People for Nuclear Disarmament’ (PND) and attended mass protests in
Melbourne Geelong and Portland .To this day, Victoria remains a legislated ‘Nuclear Free State’!
Sadly, in 1985 Greenpeace ‘s flagship the ‘Rainbow Warrior’ was sunk in Auckland dock by
French spies. I was also aware of fossil fuels affecting global warming back then.
The 1990’s found Australia drawn into the US led oil war in Iraq. Ironically, I was arrested in Geelong for ‘disturbing the peace’ while protesting at the wharf as HMAS Westralia was leaving for
the Middle East.
Same decade, continuing French nuclear bomb tests were breaking up Moruroa Atoll in the South
Pacific, and I attended peace protests in London, Menwithill and Farslane in the U.K.
The new Millennium brought us the ‘War on Terror’ following the retaliation bombing of the
World Trade Centre in New York. Australia followed the US into Afghanistan, then back to Iraq
for the war on Weapons of Mass Destruction? Climate and war refugees keep fleeing their homelands. The proxy WW3 continues to this day.- THERE IS NO CLIMATE FOR ANYMORE.
Since 2014, I’ve been involved in the successful campaign to ban unconventional gas mining
(Fracking) in Victoria. This experience alerted me to so called ‘natural’ gas problem, which until
recently, gas and oil companies were restricted in Victoria by the on-shore ‘gas moratorium’.
From my observations, fossil fuel mining companies employ slick operators who run rough shod
over governments, communities, farmers and environments.
Last year I completed the ‘STOP ADANI CONVOY camping tour, flew to Darwin for the annual
conference of Independent and Peaceful Australia Network (IPAN) in August, and by October,28
and 29th I attended the IMARC BLOCKADE outside the International Mining and Resources
Conference, held in Melbourne., The protesters were amazingly brave and mostly young.
N/B Before reading the gas questions below, I recommend an article in ‘The Saturday Paper’ August 22-28 edition written by Mike Seacombe, headed ‘Stepping on the gas’ (pg’s 8&9)
FIVE (or 6) UNUSUAL QUESTIONS:
1.Why is AGL proposing to build an expensive gas import terminal in Westernport Bay?
2.(a) Why, when Australia is now the number one biggest gas exporter in the world?
(b) Is Australia trafficking a toxic world dependence on gas?
3. When will the Australian government commit to a 100% renewable energy target date
4 .Logically, why does the Energy and Emissions Reduction Minister Angus Taylor talk up a ‘Gas
led Recovery’ when gas is a major fossil fuel emitter?
5. Guess who said in Parliament yesterday,25/8/20 - “Gas is the important transition fuel for the
future”-“We want more of it.”-“We want more gas out of the ground.”?
Last year, the Nuclear Clock was set at 90 seconds to midnight and millions of school students rallied for immediate adult action on Climate Change. The United Nations responded and declared a
Climate Emergency, while EXTINCTION REBELLION declared a zero net emissions target for
2025.
It’s obvious teenagers won’t wait till 2050 for a zero net emissions target. We all need to act fast
now, for our grandchildren’s sake.

Australians can choose to replenish our beautiful country even under a corona virus ‘lockdown’
We can create a healthier ‘normal’ of ethical jobs and sustainable homes with organic food gardens instead of lawns and nature strips. Use more human energy by walking, skate-boarding or
bike-riding for distances less than 5 kilometres.
Need some 3 word slogans? — Celebrate Free Will. Boycott Gas Appliances. Invest In Solar. Rebel Against Plastic. Notice Natural Beauty. Plant More Trees. Recycle Every Thing.
Paint A Banner. Replenish Our Planet. Etc...
Kind regards,
Julie Hart
Heywood Vic. 3304
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My name is Margie Alexevich and I live in the Westernport Bay area. I see glimpses
of Westernport Bay from our home. We walk along side the bay from many of its
beaches almost daily. It is a Ramsar wetland and as such, should not be subjected to
any environmental risk whatsoever- posing any such risk is insanity. I thank the Crib
Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. Natural environments play a crucial role in both
the mental and physical health of the communities who access them. The potential
loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these
areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or
among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased
prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of
Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and
Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Recent research has
shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their
role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has
contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
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My name is Alexander and I am 6 years old. I don't want the gas pipeline to go ahead
because it might kill sea animals. I live at Shoreham and I love playing in the
rockpools and looking for crabs and playing in the creek that runs out to the sea.
Sincerely, Alexander Holt.
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My name is Georgia Monsell-Butler and I care about the environment in
Westernport Bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks
include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and
increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K.
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys
Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative
risk assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that
basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not
continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia.
People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern
Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store
large amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and
enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands
which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the
climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine
wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated

wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken
these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant
future but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several
degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our
emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy
storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but
also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables
and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-tobe stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent
with what we need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like
plankton and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they
would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to
chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly
half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem,
or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Georgia Monsell-Butler
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My name s E za Lawrence and I ve n the Westernport Bay area.
The Westernport Bay s so mportant because not on y the sea fe but the p ant fe for not ust cr b po nt
but stretches for the ent rety of Westernport Bay, I grew up here and now my daughter (5) gets to
exper ence how amaz ng the creatures and fe that ve here are. Why does a company ke AGL th nk
they can take away someth ng so v ta to the next generat on grow ng up on the Westernport Bay?
I thank the Cr b Po nt Inqu ry and Adv sory Comm ttee and the M n ster for P ann ng for the opportun ty to
make a subm ss on to the env ronment assessment of the Cr b Po nt gas mport etty and gas p pe ne
pro ect. There are a var ety of ssues that I w po nt to n my subm ss on but the ssue that concerns me
most s the mpact on our nternat ona y recogn sed wet ands and w d fe.
The beach and reserve area around Cr b Po nt etty s a popu ar spot for res dents and v s tors a ke.
Access to the reserve and surround ng areas s ke y to be affected by the oss of bush or by d srupt ons
because of ma ntenance or h gh no se. The EES notes that there s not a comparab e reserve area
nearby. The ncreased number of sh ps com ng nto Westernport Bay and the str ct exc us on zones w
mean boaters or sa ors w have more d srupt ve sh p traffic to contend w th. F shers w en oy ess catch
as a resu t of the mpact of ncreased sh pp ng and tox c ch or nat on of the mportant nursery seagrass
surround ng the Cr b Po nt jetty.
Ph p Is and s the second most tour sm-dependent reg on n a of Austra a. Peop e come to see the
tt e pengu ns and the m grat ng Humpback and Southern R ght wha es as we as other ncred b e
mar ne and wet and w d fe, (not to ment on what the no se po ut on s go ng to do to those wha es,
do ph ns and sea s.) The ndustr a sat on of Westernport Bay n the form of huge gas tankers and a
F oat ng Storage and Regas ficat on Un t w underm ne the beauty of the area and be ncons stent w th
the percept on that t s a pr st ne and protected wet and. Th s cou d mpact Ph p Is and as a popu ar
tour st dest nat on.
Wet ands are among the most b od verse ecosystems on earth. They comb ne and and water wh ch
a ows them to be home to at east 1350 spec es nc ud ng m gratory b rds ke the cr t ca y endangered
Orange-Be ed Parrot. Ha f of the Westernport Bay wet and s made up of seagrass beds wh ch are a
nursery s te for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay s a so the most s gn ficant s te for mangroves n
V ctor a. Mangroves stab se sed ment and protect the shore ne from eros on. The shore ne d rect y
around the Cr b Po nt etty s an extens ve mangrove stand. Wet ands shou d be protected as a key
hab tat for an ncred b e array of p ants and an ma s rather than be ng subject to potent a y damag ng
projects ke th s gas mport term na proposed by AGL.
If the pro ect s approved AGL cou d dump up to 468 m on tres of ch or nated water nto the Bay each
day wh ch cou d have a d sastrous mpact on mar ne w d fe. Just stop for a second and th nk about that?
Th nk about when you go to a pub c poo for a sw m, what does t fee ke to you, does t st ng your
eyes? Does t make your sk n fee a b t tchy or after awh e you fee extra wr nk y? Does your sk n sme ?
Is the ch or ne soaked nto your pours? We th s s way more than tak ng a d p n a pub c poo , yet there
s an ecosystem try ng to surv ve n there. There s so much we do not know about how th s co d
ch or nated wastewater w affect mar ne fe n Westernport. The mpact mode ng comp eted by AGL s
not comprehens ve and n some cases tota y nappropr ate. Furthermore, current V ctor an aws proh b t
the d scharge of wastewater n h gh conservat on va ue areas ke Westernport Bay - c ause 22 of the
State Env ronment Protect on Po cy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessfu n the r attempts to
weaken these aws. Comb n ng the poor mpact assessments and the fact that the p an current y does
not meet the ega requ rements th s proposa shou d not cont nue.
M ons of Austra ans cons der c mate change not to be a threat n the d stant future but a dangerous
rea ty we face r ght now. We are on track for severa degrees Ce s us of warm ng by the end of the
century f we do not curb our em ss ons from foss fue s. The p ummet ng costs of renewab es and
energy storage has rendered foss fue pro ects not on y a threat to our env ronment but a so bad
bus ness. Corporat ons ke AGL shou d be nvest ng more n renewab es and support ng consumers to
move away from gas nstead of nvest ng n soon-to-be stranded assets. Th s proposa to bu d a gas
mport term na s not cons stent w th what we need to do to create a safe c mate.

Sma mar ne organ sms wh ch make up the foundat ons of the ecosystem - ke p ankton and fish eggs wou d be the most mpacted by th s proposa . Loca y they wou d be unab e to escape be ng pu ed nto
the sh p ntake and be ng sub ected to ch or ne eve s far above safe eve s. The mpact s ke y to be
s gn ficant w th near y ha f a b on tres of water be ng drawn nto the ntakes each day. Th s enormous
quant ty of co der ch or nated water wou d be dumped back nto the Bay and d sperse w th the current
thereby further affect ng mar ne w d fe.
It s now our t me to stand up. Use our vo ces... can you p ease sten?
Thank you once aga n for the opportun ty to contr bute to the env ronment assessment of the Cr b Po nt
gas mport etty and gas p pe ne pro ect. As out ned above, the mpact on our nternat ona y recogn sed
wet ands and w d fe. wou d be unacceptab e. There are many other v ab e, and more su tab e, opt ons
V ctor a can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs w thout expos ng the prec ous wet ands of
Westernport Bay, the un que w d fe wh ch depend on th s ecosystem, or the oca commun ty to any
harm.
S ncere y,
E za Lawrence
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My name is Thomas Farmer and I have family who live in Westernport Bay.
I grew up in Shoreham, No.
Growing up in this area and spending a large portion of my
childhood on Pt. Leo beach shaped my love and appreciation for the natural world. My mothers ashes were laid
to rest on Shoreham beach in 2011 making it a sacred place for me, my family and friends.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are
a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in
my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who access
them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally
impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence
of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little
penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage
and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance of their ecological
character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day
which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal
requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a dangerous reality we
face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not
curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil
fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be
investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-tobe stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to
create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish eggs - would
be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake
and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half
a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue
to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Thomas Farmer
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I have been living and working on the Mornington Peninsula for 40 years Now in my
mid seventies having watched so much of the beauty of the Peninsula destroyed at
this last proposal at Crib Point I feel heart worn That where i have walked my dog on
the path through the pristine bush with the most amazing variety of wild flowers not
seen any where else would be threatened in this way is appalling In my childhood i
walked with my family through the beautiful wild flower bush that became
Beaumaris All gone now of course Don"t let this happen to " Cribby" (Crib Point)
Where early mornings on the beach is shared with all the swans feeding and calling
to one another in their hundreds amongst the mangroves and through the
Westernport bay This is a special place that survived an arson attack and fought
back valiantly but from what is proposed here i FEAR NOT I implore the Minister
against this degradation Westernport Bay and environs by AGLs preposterous
antiquated ideology and plead for you to listen to the people whose priority is not
money driven Yours Sincerely Heather Orlando
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My family has a holiday house at Shoreham, and highly value the coastal
environment. Hastings is close to us, and we are very worried about the
environmental impact of the proposed AGL development on this region that we
love. Equally we are deeply worried about the climate crisis, and believe strongly
that we must act to reduce emissions as fast as possible. Gas cannot be regarded as
a 'transition fuel' as its full impacts rival those of coal. The mangroves and wetlands
that abut the Crib Point jetty are important nurseries for many marine species, and
with the health of our seagrass beds already declining it is vital to protect the
healthy stands we still have. They are critical components of the ecology of
Westernport Bay. The wetlands host numerous species, including threatened birds
who rely on them for migratory rest stops as well as actual breeding grounds. The
impact of the very cold chlorinated water on the marine habitat is also a very
significant risk that has not been effectively assessed in the materials submitted by
AGL. We are concerned too that the passage through Westernport Bay of many
large tankers will create risks to marine life, in particular the migrating whales and
the dolphins we often see and are so special to us. We are also concerned about
the impacts of noise and light on the native birds and other animals whose habitat is
close to the terminal, as well as the human community nearby. Graeme Samuel's
review of the EPBC Act has pointed to the impact of fragmentation of habitats, and
the risk of 'death by a thousand cuts'. Environmental consideration of this
development must take this into account - areas delivering the ecological functions
that are provided by Westernport Bay, its wetlands and seagrass beds are shrinking
by the day and it is very important to preserve what we have while it is still healthy.
We urge the government to encourage AGL and all energy providers in Victoria to
invest intensively in renewable technologies which can substitute for our current
reliance on gas and coal. The costs of not doing so are too terrible to contemplate
and we must act in these few years left to prevent the worst consequences of
climate change.
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My name is Cassandra Milana and I have family who live in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is a beautiful and important natural site that needs to be preserved. The
animals and plant life that depend on the pristine condition of the bay are a huge part of
the allure of the Peninsula and surrounding areas.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the
loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that
there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more
disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact
of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding
the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in
the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and
water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is
made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay
is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment
and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is
an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging
projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of
warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The

plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not
only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be
investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead
of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is
not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water
being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting
marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on
our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are
many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Cassandra Milana

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES
Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Meg Pawlik

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

meg_agl_submissi

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

as attached

2636

My name is Meg Pawlik and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I and my family have lived at Balnarring Beach for the past 20 years and have embraced the
community and its values of connectivity, respect for the environment (marine, bird and natural) and
would to everything within my power to see the continuation of an absence of shipping traffic, jet
skis, motor boats and increased road traffic that would otherwise have a destructive impact on the
peninsula in particular the regular visits of the dolphin population and other marine inhabitants.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new
risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as
noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away
and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to
present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.

Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay
Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the
atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other marine mammals.
The EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at 1-in-2500 per year. Using their own
figures the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This means a 1-in-16 chance over the proposed 20-year
lifespan. It is likely that these numbers are conservative because the number of whales observed with
injuries consistent with ship strike is higher than the number of strikes reported by shipping
operators. The conclusion that a ship strike would have a low consequence to the visiting Southern
Right whale population is inconsistent with the Conservation Management Plan for Southern Right
whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. would be unacceptable. There are many other
viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this
ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Meg Pawlik
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IN OPPOSITION TO THE AGL GAS TRANSFER TERMINAL AND THE REINDUSTRIALISATION OF CRIB POINT

Submitted by Brigette Sigley(50)
A resident of

Somers VIC 3927

I have lived in the local community since 2008 with my husband and 3 children. We
moved here to enjoy our pristine environment . Our incredible view looks across
Somers to Phillip Island and down towards French Island. I always start the day with
a cold water swim in the beautiful bay with other residents. Some days we are
greeted by dolphins, a variety of fish and a variety of l seagrass. Our family life
revolves around surfing, paddle boarding, and walking in nature. To have up to 200
ships a year coming past my door, disrupting marine life is unacceptable.
I am deeply opposed to the AGL Gas proposal for short term gain when there are
alternatives energy solutions to powering Australia and massive irreversible potential
damage to the environment.

Points of challenge
Chlorine water destroying the nature eco -environment
The Chlorinated Water used to clean out the gas tanks will wreak havoc on the
environment. The devasting effects can be seen historically at Gunnamatta beach.
Here effluent treated with ammonia and chlorine, dispersed at Boags Rocks, stripped
seaweed vegetation off reefs from Gunnamatta to Cape Schanck. This practice was
only stopped when residents lobbied and found a more environmentally stainable
treatment.
Results show that a combination of chlorine in effluent water has a depressing effect
on macroalgal germination and growth. In AGL’s EES Chapter 6 - Marine
biodiversity, s.6.6.3 and Technical report A - Marine biodiversity, s.6.5. The EES
states that due to dilution, over time, there is no long-term forecast accumulation of
chlorine in Western Port. Also, through a 6-pipe open loop discharge, chlorine plume
impact on intertidal and subtidal habitat is measured as low. But, throughout the
1990s, the chlorine concentration in wastewater pumped into the sea at Gunnamatta
Beach averaged 350,000 m3/day and 8μg/L, a similar volume to AGL’s proposed
discharge into Western Port: 468,000 m3/day per day and between 6μg/L to 12μg/L.
In wastewater, the chlorine is used to kill pathogens, but in the ocean, it has a deadly
effect on the ecology as in the 2002 EPA Guidelines, “The around Boags Rocks.

1

There are real risks to the ecosystems of Western Port and surrounds, including the
marine environment's ecology and the vast and productive mangrove forests. At its
simplest, the effects of "wash" (waves) from the huge tankers coming and going will
affect the area. There are also impacts on fish breeding and stress to this
ecosystem. Fish larvae and other small organisms are acknowledged in the EES as
being threatened, but the mangroves largely overlooked. Noise has also been
inadequately considered (including, importantly, the effects of underwater noise and
vibration), and the effects will only really be known if the project is under operation.
Crib Point is positioned amongst the most southerly occurring mangrove forest in the
world. These mangroves are the bay's backbone and essential for fish breeding and
feeding, water filtering, and climate control via their effects on CO2 levels. They
influence much of the marine life and diversity in the bay. Western Port, including all
of these mangroves, has been identified as an area to be protected by the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. Western Port is also a
UNESCO Biosphere Reserve, and there are many internationally protected species.

First Floating Gas Transfer Station comes with high risks.
This is the first large-scale floating gas transfer station of its kind and therefore, an
untested experiment. AGL has provided no scientific certainty with the EES analysis
used to assess changes to the chemical and physical attributes of the fragile marine
environment of Western Port. Western Port and its coastline include wetlands of high
global ecological value and must be protected under the international Ramsar
convention.

The decline of Fossil Fuels and move to renewables
AGL is Australia's major power company and is also our biggest polluter. Gas is not
a transition fuel. In Australia, gas usage in gas-fired power plants has declined by
fifty-nine percent since 2014 while renewables have increased to produce twenty-five
percent of the energy in the national electricity market. As smart money moves to
low-cost renewables, AGL Energy is at the back of the pack as renewables are only
10% of its generation asset base. Now AGL wants to exploit Western Port and use
this gas project as an excuse to go even slower.
According to the latest Federal Government figures, Australia is the world's biggest
exporter of natural gas, exporting about 77 million tonnes a year. Liquid Nitrogen
Gas extraction and production create about 10% of Australia's greenhouse gas
emissions. If we include exported LNG, the industry's entire emissions roughly equal
60% of Australia’s total emissions.
Is the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project needed?
Things have changed a lot during 2020. The effects of COVID-19 being felt across
the world. Global oil and gas prices have plummeted in response to decreased
2

demand, and Russia and Saudi Arabia engaging in a price war to push down the
price of oil (having direct effects on the price of gas). AEMO has notably pointed to
likely lower-than-expected levels of global LNG demand and domestic gas use
because of the pandemic.

PM Scott Morrison and Federal Energy Minister Angus Taylor have also announced
plans to capitalise on globally low oil and gas markets to boost industry and reduce
domestic energy prices.
Current (other) gas projects under consideration include:
•

- Narrabri, NSW coal seam gas extraction by Santos, requiring the NSW
Government and
Federal Government approval. The Federal Government is considering
ordering that
this supply be reserved for the domestic market.

•
•

- LNG import terminals on the NSW coast - Port Kembla and Port of
Newcastle.
- LNG import terminal – Viva Energy (Shell) Geelong oil refinery, proposed to
be repurposed after 65 years in operation.Also, Victoria's moratorium on
conventional onshore gas exploration will lift from mid-2021. However, the
ban on fracking and coal seam gas exploration in Victoria will be preserved in
our State's constitution.
Australia is the world's biggest exporter of LNG, so we have the gas. The
Federal Government can reserve gas to the domestic market, including from
the voluminous LNG Gas Export Terminal in Gladstone, Queensland.
Australia also has the pipeline infrastructure to move gas to where it is
needed. We do not need to be shipping gas into pristine waters and world
heritage listed environments like Western Port.

For further clarification please contact
Brigette Sigley

Somers VIC 3927
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Submission regarding AGL’s proposed FSRU at Crib Point.

There are many questions that arise in relation to the EES on the proposal to install a FSRU at Crib Point Jetty and too
many of them are not properly addressed or the answers given are opaque. AGL’s environmental record does not
engender much confidence and, even were it exemplary, this is not an appropriate site for such a facility. Obviously
there are many more issues beyond those raised below but I leave the interrogation of issues relating to
Westernport’s Ramsar and Biosphere status to those with a greater depth of knowledge and understanding.

How will the wellbeing of residents of Crib Point be impacted, not just during
construction, but for potentially 20 years?
•
•
•
•
•

A threat of possible catastrophic accident to add to our pandemic, climate crisis and bushfire worries.
Concern about the impact on house values – they are hardly likely to go up.
Noise pollution especially during construction but ongoing from the plant and the additional traffic.
Atmospheric pollution from dust during construction and potential methane leakage from the plant once
operating.
Light pollution could upset all residents including many animals – sleep deprived birds, confused bats and
doubtless more.

To what extent does AGL believe this to be a ‘done deal’?
•

Land has already been cleared at the proposed Crib Point Receiving Facility site.

•

Norway’s Hoegh LNG announced on Friday a second contract for an FSRU in Australia this year.
[2019]
The FSRU project for the import of LNG at Crib Point in Victoria developed by Australia’s AGL
Energy Ltd will allow Hoegh to charter out its FSRU for 10
years.https://www.reuters.com/article/lng-import-fsru-idUSL8N1YQ2OA

•

2019 June 28 11:50

AGL Energy Limited announces update on Crib Point gas import project
AGL Energy Limited (AGL) has today announced that the company expects first gas to be delivered from the proposed AGL
Gas Import Jetty at Crib Point in Victoria in the second half of FY22. AGL had previously indicated first gas could potentially be
delivered during FY21.

AGL expects the outcome of the EES to occur no earlier than late FY20, subject to and following which AGL expects to reach a
final investment decision on the Crib Point project.

https://en.portnews.ru/news/279352/

Who will actually be responsible for the running and liabilities of the FSRU?
I found this little snippet on page 12 of the EES Technical Report:
1.2.2 Operation and maintenance When commissioned, the FSRU would be operated by an experienced third-party
operator. The Crib Point Receiving Facility and associated Jetty Infrastructure would be owned and operated by AGL
or an experienced third-party operator. The Pipeline Works would be owned and operated by APA. The FSRU may
leave Western Port during the Project lifetime for activities such as scheduled maintenance and extreme weather
events. The gas import jetty would initially receive approximately 12 LNG carriers per year with capacity to increase
to approximately 40 LNG carriers per year. The number and frequency of LNG carriers arriving each year would
depend on their storage capacity and gas demand. The Crib Point Receiving Facility is designed to be automated and
may be operated unmanned under normal operating conditions.
This raises several issues:
•
•

Who or what might this third party be? A shell company for AGL so they can walk away should things go
belly-up? At what point in these proceedings does AGL plan to divulge who will be in charge?
Are automated systems without human oversight more vulnerable to hackers? What would be the
implications were this system to be hacked? This facility is not far from a military base. While HMAS
Cerberus is basically a training facility, it could still be a morale damaging target for malign forces.

How will residents and visitors be compensated for “loss of amenity” at Woolleys
Reserve?
•

•
•
•

Changes to amenity may permanently alter the pattern of use of the Woolleys Beach Reserve for some users
during the life of the Project. Some existing activity may migrate southward to Woolleys Beach South and/or
be displaced to other locations. [from AGL’s document]
This is hardly specific and is of little comfort to those of us who regularly use this area for exercise and
restoration of the soul.
The current view from the reserve across the bay and towards French Island will be blotted out by a much
larger vessel than currently visit the jetty and it will be a permanent fixture for many years to come.
Will they suddenly ‘discover’ the need to do more clearing to protect their plant from bushfires? AGL has
already had a team of ‘ arborists’ on bulldozers prepare the site for the Crib Point Receiving Facility but will
they realise that there is still rather a lot of vegetation nearby in a known bushfire prone area and demand
to bring the ‘arborists’ back? Will the beach reserve be decimated?

How will the ships bringing petroleum products to the jetty work in with the FSRU?
Does this co-existence create another safety issue?

Personal statement of impact.
When we retired in 2013, we decided to move from the Port Phillip to the Westernport side of the
Peninsula. We were fed up with the crowds and traffic in summer so we looked for somewhere quiet. Crib
Point fitted the bill exactly. It has a friendly village atmosphere with an emphasis on residential rather than
industrial amenity as well as a boat ramp nearby for my husband to launch his tinny. This facility would
negate much of the basis on which we elected to move here. As a retired couple, if property values fall
then options to move elsewhere would be very limited.
Some photos of what could be at risk.
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This can’t happen, it’s going to have a negative effect on our environment, wildlife
and us humans. Going to be bringing in unnecessary ships to and forth ruining our
bay. We don’t need to have this ruining our eco systems and marine life with the
excess gas produce that’s being pushed back into our waters. It will effect all human
life too with all the toxins before realised back into our world. This is not needed and
people need to rethink about the consequences going to have on everyone around.
DONT LET IT HAPPEN
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My name is Freddie Holt and I am 8 years old. I care for the environment very
carefully. I really wouldn't like you to approve the gas pipeline because, I don't want
the marine life in Westernport Bay to be harmed by cold water or a potential spill or
fire or explosion. Sincerely, Freddie Holt.
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Lyndall Rowley

Bendigo Vic 3550

Submission to the Cribb Point IAC
Dear Cribb Point IAC,
Thank you for the opportunity to submit my views on the proposal.
I object to the proposal in its entirety on principle as well as in regard to the physical, environmental
impacts of the infrastructure, the permanently moored 300 m long gas processing/storage ship close
to shore, and ongoing frequent shipping movements.
In principle I object to any project that facilitates development and ongoing use of fossil fuels due to
the urgent need for humanity to transition rapidly into renewable energy sources to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. I am unable to quantify, but this project’s gas – its entire life cycle from
its production, conversion, storage, shipment and end use - represents a significant contribution to
Victoria’s annual greenhouse gas emissions and adds to an already over-burdened atmosphere. Just
looking at the emissions from construction and conversion do not tell the whole story. Climate
change and opportunities to prevent and mitigate should not be ignored in decisions for projects
such as this.
I also fundamentally object to the Project itself in regard to actual, ongoing and potential
environmental impacts. The Project still has the potential for significant environmental effects,
including upon native vegetation and the habitat of threatened terrestrial and aquatic species, as
well as posing a risk to some aspects of the ecology in the North Arm of the Western Port Ramsar
site.
Even though steps have been taken to position and install the pipeline and jetty infrastructure to
minimise damage, the Project nonetheless will still cause negative effects from construction and
operation of the gas pipeline on the water quality of waterways and the Western Port Ramsar
wetland site as well as on Aboriginal cultural heritage. (Just being there is a permanent assault to the
cultural heritage of the Aboriginal site let alone any physical destruction).
The loss of 15 hectares of native vegetation, half of which is endangered, and further fragmentation
and edge effects as a consequence, represent a significant environmental impact in such a cleared
landscape with only fragments of remnant vegetation remaining which contain threatened species
and habitat. This is in reality a net loss in quality and quantity of endangered vegetation and habitat
and therefore constitutes a net loss to Victoria’s biodiversity – that is, regardless of any ‘offsets’ that
look good accounting-wise on paper.
More specifically, the pipeline component of the project has the potential to impact on 36
threatened species, including:
- 8 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act listed species
- 19 Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act listed species
- 30 Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning Advisory List species
- 5 EPBC Act listed migratory species.

The endangered EPBC listed Southern Brown Bandicoot would be subjected to the threatening
processes that this project’s pipeline and ongoing maintenance would cause. I find such a proposal
ironic and very poor threatened species management given that Southern Brown Bandicoot
recovery and protection has attracted major investments by governments and the community over a
long period time. The project will directly result in removal of vegetation from sites of likely habitat
of the Southern Brown Bandicoot. This could result in extirpation of the species in this locality.
The pipeline directly impacts on one of only four-five populations in Victoria of the threatened
Merran’s Sun-orchid.
The pipeline is proposed to go through Warringine Park, a covenanted Council reserve of > 100
hectares between Hastings and Crib Point.
Climate change and its implications for the Ramsar wetland, the threatened terrestrial and aquatic
vegetation communities, and plant and animal species has not even been considered, let alone any
further compromise caused by the Project. This is unacceptable. Given the precarious situation in
the already threatened circumstances of the flora and fauna and the uncertainty of what’s already in
store from climate change, the Precautionary Principle should apply. The Project should not go
ahead due to its additional burdensome impacts.
In regard to the impacts of the permanently moored 300-metre-long gas storage ship off Crib Point
and annual movements of up to 40 additional large carrier ships entering the bay – I can only guess.
But it doesn’t take a rocket scientist to know that there will be direct impacts to the ecology and
function of the bay due to the presence of the very large footprint of the storage ship let alone any
spillages or releases. And with so many large ships coming in and out – mostly so during whale
migration - there is also a potential risk for whale strikes, oil spillages, contaminated bilge water
release (marine biosecurity risk), and perhaps even shipping accidents. No project can guarantee
100% risk mitigation; so any risk, in my opinion, is not acceptable in this case.
There have been accidents with oil spills in the past; and the risk increases for more accidents simply
with more opportunity such as this Project.
The ‘acceptable’ ongoing entrainment of small water organisms – including fish eggs and larvae with significant volumes of seawater intake and then release of chlorine into the bay, being a waste
by-product of electrolysis, is curious and of concern. Therefore, according to AGL, it is OK for ongoing
destruction of marine life and nursery stock from the bay and in return up to 47 kg per day of toxic
chlorine disgorged into the bay. AGL models it spreading approximately (at least) 5 hectares
throughout the marine environment. This represents 16 times higher than safe levels set by CSIRO
for marine waters.
How can this ongoing, repeated and cumulative impact of marine life destruction and toxic marine
habitat pollution be acceptable?
The intrinsic nature of the Project will have various impacts on sensitive marine and inland shore
communities and listed species, including whales; and will impact on wetland habitat and waterbirds
that are critical values of Westernport Bay’s Ramsar site. The Project will impact on already
threatened and even endangered terrestrial habitat, vegetation and species just in the construction
let alone in the ongoing negative processes set in play.
Then there is the complete absence of any consideration of climate change in relation to the fossil
fuel project itself and its whole-of-life contribution to emissions, let alone the further compromise
the Project will bring to the ecological resilience of the remaining wetland, terrestrial communities
and threatened species.

Victoria, and indeed Australia, have been monitoring the state of the environment for over two
decades and despite the EPBC Act and ‘no net loss’ embedded in decision-making, every time a
report is released the picture is not good: further loss of vegetation quality and cover; further
fragmentation and loss of habitats; further uplisting the threatened species, etc and so the declines
go on. Therefore – more urgently now that climate change is in play - we should not add to the trend
of decline and give permissions for further unnecessary destruction of our environmental estate
already in peril.
I ask respectfully that this Project be rejected.

Thank you in anticipation of a positive outcome for the environment.

Kind regards,
Lyndall Rowley
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AGL's Proposed Gas Import Terminal
My name is Peter Flanagan and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I have been a sailor for many years and have sailed this area. It is a challenging environment, an area
with strong tidal currents and many shallow areas. I have taken delight in seeing animals and birds in
their wild state here and am concerned for the potential impact on Ramsar wetland areas.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form. I will go on to these, but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like this one would introduce new risks to the local community and visitors
to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the
facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion, as noted in EES Technical Report K. The
nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the
site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the
EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
Little Penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right Whales as well as other marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a
Floating Storage and Re-gasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent
with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a
popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that mangroves and wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in
the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our
freshwater wetlands. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved, AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day, which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a dangerous
reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the
century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and
energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad
business. By the time that such a terminal is completed, many of our current gas users will have
transitioned to renewable electricity and its storage options (eg Hydrogen, battery storage)

Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move
away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import
terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is
likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day.
This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse
with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Additional large ships coming into Westernport, apart from possible collisions (in an area of fast tidal
currents and shallow water), will mean more chance of introduced pests and running aground, with
subsequent oil spills, and the potential for gas leakages, as well. Is the risk worth it in such a pristine
environment ?
On land, the pipeline part of the project will be clearing native plant species with impacts on
threatened animal species as well.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable.
There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife
which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
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My name is Hayley Koster and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The best part of Victoria is our spectacular coastline so I do not understand why we
would want to jeopardise our waters. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for
residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to
be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high
noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The
increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion
zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend
with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands are among the most biodiverse
ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows them to be home
to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered
Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass
beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect
the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an
extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. If the project is
approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life
in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and
in some cases totally inappro
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My name is Jennifer-Leigh Petkovic and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The sea and animal wildlife do not benefit from this plan. Can you please just consider the
future of the environment and the future of the people who have the rest of their lives to
live on this planet before you destroy everything.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem
this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission
but the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions
in Victoria.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who
place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental
health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as
increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and
light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay
in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to
the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We
cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts

to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but
a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of
warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The
plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not
only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be
investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead
of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is
not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine
wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the
noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport
Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies
the EES states that underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and
mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and other
marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important ecosystem around
Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative
impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many
other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our
energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Jennifer-Leigh Petkovic
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Liquid Petroleum Gas and the Cribb Point instillation.
The proposal is to import liquefied petroleum gas, to convert it to gas vapour at
a complex instillation, and send it up a pipeline to Cranbourne.
The gas will arrive as a liquid at -163degrees C. The infrastructure will involve
the removal of some of the shoreline vegetation at Cribb Point.
To get the liquid gas to where it has to go it has to be volatilised, or converted to
a gas (vapour) rather than as a compressed liquid. To do this sea water is to be
used to warm the liquid gas . The sea water expelled back to Westernport will
for most of the process be about 5-7 degrees less than when it went in.
Additionally the water will be chlorinated so that marine organisms sucked into
the system will not foul the pipes and filters. This process results in complex
toxic organo- chlorine complexes. They will be released with the chilled water
back into Westernport.
Westernport is a RAMSAR nominated environment. It has Bass Strait as open
ocean to its south with seals and fairy penguins (both important tourist
destinations) and mud flats and mangroves up to the north. Westernport
alternates environmentally with saline environments as the tides ebb and flow.
The mangroves and mudflats are one of the breeding grounds making up the
beginnings of the fish populations and other organisms that support the
biodiversity of Westernport and the migratory sea birds that live there or
migrate here. These contribute to the fishing potential of the seals, penguins and
the southern oceans.
The idea of releasing mega litres of sea water (468000 cubic meters
or468,000,000 litres) per day at 5 to 7 degrees less than ambient during this
process is an experiment of huge proportions with outcomes that cannot be
positively predicted. It is a figure that defies comprehension, 468 million litres
each day. The result of the large scale warming of the liquid gas to volatilize
and the cooling that will have on seawater will have far reaching effects and
long term effects on the marine ecosystems of Westernport’s planktonic,
benthic environments and the tidal mudflats. That amount of chilled water
cannot be insignificant. It will probably have an effect on the commercial
mussel farm close to Flinders. We have no information on the effect of organochlorinated residues and a cold water plume in the ecosystem or the effect on
fishing, sea birds, seals penguins or anything else.

The submission has been well put together and comprehensive, however it is
unable to accurately predict the long or medium term effects on the biology of
Westernport. It is an ecological experiment of astronomic proportions and the
outcome is unknown whatever algorithm is used and with so many “unknowns”
in the equation, the formulae can be slewed to suit the result. The statement
tells us that the tidal currents push and pull rather that circulate the water; this
means that the same area of sand cobble or mudflat will be subjected to a lower
temperature environment for longer. The overall biology of Westernport
depends not on penguins, whales, fish, or seaweeds. It depends on what is going
on at millimetres above the sediments, the surface of sea grasses (periphyton) or
mangroves. This is where the food web supporting the entire bay exists. Not the
big things, but the microscopic. These are the entities that are so sensitive to
temperature, flow, and chemicals such as organochlorides. These are the ones
that will be killed off. I note that “gassing “will be reduced during the
spring/summer months when there is an increase in reproductive propagules in
the water. This will reduce, not eliminate the effect, however by how much is
unknown. The effect can only be negative.
You might think that this will not have much effect on things. Let me give an
example of something major that happened many many years ago when the
sewage outfall started at Boag’s Rocks near Gunnamatta. This changed the
salinity of the sea water from 36mg/l down to 21mg/l . The plume of diluted sea
water moves easterly and is diverted somewhat out to sea by Cape Schanck.
This change is salinity has dramatically changed the marine environment at
Cape Schanck; all the big kelps are gone for example. It will eventually come
around West Head and modify the southern end of Westernport.
Do we really have the right to alter the natural environment at Cribb Point or
anywhere else??Penguins eat small fish such as sardines that depend on the rest
of the food web down to the inhabitants of the silts. The penguin parade on
Phillip Island is the 3rd most tourist attraction for Victoria. Change the
temperature of the sea water and you lose (among other things) the penguins.

Neil Hallam B.Sc, Ph.D (Melb)

Formerly Assoc. Prof. School of Biological Sciences, Monash University
Clayton
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My name is Skye McFee and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It is an important habitat for so many marine and coastal birds/mammals. It is also a place where we
enjoy the natural environment
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities
who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental
distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas.
This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to
noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and
irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of
noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers
and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance
of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a
gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an
internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for gas in
Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030
through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent report written
by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies Victoria could meet its
energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import terminals like that proposed by
AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy costs for consumers and reduce
emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our electricity is generated by
fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less polluting as more of our electricity is generated
through renewables.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife.
AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise

would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important
ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Skye McFee
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My name is Abhikash Sivabalan and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Its not about the place, its about whats happening and this is messed up and
shouldnt happen no matter where you are. Just caring for the environment because
this needs to be stopped. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the
environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions
in Victoria. Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and
physical health of the communities who access them. The potential loss of nature
and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental
grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can
detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive
exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households
can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution
can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia.
People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern
Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a
Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and
be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland.
This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands are
among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland
is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands
should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals
rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468
million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a
disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how
this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of
the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful
in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and
the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this
proposal should not continue. The electricity generation sector will play a key
role in the transition away from fossil fuels. Renewable energy has become the
cheapest alternative for new power production. This holds true even when
renewables are backed with 6 hours of storage to guarantee that renewable energy
can be delivered when required according to the Australian Energy Market Operator
and CSIRO. The fact that firmed renewables will displace gas is becoming
increasingly accepted in the energy markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian
GPG annual consumption forecast for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that
gas consumption will be dramatically below what was previously thought due to a
higher penetration of renewables than previously forecast. Small marine organisms
which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish eggs -

would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels
far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a
billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife. Thank you
once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the
negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable.
There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to
ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of
Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local
community to any harm. Sincerely, Abhikash Sivabalan
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Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
Environmental Effects Statement Submission
Jacob Lawrence

Dear Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning,
Firstly, I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee (IAC) and the Minister for
Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem
this proposal unacceptable in its current form and that I will point to in my submission. Primarily,
these issues are centred around the lack of climate change considerations, the divergence
between AGL and State and Commonwealth government legislation and international
agreements, and the lack of consideration of ecosystem-wide impacts addressed in the
Environmental Effects Statement (EES).
I live in the Westernport Bay area, along with several members of my family. I regularly visit the
many parks, beaches, and marine ecosystems (by snorkelling), I am constantly in awe of the
diversity of life that exists there. The quiet townships, close communities, and staggering natural
environment all form an integral part of the character and value of the region. In addition to my
connection to land and nature in the Westernport Bay area, I am also an experienced ecologist,
biologist and sustainability professional, working in the local area. I have professional
experience with coastal and marine ecosystems, as well as experience in governmental climate
change policy. It is from these dual perspectives as a local resident and environmental systems
expert that I write this submission.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases
totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in
high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Recent research has shown that wetlands and seagrass meadows capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands and seagrass meadows should be
protected and enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being
subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has

contributed to the loss of approximately 35% of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015.
Seagrass meadows are also in dire conditions and are being actively researched all around
Australia, including in Westernport Bay, to better understand their complex role in regional
ecosystems and regulating the Earth’s climate. Research has shown that Seagrass meadows
are very vulnerable to disturbances such as physical disruption, smothering by sediment,
temperature and chemical changes. Such disturbances not only destroy the capacity of
these meadows to absorb carbon but can release massive amounts of ancient carbon
stored for millennia in the form of methane - a particularly potent greenhouse gas. This
would diminish our capacity to mitigate climate change, and worse, accelerate climate change.
We simply cannot afford to lose any more natural carbon sinks. We must protect and expand
the natural carbon sinks we still have and the EES currently gives no consideration to these
critical issues.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe
levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn
into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped
back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife. This
could have negative impacts on countless organisms at various stages of their lifecycle or the
lifecycle of their food sources. This would have cumulative effects in regional ecosystems
and have major repercussions from which the area may never fully recover. The
environmental risks here are simply too high and not adequately articulated or addressed in the
current EES.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces
can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities
who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental
health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or
among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Not only do I enjoy visiting the island
for the penguins and natural beauty, but my mother works in the tourism industry there, and I
have many friends and colleagues who work in ecology and ecotourism in the region. This
project could permanently scar the quality and reputation of Phillip Island, French Island,
and other world-renowned natural assets in Westernport Bay, risking the livelihoods of

people I care about, and similar sustainable livelihoods for generations to come, for the sake of
20 more years of LNG imports.
The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil fuels.
Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power production. This holds
true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of storage to guarantee that renewable
energy can be delivered when required according to the Australian Energy Market Operator and
CSIRO. The fact that firmed renewables will displace gas is becoming increasingly accepted in
the energy markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian GPG annual consumption forecast
for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that gas consumption will be dramatically
below what was previously thought due to a higher penetration of renewables than
previously forecast.
Under the Climate Change Act 2017, Victoria has set a 2050 target of net zero emissions and
the Minister is required to consider this goal and other climate change implications when
deciding on the project in question. Given the lack of relevant information in the EES such
as risks to regional carbon sinks, the lack of proposed alternatives such as LNG demand
reduction, and a complete lack of interrogation on the project’s underlying rationale, it
seems impossible for this obligation of the Minister’s to be met. Furthermore, no interim
emissions targets have yet been set because, as State Energy Minister Lily D’Ambrosio said,
“setting interim targets in the current environment is very difficult”. While this delay is
understandable, it is not understandable that this project’s timeline – especially the community
engagement process on the EES – were not given similar allowances. Due to this double
standard, in effect, a decision to approve this project is currently possible in the absence of any
government-approved interim targets. Due to this current lack of an energy transition plan and
any interim emissions reduction targets, and their legislated upcoming development and
release, major fossil fuel, high-emissions, high-risk projects such as this should not be preemptively approved by the minister ahead of such long-term energy strategy.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative impact on
greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and
more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without
exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this
ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.

Sincerely,

Jacob Lawrence
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My name is Michael Delaney and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport Bay and it’s surrounds represent one of Victoria’s most significant areas of biodiversity. It is
treasured by our family and friends and it is unfathomable to think that it could be put at risk for the sake of
trade in fossil fuel.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form
and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access
to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of
maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased
number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will
have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little
penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the
perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance of
their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas
import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day
which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this
cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL
is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit
the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal
requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a dangerous
reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the century
if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage
has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations
like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead
of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with
what we need to do to create a safe climate.

It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife. AGL
acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They
have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed
FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit behavioural
changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and
other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options
Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of
Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Michael Delaney
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My name is Kara Freedman and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is important to me as a beautiful tourist destination. I am an
international student in Victoria and want to be able to visit and enjoy its beauty
once Covid allows us to travel more. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife. Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical
health of the communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access
to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief
experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can
detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive
exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can
result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a
lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community. Phillip Island is
the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see
the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport
Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit
will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that
it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular
tourist destination. Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise
use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of
International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance of their ecological
character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate
a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in
Victoria and an internationally significant wetland. Thank you for your
consideration.
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My name is Andy McFee and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It is an important habitat for so many marine and coastal birds/mammals. It is also a place where we
enjoy the natural environment
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities
who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental
distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas.
This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to
noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and
irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of
noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers
and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance
of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a
gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an
internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for gas in
Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030
through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent report written
by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies Victoria could meet its
energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import terminals like that proposed by
AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy costs for consumers and reduce
emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our electricity is generated by
fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less polluting as more of our electricity is generated
through renewables.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife.
AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise

would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important
ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Andy McFee
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My name is Amy Humphrey and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. I
thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. A new fossil fuel project like the gas
import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new risks to the local
community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire
and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import
facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have
completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary
studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent
region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating
Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the di
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RE: AGL’s proposed gas import terminal, Cribb Point, Westernport Bay VIC
26 August 2020
My name is Heath Mathias and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Westernport Bay is a unique, unspoilt, beautiful gem of a natural wonder offering so many
opportunities to enjoy nature. I regularly surf in the Bay and love taking walks with my family to
explore the beaches and the local flora and fauna.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most
is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.

Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay
Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the
atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is
likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day.
This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Heath Mathias
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My name is Jack Hibbins and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay, and
also have property that will be affected. Western Port is important to me as it is a
vital part of our marine eco-system and AGL’s new project will destroy it for good.
It’s unacceptable. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the
Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria. The beach and reserve
area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access
to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a
comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have
more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Phillip Island is the second most
tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins
and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and
protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million
litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous
impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to
weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the
plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not
continue.
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The mornington peninsula is a beautiful place and this proposal will affect the
diverse wetlands, its ecosystems, it will be an eyesore for locals and will destroy
marine life, flora and fauna around western port. People who enjoy western port for
surfing and swimming will be affected by this!! The mornington peninsula should
not be sold off to a business that will effect the environment.
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My name is Giulio Catena and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The wetlands and nature in the area make it a beautiful place, for us and all species
that live there. It is not right to allow it to be destroyed in the name of outdated
fossil fuels, which cannot be prioritised over the climate. I thank the Crib Point
Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. A new fossil fuel project like the gas import
terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new risks to the local community
and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons
which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion
as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are
about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have
completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary
studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent
region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating
Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Recent
research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and
enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands
which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the
climate crisis. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriat

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES
Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Mary-Ann Skidmore

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

My_name_is_Mar

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

Please see attachment

2657

My name is Mary-Ann Skidmore and I live in the Westernport Bay area.

We have retired here. It is our home and recreation. We interact daily with other
people and community in this area and don\'t wish our life style to change or to be
negatively impacted.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on the local
community.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents
and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be
affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise.
The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased
number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will
mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers
will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic
chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
While I do not think this will impact tourism and recreation significantly it will still
undermine decades-long efforts to regenerate Westernport Bay. Westernport Bay
has been considered an industrial area in the past but that perception has been
steadily shifting. More and more people now regard the Bay as a site of high
ecological and recreational importance. The gas import terminal proposal would be a
step backwards for this perception and may derail efforts to protect the further
enhance the area for the environment and for recreational users.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land
and water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory
birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport
Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and
fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.

Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our
demand for gas in Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98
and 113 petajoules by 2030 through using existing technology and targeted
economic support according to a recent report written by energy consultants
Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies Victoria could meet its energy
needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import terminals like that
proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy costs for
consumers and reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when
a lot of our electricity is generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and
less polluting as more of our electricity is generated through renewables.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect
marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline
studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of
noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even
with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit
behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area.
The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby
which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the impact on the local community would be unacceptable. There are many
other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the
unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Mary-Ann Skidmore

I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most
is the impact on the local community.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
While I do not think this will impact tourism and recreation significantly it will still undermine
decades-long efforts to regenerate Westernport Bay. Westernport Bay has been considered an

industrial area in the past but that perception has been steadily shifting. More and more people now
regard the Bay as a site of high ecological and recreational importance. The gas import terminal
proposal would be a step backwards for this perception and may derail efforts to protect the further
enhance the area for the environment and for recreational users.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for gas in
Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030
through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent report
written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies Victoria could
meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import terminals like that
proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy costs for consumers and
reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our electricity is
generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less polluting as more of our electricity is
generated through renewables.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife.
AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the
important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on the local
community would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria
can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of
Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to
any harm.

Sincerely,
Mary-Ann Skidmore
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My name is Karly Roolker and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety
and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased
prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of
seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the
shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive
mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants
and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by

the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of
renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our
environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be
stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need
to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape
being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The
impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the
intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back
into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other
viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on
this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Karly Roolker
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Your submission:
My name is Jeremy Farrington and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Westernport bay is home to such diverse and amazing wildlife (both land and aquatic) as
well as being a recreational hub for fishing, surfing and hiking. It seems crazy to risk all of
this for a terminal that isn’t critical to Victoria’s future needs
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss
of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is
not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more
disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact
of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay
in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and
water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds
like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland
is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay
is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment
and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is
an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging
projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life
in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their

attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands
are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite
occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands
such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast
quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a
defense against the impacts of climate change.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine
wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the
noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport
Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies
the EES states that underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and
mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and other
marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important ecosystem around
Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on
our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are
many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Jeremy Farrington
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My name is Cheryl Evans and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Having lived in Hastings area for twenty five years we don't want to lose our unique wild life
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors
alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or
by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a
comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay
and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic
to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of
the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the
maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate
to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious
environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by
the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of

renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our
environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be
stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need
to do to create a safe climate.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine
wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in
Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the
noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that
underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of
whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging
nearby which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other
viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on
this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Cheryl Evans
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Somers

My name is Raymond BANNISTER and I live in the coastal village of Somers on Westernport Bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife.
The bay has always been a focal point to me throughout the last 60 years, observing, exploring, sailing and fishing.
I’ve admired the diversity of the bay’s habitat from sea grass beds to mangrove areas to rocky outcrops. In that time
I have seen first-hand the changes as a young lad camping at Balnarring Beach, through the period of increased
shipping, industry and port related activity as a young adult, to the closure of BP refinery and the slow return to a
more pristine bay. This AGL proposal is a retrograde step with huge detrimental implications for our RAMSAR listed
Westernport Bay
Natural environments play a crucial role in both mental and physical health of communities who access them. The
potential loss of nature and access to green spaces contributes to mental distress and anguish experienced by
communities who revere these areas with potential for long-term mental health issues. Excessive exposure to noise
and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in sleep deprivation and irritability, plus an
inability to focus. Relevant studies also point to the impacts on our native fauna in such industrial zones along with
impacts due to increased large shipping in a bay inhabited by a unique dolphin population and frequented by
migrating whales.
Phillip Island a highly tourism-dependent region, where people come to see the little penguins, migrating Humpback
and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife would be impacted by the
industrialisation of Westernport Bay. Huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine
the beauty of the area and are inconsistent with the perception of a pristine and protected wetland.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth, combining land and water which allows them to be
home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of
the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds, a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is
also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria, with an extensive one behind Crib point jetty. Mangroves
stabilize sediment and protect shorelines from erosion. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than subjected to potentially damaging projects like this AGL
preproposal.
If the project’s approved, up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water would be dumped into the Bay each day, a
potential disastrous. Impact modelling completed by AGL is neither comprehensive and substantially inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like
Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). Despite many attempts, AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in seeking to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments plus the plan
doesn’t meet the legal requirements, this proposal shouldn’t continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change a dangerous reality, as we are on track for several degrees Celsius of
warming by the end of the century if emissions from fossil fuels aren’t curbed. Plummeting costs for renewables and
energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects bad business, along with environmental madness. This proposal to
build a gas import terminal is not consistent with creating a safe climate.
Sincerely,
Raymond BANNISTER
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My name is James Skidmore and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Western port bay is important to me due to the small but still natural bay that is fragile due to
its amazing tidal flow and fish ,mammal and bird life. A lot of its shores are natural with no
human clean up from storm and tidal influence.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of
a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil fuels.
Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power production. This holds
true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of storage to guarantee that renewable
energy can be delivered when required according to the Australian Energy Market Operator

and CSIRO. The fact that firmed renewables will displace gas is becoming increasingly
accepted in the energy markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian GPG annual
consumption forecast for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that gas consumption
will be dramatically below what was previously thought due to a higher penetration of
renewables than previously forecast.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe
levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being
drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many
other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our
energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife
which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
James Skidmore

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2663

Request to be heard?: Yes
Full Name:

Haley Brunel

Organisation:

City of Casey

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

City_of_Casey_-_S

Attachment 2:

City_of_Casey_EE

Attachment 3:
Submission:

The City of Casey's submission, endorsed by Council on 18 August 2020, has been
attached below as it is over 500 words.

CITY OF CASEY
SUBMISSION ON
GAS IMPORT JETTY AND PIPELINE PROJECT:
ENVIRONMENT EFFECTS STATEMENT,
PIPELINE PERMIT APPLICATION
AND
WORKS APPROVAL APPLICATION

INTRODUCTION
This submission is made by the City of Casey (Casey) in response to the exhibited Environmental
Effects Statement (EES) and supporting documents, pipeline permit application and works approval
application for the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project (the Project).
This submission has been prepared by Council’s Environmental Planner with input from a variety of
staff including staff with expertise and qualifications in Planning, Hydrogeology and Contaminated
Soils, Biodiversity and Terrestrial Ecology, Greenhouse Gas impact and assessment and Transport
Engineering. The submission describes the concerns council officers have with the Project and
makes recommendations for consideration.
The City of Casey acknowledges that there are several concerns and other issues raised through the
various reports and consultations undertaken in response to the proposed project. Some of these
concerns related to:
• the overall rationale for the project
• the terrestrial and marine environments
• agricultural land in the Western Port Green Wedge
• landowners affected by the pipeline alignment and
• greenhouse gas emissions associated with a new long-term gas supply.
The City of Casey has no stated position on the efficacy or justification of the proposed project at
this stage. Nonetheless matters raised by this submission could be addressed through appropriate
design changes or further mitigation actions not currently identified in the EES or supporting
documentation. Project justification could also be enhanced through the assessment of a “no-build”
option and a lifecycle assessment of greenhouse gas emissions.
Casey’s overall position is that this project must be assessed as a project of national concern and
that the best approach is for all options relevant to the future energy supply needs of Victoria are
evaluated holistically. Whilst this submission is specifically responsive to this EES process, Casey
submits that the singularity of this process is ineffective to determine the overall justification of the
project from a future energy supply basis.
City of Casey Context
The proposed project has been structured to pass through the municipal area of Mornington
Peninsula Shire, the City of Casey and Cardinia Shire. Within Casey, the pipeline runs through Clyde,
Cannons Creek, Devon Meadows, Pearcedale and Tooradin.
The Project footprint within Casey is restricted to approximately 14.3 kilometers (km) of the
proposed 52 Kilometers of Pipeline Works. Entering Casey at South Boundary Road East, Pearcedale
(Kilometre Point (KP) 20.1) from Mornington Shire and exiting at Tooradin Station Road, Clyde
(Kilometre Point (KP) 35.4) into Cardinia Shire.
The southern, mostly rural, part of the City of Casey located between the southern extent of Casey’s
Urban Growth Boundary and Western Port coastline is within the Western Port Green Wedge.
Approximately 11,000 people reside in this portion of Casey’s green wedge. The area is
characterized by its rich biodiversity, internationally recognised coastal wetlands, valuable farmland
and tourism opportunities.

Casey has a diverse environment that is characterised by extensive areas of land with outstanding
agricultural, natural landscape, cultural heritage, and environmental value. These include the
Western Port coastal environs that are listed under the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of
International Importance.
The protection and management of these areas, and the ecosystems that underpin them, are
important to ensure the City maintains soil fertility and clean fresh air and water. The bushland and
waterways provide recreational opportunities and are a source of inspiration, pride and cultural
identity. They also provide both permanent and seasonal habitat for a broad range of native animals,
birds, reptiles, insects and microbes, including some rare species listed under Commonwealth
legislation and protected by international treaties.
The City of Casey Revegetation Strategy (2018) recognises that the biological diversity of the City is
in a state of decline, primarily from residential, industrial and agricultural development pressures,
including those pressures arising from the need to satisfy the considerable recreational demands of
a large growing population. The resultant land use impacts have reduced the pre-settlement
biodiversity of the municipality to about seven (7) per cent of its former extent.
As such, the management of remnant vegetation and fauna throughout the City is important in
order to achieve a net gain in the extent and quality of native vegetation and to protect and
conserve biodiversity. Of particular importance is the protection and enhancement of biolink
corridors that provide critical linkages for the survival of threatened species in Casey, such as the
Southern Brown Bandicoot.
The Victorian Government Climate Change Act legislates emission reduction targets and aims to
achieve a target of net zero emissions by 2050 and to begin, will reduce emissions to 15-20 per cent
below 2005 levels by 2020. The State is also committed to achieving a renewable energy target of
25 per cent by 2020 and 40 per cent by 2025. This will require a commitment by both the public and
private sector to embrace emerging technologies and achieve land use and development outcomes
focused on environmentally sustainable solutions.
The Casey Western Port Green Wedge Management Plan (GWMP) was adopted in 2019 and sets the
strategic direction and vision for the orderly planning and ongoing management of Casey’s portion
of the Western Port Green Wedge.
In addition to the Green Wedge Management Plan, the following planning policies and strategic
documents are relevant to the Project:
•
•

•
•
•

Plan Melbourne – Green Wedge Directions
Casey Planning Scheme – State and Local Planning Policy
o Local Area Plan for Casey Farm
o Local Area Plan for Casey Coast
o State Planning Policy on Green Wedges
o Local Planning Policy on Green Wedges
o ESO
o RCZ
o GWZ
Western Port Management Plan – Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management
Authority
“Melbourne’s Food bowl” Report
DELWP Green Wedge Planning Controls review project

Environmental Effects Statement
Seventeen specialist technical studies were undertaken to assess the Project’s potential impacts and
identify mitigation measures to avoid, minimize and manage potential impacts. Council staff with
relevant technical expertise have reviewed the following technical studies, associated EES chapters
and attachments for the following topics:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Chapter 7: Terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity
Chapter 8: Surface water
Chapter 9: Groundwater
Chapter 10: Contamination and acid sulfate soils
Chapter 11: Greenhouse gas
Chapter 14: Landscape and visual
Chapter 15: Transport
Chapter 17: Land use
Chapter 18: Social
Chapter 19: Business
Chapter 20: Agriculture
Chapter 21: Aboriginal cultural heritage
Chapter 22: Historic heritage
Attachment I: Matters of National Environmental Significance
Attachment IV: Climate change risk report
Attachment VIII: Works Approval Application
Attachment IX: Pipeline Licence Application

Following a review of the EES, officers have identified issues and concerns regarding potential
impacts or conflicts of the Project relating to:
•
•
•
•
•

The overall rationale for the project
the terrestrial and marine environments
agricultural land in the Western Port Green Wedge
landowners affected by the pipeline alignment and
greenhouse gas emissions associated with a new long-term gas supply

A tabulated summary of comments is provided in Schedule 1 with a discussion including
recommendations is articulated in the submission below.
Project Rationale
The 2019 Gas Statement of Opportunities (GSOO) and Victorian Gas Planning Reports (VGRR)
prepared by the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) has identified a gas supply shortfall
from 2024 onwards due to falling production levels from existing gas fields, uncertainties around
southern prospective resources and moderately increasing demand driven by population growth.
The proponent purports that the Project is needed to address this shortfall.

A recent report commissioned by Environment Victoria studied the gas shortfall forecast by AEMO
and explored natural gas alternatives for residential, commercial, and industrial sectors to eliminate
the shortfall. The report reviews several demand side measures to reduce gas consumption; all
considered achievable in the next 5 to 10 years using current technology and targeted economic
support. Importantly it found that the potential gas consumption avoided from these measures is
greater than the forecast shortfall facing Victoria. Further, the report found the shortfall would
more likely be experienced after 2027, which is considered sufficient time for policy and the energy
market to respond (Northmore Gordon, March 2020).
The discrepancy between these reports is noted and should be addressed through a comprehensive
national review of energy supply as it relates to the justification of this individual project.
Mature technologies capable of achieving significant emissions reductions exist in many sectors and
it is recommended that the EES assessment process consider a “no-build” alternative, identifying
how the projected gas supply shortage could be addressed through other measures and
technologies. The Project should be assessed against alternatives with respect to economic, social
and environmental impact and alignment to State government emission targets.
The project should calculate and document the emissions from the downstream use of natural gas
by the consumer (residential, commercial, industrial users) and highlights these emissions over the
emissions associated from the project construction and ongoing operational and maintenance
requirements.
Recommendation 1
That a ‘no build’ option is considered as part of the feasibility assessment for the Project including a
detailed analysis and comparison of environmental, social and economic impacts and benefits.
Chapter 7 - Terrestrial and Freshwater Biodiversity
Chapter 7 of the EES discusses the potential impacts to terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity
associated with the construction and operation of the Project. This is informed by the EES Report B,
Terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity impact assessment (hereafter Biodiversity Impact
Assessment).
The EES evaluation objectives outlined in the chapter 7.2 include:
•

•

Biodiversity – to avoid, minimise or offset potential adverse effects on native flora and fauna
and their habitats, especially listed threatened migratory species and listed threatened
communities.
Water and catchment values – to minimise, adverse effects on water (including
groundwater, waterway, wetland, estuarine, intertidal, and marine) quality and movement
particularly as they might affect the ecological character of the Western Port Ramsar site.

The EES identifies that the Project proposes to remove approximately 17 hectares of native
vegetation including scattered and large trees. This vegetation loss will occur across three
municipalities: Mornington Shire Council (Mornington Shire), City of Casey (Casey) and Cardinia shire
(Cardinia Shire).

While the Project identifies a significant amount of vegetation to be removed, the total within Casey
is proportionately small as indicated below. Tables 7-10 identify patches of habitat loss in geographic
context. Within Casey, native vegetation removal is proposed in the following suburbs:
•
•
•
•

Pearcedale - 0.47 Hectares
Cannons Creek - 0.00 Hectares
Devon Meadows - 0.04 Hectares
Tooradin - 0.00 Hectares

Relevant to Casey the EES makes the following statement regarding existing site conditions for the
Pipeline Works relating to flora and fauna values in chapter 7.5.2.
“The vegetation along the length of the proposed pipeline alignment has been assessed as being
generally of low quality. North of South Boundary Road East (Kilometre Point (KP) 20), the landscape
is extensively modified due to historical clearing of land for agriculture (see Figure 7-8). As a result,
most habitat zones support low quality vegetation that has recolonised peripheral areas such as
along fence and drainage lines.”
Inspecting the proposed pipeline alignment within Casey between (KP) 20.1 to (KP) 35.4, council
officers have formed a similar conclusion to the EES in regard to vegetation quality and extent. We
agree that most of the alignment within Casey is heavily modified and contains little to no native
vegetation across most of the proposed alignment. However, proposed native vegetation to be
removed in Casey still retains high biodiversity, water and catchment values. Including values
associated with:
•
•

•
•

Wetlands of International Importance
o Western Port Ramsar Site
Nationally listed Threatened Species or Ecological Communities
o Southern Brown Bandicoot
o Migratory Birds
o Subtropical & Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh
State Listed Flora & Fauna Species
Endangered Ecological Vegetation Communities of the Gippsland Plain Bioregion.

Officers consider that impacts of native vegetation removal outside of Casey’s boundaries will have
indirect and connectivity impacts to biodiversity, water, and catchment values within Casey,
particularly Western Port. Specifically, Council officers have reviewed the pipeline alignment against
provisions of the State Planning Framework and Clauses of the Casey Planning Scheme. A summary
is provided in table 1.
Chapter 11 - Greenhouse gas
Casey residents have identified climate change as a priority, with 89% of respondents in a 2018
community survey identifying climate changes as an issue of concern. The City of Casey has
committed to the State Government’s TAKE2 Pledge to achieve net zero emissions by 2050 and
through its Emission Management Plan 2018-22, adopted a target of carbon neutrality by 2040.
Council’s Emissions Management Plan includes a staged action plan to meet emission reduction and
renewable energy targets.

Casey has taken a leadership position to explore and utilise alternative and renewal energy supply
options which forms the basis of the City’s commitment to further transition its supply
requirements. Recently Casey entered a Power Purchase Agreement to source 100% of its streetlight
electricity for the next 9.5 years from renewable energy. Street lighting accounts for 50% of Council’s
corporate emissions.
The greenhouse gas impact assessment has focused entirely on the emissions associated with the
Project works. The EES has not addressed the issue of the Project representing a new long-term
fossil fuel commitment. The Project consideration of greenhouse gases should include scope 3
emissions, providing a more accurate assessment of its impacts on climate change.
Recommendation 2
The EES should consider the downstream use of natural gas by the consumer (Scope 1 and 3
emissions) over the life of the pipeline.
Impacts to the marine environment: Western Port Ramsar site
Western Port has long been recognised for its diversity of native flora and fauna, particularly for its
ability to support diverse accumulations of waterbirds and wetland vegetation, including seagrass,
saltmarsh and mangroves. Western Port is listed as a Wetland of International Importance under
the Ramsar Convention, providing a framework for the conservation and wise use of wetland
environments. The site supports over thirty (30) species of migratory waterbirds that are listed
under international agreements with China, Japan and the Republic of Korea.
The Project should detail how it aligns with the management and regulatory objectives for Western
Port, including:
•

•

the Western Port Ramsar Site Management Plan (DELWP, 2017) developed by the State
government to protect and enhance the highly significant ecological values of Western Port.
This plan identifies the increased use of Crib Point as a priority threat of concern for the
Western Port Ramsar site
State Environmental Protection Policy (Waters) (SEPP Waters) that requires no new
wastewater discharge locations to surface waters of high conservation values, including
Ramsar listed wetlands such as Western Port, unless it can be demonstrated that it can be
treated and managed to a level to protect beneficial users.

The marine impact assessment findings summarised in Chapter 6 of the EES indicate that LNG
carriers will berth adjacent to the Floating Storage Regasification Unit (FSRU) up to 40 times per year
for up to 36 hours each time.
Seawater used in the regasification process will be discharged as a waste by-product to Western
Port. The volume discharged will depend on the process used to warm the LNG, for which there are
two options. The closed loop process will use recycled seawater and minimise wastewater
emissions. The open loop mode of operation will involve the continuous intake of water to heat the
gas, which will be subsequently discharged back to Western Port.

The EES has estimated that during open-loop functioning of the FSRU the waste stream will be up to
7 degrees Celsius cooler than the ambient sea water, with a residual chlorine concentration of 0.005
milligrams per litre (mg/L). Whilst there is currently no chlorine limit for discharges to Australian
marine waters, it is noted the chlorine limit for freshwater specified under the Australian and New
Zealand Environment and Conservation Council (ANZECC) guidelines is 0.003 mg/L. The
Environmental Protection Authority will assess the Project against the SEPP (Waters) as part of the
works approval assessment.
Recommendation 3
That the project is adequately assessed against the SEPP (Waters) to ensure that Western Port
Ramsar site is sufficiently protected and that the discharge of wastewater does not impact beneficial
uses.
Recommendation 4
That in addition to the Environment Protection Act 1970, the provisions of the Climate Change Act
2017 and SEPP (Waters) are considered as part of the Works Approval assessment.
Impacts to farmland
The Casey Western Port Green Wedge Management Plan (GWMP) was adopted in 2019 and sets the
strategic vision and directions for the orderly planning and ongoing management of Casey’s portion
of the Western Port Green Wedge.
Granting approval of the current proposal appears to be inconsistent with State and Local Planning
Policy Framework, specifically for the objectives and strategies of the Green Wedge for Metropolitan
Melbourne, being:
•

To protect the green wedges of Metropolitan Melbourne from inappropriate development.

•

Protect areas of environmental, landscape and scenic value such as biodiversity assets,
national and state parks, Ramsar wetlands and coastal area.

Guiding principles for Casey’s green wedge area as outlined in the GWMP include the
encouragement and protection of agriculture and horticulture, minimisation and mitigation of
potential impacts while taking into the needs of the local community, protection and enhancement
of Ramsar Wetlands and habitat for threatened fauna such as Southern Brown Bandicoot and
Growling Grass Frog as listed under the Biodiversity Protection and Biodioversity Conservation Act
1999 ( EPBC Act).
The proposed pipeline alignment will traverse the extent of Casey’s green wedge, increasing
complications and risks to Casey’s farming community.

Following construction of the pipeline it is understood there will be a 30-metre easement and a
wider corridor of 640 metres (m) on either side of the pipeline within which sensitive land uses
should be avoided. This distance is known as the ‘measurement length’ (ML) and is determined by
the maximum allowable operating pressure and the pipeline diameter. There will be land use
constraints within this area where the following list of sensitive land uses, according to APA, should
not be located:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Aged care facilities
Retirement villages
Childcare or family day care centres
Cinema based entertainment facility.
Schools and other education centres.
Prisons and corrective institutions.
Hospitals and medical centres
Place of assembly or worship.
Retail premises and service stations.
Residential densities exceeding 50 dwellings per hectare.

In future, any farms that have given up land to the new 30 metre wide easement and the ML will not
be permitted to construct any building within the easement, and the types of buildings and works
that can be constructed within the ML will be restricted and subject to the outcome of a SMS. This
will present ongoing operational and economic implications for affected landowners and
compromise the role of Casey’s green wedge in ensuring access to strategic agricultural land in
Melbourne’s food-bowl.
In 2018 a petition was submitted to Council, signed by property owners impacted by the pipeline
alignment. The petition expressed the concern of landowners, including the risk the pipeline posed
to valuable high production agricultural land within the Casey-Cardinia region, which forms a
substantive part of Melbourne’s food bowl.
The Western Port Green Wedge is a vital part of Melbourne’s agricultural food bowl and should not
be disrupted by the construction of the pipeline.

Matters of National Environmental Significance
Attachment 1 to the EES - Matters of National Environmental Significance (here after the MNES
Report) draws on information and findings from Technical Report B: Terrestrial and freshwater
biodiversity impact assessment (Biodiversity Impact Assessment).
The Project was refered to the Commonwealth Government under the Biodiversity Protection and
Biodioversity Conservation Act 1999 ( EPBC Act). On 28 November 2018, the delegate for the
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment and Energy determined that the two sets of Works were
each a ‘controlled action’, as they were considered likely to have a significant impact on Matters of
National Environmental Significance (MNES).
The MNES Report discusses what is defined as a Significant Impact and gives the following
statement:
Under the EPBC Act, a ‘significant impact’ can be considered an impact that is ‘important, notable of
consequence, having regard to its context or intensity’. A set of ‘significant impact criteria’ is in place
for each of the nine MNES to assist in determining whether the impacts of a proposed action on any
MNES are likely to be significant.

It was determined the relevant controlling provisions for the project include:
•
•
•

Wetlands of international importance (Sections 16 and 17B of the EPBC Act)
Listed threatened species and ecological communities (Sections 18 and 18A of the EPBC Act)
Listed migratory species (Sections 20 and 20A of the EPBC Act).

Outlined in the scoping requirements, the Victorian Environment Effects Statement (EES) process is
an accredited assessment process under the EPBC Act through a Bilateral Assessment Agreement
that exists between the Commonwealth and Victorian governments. The Commonwealth Minister will
decide whether the actions are approved, approved with conditions or refused under the EPBC Act,
following consideration of the Victorian Minister for Planning’s assessment under the Environment
Effects Act 1978 (Vic).
The MNES Report has been prepared to enable assessment under each controlled action under the
EPBC Act. This assessment is broken into two separate parts, Pipeline Works and Gas Import Jetty
Works.
The MNES Report concluded that based on their assessment it was considered unlikely that the
Project as whole would result in significant impacts to MNES, having regards to the impacts of both
‘controlled actions’ together and the impacts of each ‘controlled action’ as indirect impacts of the
other ‘controlled action’.
MNES which the Project identified and assesed which are relevent to Casey included:
•

Western Port Ramsar Site

•

EPBC act listed threatened Species
o

•

Southern Brown Bandicoot

EPBC Act listed Migratory Species

Council notes that the findings of the MNES conflict with the views of the delegate for the
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment and Energy and considers the resolution of these
opposing views a priority.
Council considers the Projects ‘action’ may have a ‘significant impact’ on a Matter of National
Environmental Significance, Western Port Ramsar Site.
Based on review of the EES documents officers have concluded that here is a lack of scientific
certainty about the potential impacts of the action particularly with respect wastewater discharge.
The proposed action has a material and substantial cause for both direct, indirect and offsite impacts
to occur. It is therefore incumbent on the proponent to demonstrate that there is no risk of serious
or irreversible damage to the Ramsar site.
While only a portion of the Project area falls within the Ramsar boundary, little consideration has
been given to offsite impacts. It is noted that 17 hectares of native vegetation is proposed to be
removed. By virtue of direct habitat contiguity, connectivity and shared characteristics much of this
vegetation could be considered an extension of the Ramsar site.

Council is particularly concerned about potential impacts to the ecological character of the Western
Port Ramsar Site. Particularly with respect to risks to:
•

Ecosystem components, processes, benefits & services.

The Project should better quantify these risks and any associated mitigation measures.
Similarly, Council Considers the Project is ‘likely’ to have a ‘significant impact’ on Southern Brown
Bandicoot. Council considers the EES does not adequately identify & mitigate impacts to Southern
Brown Bandicoot (SBB). Including:
•

•

•

•

Understated estimate of SBB habitat and the severity of impacts of the extent of Pipeline
works. Examples:
o

Discrepancies at (KP 20) South Boundary Road East Pearcedale, Figure 9.12 Proposed
vegetation removal identifies a greater extent of vegetation impacted compared with
Figure 16.2 SBB habitat within impact area.

o

No SBB habitat was identified to be impacted anywhere between (KP0) & (KP20). Areas
which are known or potential to sustain key sub populations of SBB between Quail
Island and Tyabb Foreshore.

Lack of consideration being given to interfering with the recovery of the species and
fragmenting existing populations. Melbourne Strategic Assessment Southern Brown
Bandicoot Sub Regional Strategy outlines key directions to ensure SBB populations persist in
Melbourne’s South East. One key direction includes the creation of a habitat and
connectivity network. Its noted that the Project proposes to remove 17 hectares of native
vegetation, all of which the strategy identifies as with areas inside SBB management area
and potential extensions to the SBB management area.
Although SBB were not detected in target surveys in Morning Peninsula Shire lack of
consideration being given to SBB habitat quality and removal of native vegetation which is
likely affect known subpopulations of SBB identified in the SBB Sub Regional Strategy and
their recovery.
The EES should consider if a further review of SBB habitat is appropriate.

Recommendation 5
Any Southern Brown Bandicoot habitat which is proposed to be removed should be additionally offset
using Federal Offsets, under the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment
EPBC Environmental Offsets Policy (2020).
Acid Sulphate Soils
The Project should demonstrate how the risk from Acid Sulphate Soils will be appropriately
mitigated.
Suspected or potential acid sulphate soils that have been excavated and exposed to air should be
sampled, analysed and managed in accordance with relevant legislations, policies and EPA guidelines
and requirements.
Investigation should be carried out if suspected soil or groundwater contamination is observed or
encountered during excavation or backfilling. For example, if considerable quantities of excavated
materials are observed or suspected to be likely to be potentially contaminated, the excavated
materials should be sampled, analysed and managed in accordance with relevant legislations,
policies and EPA guidelines and requirements

Stakeholder Engagement
Chapter 26 of the EES describes the engagement and consultation approach that gathered feedback
to inform and influence the planning and design of the Project, including landholders, local
communities, businesses, environment and conservation groups, Commonwealth and the State and
Local governments. Attachment V of the EES contains the community engagement reports.
In accordance with the requirements of the Pipelines Act 2005, a Pipeline Consultation Plan was also
prepared which guided engagement with directly affected landholders regarding the proposed
Pipeline works. It is understood that there is no statutory requirement for APA to consult directly
with landholders within the 640 metre measurement length area. APA have advised that the wider
community, including those residents within the measurement length area were provided with
general information about the Project via mail. It is disappointing that APA did not decide to exceed
the minimum statutory requirements for engagement to ensure all affected landowners within
pipeline measurement length fully understand the implications of being within this “buffer” area.
Revision 11 of the pipeline alignment maps identify alternate alignment locations through
landholdings within Casey.
Recommendation 6
Should the pipeline permit be issued, it should be conditional on relevant landholders identifying their
preferred alignment, ensuring minimal disruption in the short and long term.

Works Approval Process
In assessing the Works Approval application, the Environment Protection Authority must have
regard to the provisions of the Climate Change Act 2017 and the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters) 2018 (SEPP (Waters)).
Part 3 of the Victorian Climate Change Act 2017 requires certain decision makers to have regard to
climate change, specifically:
•

The potential impacts of climate change relevant to the decision or action, the potential
contribution to the State’s greenhouse gas emissions of the decision or action and any
guidelines issued by the Minister under section 18.

Pursuant to Part 3, in having regard to the potential impact of climate change, the relevant
considerations for a person making a decision or taking an action are potential biophysical impacts,
potential long and short term economic, environmental, health and other social impacts, potential
beneficial and detrimental impacts. This requirement applies to issuing of works approvals under
section 19B of the Environment Protection Act 1970 and a decision by the EPA relating to the
licensing of scheduled premises under section 20.
The EPA will need to consider the long-term implications of the Project on the State’s greenhouse
gas emissions, particularly emission reduction targets and ongoing reliance on fossil fuels.

Clause 22(3) of the SEPP (Waters) states that a new wastewater discharge to surface waters must
not be approved in water of high conservation values as set out in Schedule 5 or wetlands or
estuaries segments unless the wastewater discharge can be treated and managed to a level to
protect beneficial users and the waterway manager (if applicable) is satisfied that the discharge is
consistent with environmental flow requirements. This includes high value wetlands including
wetlands of international importance listed under the Convention of Wetlands of International
Importance (Ramsar, Iran, 1971) and areas of significance for spawning, nursery, breeding, roosting
and feeding areas of aquatic species and fauna listed under, or set out in, the following which are all
relevant to Western Port.
•
•
•
•

China-Australia agreement for the protection of migratory birds (1986)
Japan-Australia agreement 1974
Republic of Korea and Australia agreements 2006
Bonn Convention on Migratory Species.

The Western Port Ramsar Site meets both descriptions of high conservation value waters as outlined
in the SEPP (Waters).
Recommendation 7
The project should demonstrate how it complies with the requirements of SEPP (Waters) regarding
the management of wastewater treatment and discharge to protect beneficial uses of Western Port.

Pipeline Permit and Casey Planning Scheme considerations
The proposed pipeline works in Casey do not trigger the requirement for a planning permit however
under the Pipeline Act 2005, the Minister for Planning can consider the relevant planning schemes
and the Planning and Environment Act 1987.
The Project impacts on the environment and agricultural productivity, two elements
the Casey Planning Scheme and the Casey Westernport Green Wedge Management Plan (City of
Casey, 2019) strive to protect:
The Table below identifies relevant Clauses of the Casey Planning Scheme, including the objectives
and strategies for each Clause. Council officers have reviewed the pipeline alignment against these
provisions; the red text in the Table provides Council officers concerns with respect to the pipeline
contravening relevant Scheme provisions.
Construction phase
Council officers acknowledge that construction works will impact on traffic movement during this
phase of works. Council officers will require an opportunity to review the following:
• Traffic management plans
• Location and sighting of builders yards
• Operational times and
• Environmental Management Plans/ Construction Management Plans
It is noted that some of the proposed works may trigger access permits and approvals.

State and Local Planning Policy
Table 1 State and Local Planning Policy
Clause Number
Clause Name
11.03-5s
Distinctive areas
and landscapes

12.01-1s

12.02-1s

Protection of
biodiversity

Protection of
coastal areas

Objective(s)
To protect and enhance
the valued attributes of
identified distinctive areas
and landscapes

To assist the protection
and conservation of
Victoria’s biodiversity

To recognise the value of
coastal areas to the
community, conserve and
enhance coastal areas and
ensure sustainable use of
natural coastal resources.

Strategies
• Protect the identified key values and activities of these areas.
(including valued farming land and natural environments.)
• Support use and development where it enhances the valued
characteristics of these areas. (valued farming and natural
Environments)
• Avoid use and development that could undermine the long-term
natural or non-urban use of land in these areas. (valued farming
and natural Environments)
• Protect areas that are important for food production (Area is key
for food production)
Ensure that decision making takes into account the impacts of land use
and development on Victoria’s biodiversity, including consideration of:
• Cumulative impacts. (Greenhouse gases)
• Fragmentation of habitat. (Temporary in the construction)
• Avoid impacts of land use and development on important areas
of biodiversity.
Assist in the identification, protection and management of important
areas of biodiversity.
• Plan for marine development and infrastructure that is sensitive
to marine national parks and environmental assets. (Not relevant
to the pipeline, relevant to the processing plant)
• Ensure development protects and seeks to enhance coastal
biodiversity and ecological values.
• Maintain the natural drainage patterns, water quality and
biodiversity in and adjacent to coastal estuaries, wetlands and
waterways (Potential for acid sulfate soils to detrimentally
impact on water quality and health of the coastal environment)

State and Local Planning Policy
Table 1 State and Local Planning Policy
Clause Number
Clause Name
12.05-2s
Landscapes

13.01-1S

Natural hazards
and climate change

13.07-1s

Land use
compatibility

14.01-1s

Protection of
agricultural land

Objective(s)
To protect and enhance
significant landscapes and
open spaces that
contribute to character,
identity and sustainable
environments.
To minimise the impacts
of natural hazards and
adapt to the impacts of
climate change through
risk-based planning.
To protect community
amenity, human health
and safety while
facilitating appropriate
commercial, industrial,
infrastructure or other
uses with potential
adverse off-site impacts.
To protect the state’s
agricultural base by
preserving productive
farmland.

Strategies
Ensure development does not detract from the natural qualities of
significant landscape areas. (some detraction from the natural qualities in
the construction and trenching of surface vegetation and replacement of
soil)

Consider the risks associated with climate change in planning and
management decision making processes.

•
•

•

•

•

Ensure that use or development of land is compatible with
adjoining and nearby land uses. (consider impacts on agriculture)
Protect existing commercial, industrial and other uses from
encroachment by use or development that would compromise
the ability of those uses to function safely and effectively. (The
pipeline temporarily and permanently prohibits the use of land
for agriculture)
Avoid permanent removal of productive agricultural land from
the state's agricultural base without consideration of the
economic importance of the land for the agricultural production
and processing sectors. (The pipeline permanently removes the
productive capacity of some agricultural land)
Protect productive farmland that is of strategic significance in the
local or regional context (The pipeline temporarily and
permanently prohibits the use of land for agriculture)
Protect strategically important agricultural and primary
production land from incompatible uses. The pipeline

State and Local Planning Policy
Table 1 State and Local Planning Policy
Clause Number
Clause Name

14.01-R

14.01-2s

Protection of
agricultural land Metropolitan
Melbourne
Sustainable
agricultural land
use

15.02-1s

Energy and
resource efficiency

19.01-1s

Energy supply

Objective(s)

To encourage sustainable
agricultural land use.

To encourage land use
and development that is
energy and resource
efficient, supports a
cooler environment and
minimises greenhouse gas
emissions.
To facilitate appropriate
development of energy
supply infrastructure.

Strategies
temporarily and permanently prohibits the use of land for
agriculture)
• Balance the potential off-site effects of a use or development
proposal (such as degradation of soil or water quality and land
salinisation) against the benefits of the proposal. (The pipeline
permanently removes the productive capacity of some
agricultural land)
Protect agricultural land in Metropolitan Melbourne’s green wedges and
peri-urban areas to avoid the permanent loss of agricultural land in those
locations. (The pipeline temporarily and permanently prohibits the use of
land for agriculture)
Ensure agricultural and productive rural land use activities are managed
to maintain the long-term sustainable use and management of existing
natural resources. (The pipeline permanently removes the productive
capacity of some agricultural land)
Improve efficiency in energy use through greater use of renewable
energy technologies and other energy efficiency upgrades. (Natural gas
supply is not compatible with this objective)

Support the development of energy facilities in appropriate locations
where they take advantage of existing infrastructure and provide benefits
to industry and the community. (impacts on high environmental value
and agricultural value)
Support transition to a low-carbon economy with renewable energy and
greenhouse emission reductions including geothermal, clean coal
processing and carbon capture and storage. (The proposal is not
consistent with this objective)

State and Local Planning Policy
Table 1 State and Local Planning Policy
Clause Number
Clause Name

19.01-2s

21.04

Renewable energy

Environment

21.12

Casey Coast

21.13
22.08

Casey Farm
NONAGRICULTURAL
USES IN GREEN
WEDGE AREAS
POLICY

Objective(s)

To promote the provision
of renewable energy in a
manner that ensures
appropriate siting and
design considerations are
met.
To protect and
significantly restore
Casey’s biological
diversity, recognising its
fundamental importance
in achieving a healthy
environment and way of
life for current and future
generations.
To identify and manage
processes that threaten
the Western Port coast,
including the impacts of
climate change.
To ensure that nonagricultural uses do not
have an adverse impact
on areas of high
environmental or natural
resource value.

Strategies
Facilitate local energy generation to help diversify the local economy and
improve sustainability outcomes.
Protect energy infrastructure against competing and incompatible uses.
Consider the economic and environmental benefits to the broader
community of renewable energy generation while also considering the
need to minimise the effects of a proposal on the local community and
environment. (impacts on high environmental value and agricultural
value)
Recognise, protect and enhance the areas of biodiversity significance
within the following areas of Casey, as identified in the City of Casey
Cranbourne South and Pearcedale. Cannons Creek, Warneet, Blind Bight
and Tooradin and their environs.
Protect and preserve the Western Port coast from the impacts of climate
change (Not consistent with this objective)

Provide strong regulatory protection for Western Port’s natural places to
minimise further loss of natural values. (potential loss of natural values
within Casey. Potential impact on Western Port marine environment)

(Policy)
Non-agricultural uses are not supported if the use would result in the loss
of agricultural land, be visually intrusive, or detrimentally affect the
amenity of nearby residents or the environmental or natural resource
values of the area.

State and Local Planning Policy
Table 1 State and Local Planning Policy
Clause Number
Clause Name

Objective(s)

Table 2. Westernport Green Wedge Management Plan
Guiding Principles
Objective
Recognise the versatility of soils
• Agriculture and
in the Western Port Green Wedge
horticulture will be
and protect and enhance the
encouraged and
capability to support productive
protected. Decisions
farming and biodiversity.
on proposals for
other types of land
use and
development will
have regard to the
primacy of
agriculture and
horticulture.
• Sites of
environmental
significance,
including Ramsar
wetlands and the
habitat of noted
fauna such as the
Southern Brown
Bandicoot and the
Growling Grass Frog,

Strategies
on-agricultural uses not adversely impact on productive agricultural land
or on existing agricultural activities on nearby land. Non-agricultural uses
be required to result in a net benefit and convenience to the local
community

Strategy
Ensure that Green Wedge soils and their versatility are recognised as a
finite resource and are protected accordingly.
Advocate that the proposed Crib Point to Pakenham Gas Pipeline project
minimises any adverse impacts on agricultural uses in the Western Port
Green Wedge.

Table 2. Westernport Green Wedge Management Plan
Guiding Principles
Objective
will be protected
and enhanced and
their contribution to
the biodiversity of
the Western Port
Green Wedge will be
recognised in
decision-making.

Strategy

Biodiversity implications
Council considers the EES and pipeline permit application should better identify what the
consequences, risk and impacts to biodiversity may be issuing a pipeline license, and by establishing
an easement right of way the for the pipeline.
Councils concerns are:
•

•

•

Consequential removal of native vegetation may occur as result issuing a pipeline license and
creation of the easement. Exemptions may enable vegetation to be removed in the future
without requiring a permits or approvals.
Vegetation extent within the pipeline easement has not been satisfactorily identified. Areas
where Horizontal Direct Drilling (HDD) is occurring is excluded in vegetation mapping. It is
unclear if the easements will be applied in the HDD locations. Creation of easement and
pipeline maintenance requirements may have future impacts to biodiversity.
Issuing of pipeline license and creation of easement may consider all the vegetation lost in
the right of way.

Council considers the pipeline alignment at 550 Manks Road, Tooradin between (KP 33.6) & (KP34.3)
and establishment of the pipeline easement in this location may have indirect impacts on efforts
which support the protection and enhancement of Victoria’s biodiversity, particularly Southern
Brown Bandicoot and Growling Grass Frog. In 2013 Council issued a planning permit for staged
earthworks associated with importing fill.
Endorsed as part of the planning permit was a vegetation and landscape plan. This plan will
transform the land from a relatively flat, low lying property into one that can accommodate
woodlands, pastures and a series of wetlands, thus potentially providing habitat to local fauna such
as the Southern Brown Bandicoot and the Growling Grass frog. Extensive biodiversity improvement
and plantings have already been carried out to date which will be comprised by the pipeline
alignment and easement.
Recommendation 8
Retain all native vegetation within Casey at South Boundary Road East, Pearcedale (KP20.1) and
consider Horizontal Drilling in this area
Recommendation 9
Retain all native vegetation within Casey at Fisheries Road, Devon Meadows (KP 26.8)
Recommendation 10
Identify, map and calculate vegetation within Pipeline easement/construction footprint accurately
including any vegetation for which exemptions will enable removal without a planning permit.
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Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. A new fossil fuel project like the gas import
terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new risks to the local community
and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons
which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion
as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are
about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have
completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary
studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent
region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating
Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 2
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24 August 2020
Impact Assessment Unit
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
Dear Sir/ Madam
Proposed AGL-APA Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and gas pipeline project
–Submission on Environmental Effects Statement
Thank you for the opportunity to provide formal feedback on the Environmental
Effects Statement (EES) prepared for the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and gas pipeline
project.
Council oppose the AGL’s proposed Gas Import Jetty project for Crib Point and
strongly oppose the development of fossil fuel assets on Western Port. The purpose
of the below submission is to outline Council’s primary reasons for opposing
approval of the Project.
Bass Coast is fortunate to have a unique and precious natural landscape, and we are
grateful to the Andrew’s Labor Government for declaring Bass Coast a Distinctive
Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. Western Port
forms a critical part of our unique environment, supported by the international
recognition under the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance
in 1982. It is also recognised as a UNESCO biosphere reserve, due to the instance of
threatened species, ecological communities and migratory species.
For our community, our environment is our economy. Bass Coast has the second
most dependent economy on Tourism in Australia after Uluru. Council and the
community are passionate about protecting our unique environment.
This is why Council has declared a climate emergency and is currently developing a
comprehensive Climate Change Action Plan, pursuing a community target of zero
net emissions by 2030.
Council strongly opposes further fossil fuel developments in Victoria and is opposed
to the further industrialisation of Western Port to transport them. Council looks
forward to elaborating on its submission at the Inquiry and Advisory Committee
hearing process.
Yours sincerely

Jodi Kennedy
General Manager Resilient Communities
Ref: ED20/84964

Submission
Proposed AGL-APA Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and gas pipeline project –
Environmental Effects Statement
August 2020
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My name is Josh Tebbutt and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors
alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or
by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a
comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay
and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic
to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of
seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the
shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive
mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants
and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by
the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of

renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our
environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be
stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need
to do to create a safe climate.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine
wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in
Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the
noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that
underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of
whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging
nearby which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other
viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on
this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Josh Tebbutt
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My name is Marianne Conn and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is a valuable diverse natural environmental area. It is a wetland sanctuary for some
of Victoria’s most loved species and migratory birds. These wetlands absorb a great amount of
greenhouse gas emissions, which is exactly what we need
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and
gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under
its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the
negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new
risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as
noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and
Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to
present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers
and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater
wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between
1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are responsible
for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per
cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a
priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is
particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish eggs
- would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being pulled into
the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be

significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This
enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with
the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative impact on greenhouse
gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable,
options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local
community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Marianne Conn
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My name is Molly Rose and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in
Victoria.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces
can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities
who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term
mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as
increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and
light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in
the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of
one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant
wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil fuels.
Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power production. This
holds true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of storage to guarantee that
renewable energy can be delivered when required according to the Australian Energy
Market Operator and CSIRO. The fact that firmed renewables will displace gas is
becoming increasingly accepted in the energy markets. This year AEMO adjusted its
Victorian GPG annual consumption forecast for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now
assume that gas consumption will be dramatically below what was previously thought due
to a higher penetration of renewables than previously forecast.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water

being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting
marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative
impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many
other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our
energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Molly Rose
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My name is Cate Stirling and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is a beautiful and as yet relatively unspoiled area we cannot afford
to lose. We are its caretakers and we must do all we can to look after it, for this and
future generations. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the
Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. The beach and
reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of
bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that
there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships
coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or
sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less
catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the
important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty. Phillip Island is the
second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport
Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit
will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that
it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular
tourist destination. Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth.
They combine land and water which allows them to be home to at least 1350
species including migratory birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied
Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a
nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from
erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove
stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of
plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like
this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump
up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have
a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how
this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling comple
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Your submission:
My name is Jayden Mitchell and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces
can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities
who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term
mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas
of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as
increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and
light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales
as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of
Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the
perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as
a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and
water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds
like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland
is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport
Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise
sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib
Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key
habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is
so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine
life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and
in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause
22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been
unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements
this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands
are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite
occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands

such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast
quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a
defense against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be
unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels
far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres
of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder
chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current
thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment
of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact
on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There
are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we
meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the
unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Jayden Mitchell
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2.

whether there are deficiencies in the proposed mitigation measures for the Project,
including those identified in the Project’s proposed Environmental Management
Framework (EMF); and

3.

the proposed process for EPA’s consideration and assessment of the WAA,
including discussion of the key environmental and human health matters that will
affect this assessment.

Since EPA will decide the WAA, and the relevant decision-maker is required by law to make
that decision with an open mind and not to prejudge the WAA, EPA’s submissions to the IAC
should be understood as preliminary observations. These may change as EPA undertakes
more detailed assessment of relevant material.
EPA’s preliminary recommendations include:




the Proponent should provide more specific information about the design and
operation of the FSRU;
there should be greater emphasis on best practice in a number of mitigation measures;
and
the Proponent should provide more detailed information about certain proposed
mitigation measures.

In relation to the related Planning Scheme Amendment PSA C272MORN, subject to the
recommendations set out in this submission, it is EPA’s preliminary view that Amendment
C272MORN is likely to establish an appropriate framework to manage and mitigate the
potential impacts of the Project on the environment, amenity and human health.
EPA advises that the legislative framework for environment protection applicable to the Project
will change in the near future. By no later than December 2021, the Environment Protection
Act 1970 (EP Act 1970) will be repealed and replaced by the 2017 Act as amended by the
Environment Protection (Amendment) Act 2018 (2018 Act). This future version of the 2017
Act as amended by the 2018 Act is referred to in this submission as the New EP Act. At this
stage, it is proposed that the New EP Act will commence on 1 July 2021. The commencement
of the New EP Act will have material implications for the Project. It will introduce a new
permissions (licence) regime, a ‘general environmental duty’ (GED) for risk elimination and
minimisation, and new duties in relation to the management of contamination.
EPA will have an on-going regulatory role with the Project during the construction and
operational phases. In particular, EPA will regulate any works approval and related statutory
authorisations, will be responsible for enforcement of the EP Act 1970 and the New EP Act,
and will be consulted in relation to various mitigation measures.
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2 Introduction
This submission is made on behalf of the Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA) to
the joint Inquiry / Advisory Committee (IAC) to assist the Minister for Planning complete an
assessment of the environmental effects of the Project. The submission relates to the
Environmental Effects Statement (EES) for the proposed Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and
Pipeline Project (the Project). The project is being proposed jointly by the Proponents, AGL
Wholesale Gas Limited (AGL) and APA Transmission Pty Ltd (APA).
EPA is an independent statutory authority responsible for protecting the environment and
human health from pollution and waste, in accordance with the Environment Protection Act
1970 (Vic) (EP Act 1970) and the Environment Protection Act 2017 (2017 Act). EPA has
prepared this submission to:


Inform the IAC about the proper identification and assessment of key potential
environmental risks relevant to the statutory framework administered by EPA; and



Assist the IAC to clearly identify how the Project relates to the statutory framework for
environment protection in Victoria, as set out in the EP Act 1970 and relevant
subordinate legislation.

3 Project Description
The Project is detailed in Chapter 4 of the EES document. Briefly, the Project is proposed to
include:


Mooring of a floating gas storage and regasification unit (FSRU) at the existing Crib
Point jetty, with capacity to convert liquid natural gas (LNG) to its gaseous state
(‘regasify’ it).



Construction and operation of new jetty facilities to enable regasified natural gas to be
transferred from the FSRU to a new receiving facility at the landward end of the jetty.



Construction and operation of the receiving facility providing for odorising of the gas.



Construction and operation of a 56-kilometre high-pressure gas pipeline from the
receiving facility to Pakenham.



Construction of a facility to enable connection of gas delivered by the new pipeline to
the existing gas transmission network, including capacity to correct pressure and
ensure delivered gas meets system specifications.

It should be noted that only the FSRU component of the Project will require a works approval
from EPA in accordance with the EP Act 1970.

4 Role of EPA
4.1 Participation in the EES Process
EPA has participated as a member of the Technical Reference Group (TRG) for the EES. The
TRG is a forum that reviews and provides guidance on various issues including human health,
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sustainability, and the environment. In this capacity, EPA has had the opportunity to review
and provide comment and advice on the EES studies in their draft form. This participation has
enabled EPA to understand the Project and the identified risks and impacts as detailed in the
EES. EPA has, during this review process, provided advice as it relates to the EP Act 1970,
relevant subordinate legislation and guidance. This early and active engagement in the TRG
has enabled EPA to identify certain information gaps in the EES which relate to the legislative
framework that EPA administers.
EPA has undertaken a preliminary review of the impact assessment reports and their
associated mitigation measures relating to the following environmental issues:


Marine Water (Appendix A)



Surface Water (Appendix C)



Groundwater (Appendix D)



Contaminated Land and Soils (Appendix E)



Air Quality (Appendix G)



Noise (Appendix H)



Greenhouse Gases (Appendix F) and Climate Change (Attachment IV)



Planning and Land Use (Attachment VI)

EPA has reviewed these reports and considered them in the context of the relevant legal and
policy framework.
EPA also reviewed relevant aspects of the Environmental Management Framework (EMF)
chapter.

4.2 Review of Planning Scheme Amendment: PSA C272MORN
Ministerial Direction 19 (MD19) came into effect on 18 October 2018. It requires planning
authorities to seek early advice from EPA when undertaking strategic planning processes and
preparing planning scheme amendments that may significantly impact Victoria’s environment,
amenity and/or human health due to pollution and waste. The explanatory report for an
amendment must include a statement about how the proposed amendment addresses the
views of EPA.
The Ministerial Requirement for information is issued under section 12(1)(f) of the Planning
and Environment Act 1987 (P&E Act). It requires planning authorities to give the Minister for
Planning the following information when applying for authorisation to prepare an amendment
under sections 8A or 8B of the P&E Act, or preparing an amendment under section 9 of the
P&E Act:


The written views of EPA, including any supporting information and reports, and;



A written explanation of how the proposed amendment addresses any issues or
matters raised by EPA.
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The objective of EPA’s involvement in review of the planning scheme documents is to consider
the potential impacts of the works facilitated by the proposed amendment on the environment,
amenity and human health.
As part of EPA’s participation in the TRG for the EES, EPA considered a range of planning
matters. This earlier consideration informs EPA’s assessment under Ministerial Direction 19,
although it was not then provided with the suite of planning scheme amendment
documentation now available.
EPA has since reviewed the proposed Amendment C272MORN, as included in the exhibited
EES. This includes the draft Incorporated Document, Explanatory Report, and other
documents (Instruction Sheet, Schedule to Clause 45.12, Schedule to Clause 72.03, Schedule
to Clause 72.04, and proposed Planning Map 33.)
Amendment C272MORN proposes to, amongst other things, exempt the use or development
of the Project land for the purposes of the Project from the requirement to obtain a planning
permit or otherwise comply with the relevant planning scheme. Instead, the use and
development of the Project land will be required to comply with conditions in the Incorporated
Document which is achieved through the application of a Specific Controls Overlay (SCO) to
the Project area.
EPA understands that the amendments would allow the Project to proceed, subject to
compliance with the requirements of the Incorporated Document. The draft Incorporated
Document requires an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) and a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) be prepared, and sets out the framework for the
timing and approval of these plans in clause 4.3.2 - 4.3.10 of the Incorporated Document.
EPA understands that these requirements seek to align the Minister’s Assessment of the EES
and both the EMP and CEMP required by the proposed Incorporated Document.
The Incorporated Document and associated conditions provide for additional EPA interaction
with the Project, since the Incorporated Document requires that EPA be consulted about the
EMP.
Subject to the recommendations set out in this submission, it is EPA’s preliminary view that
Amendment C272MORN is likely to establish an appropriate framework to manage and
mitigate the potential impacts of the Project on the environment, amenity and human health.

4.3 Assessment of a Works Approval Application
Under the EP Act 1970 and the Environment Protection (Scheduled Premises and
Exemptions) Regulations 2017, the proposed FSRU is a scheduled premises under L01
(general emissions to air) and K01 (power station). Accordingly, a Works Approval under
section 19B of the EP Act 1970 would be required prior to its installation as a component of
the Project. EPA anticipates that a licence would be required under the New EP Act prior to
operation of the FRSU.
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5 EPA Legislation and Approvals
5.1 EP Act 1970
The EP Act 1970 defines EPA’s powers, duties and functions, and provides for the enactment
of a number of statutory instruments which address wastes, pollution and environmental risks.
The instruments used by EPA that are relevant to the Project include State Environment
Protection Policies (SEPPs), Waste Management Policies (WMP), regulations made under
the EP Act 1970, and environmental management guidelines.

5.2 Subordinate Legislation
Regulations are made by the Governor in Council under section 77 of the EP Act 1970.
SEPPs and WMPs are declared by the Governor in Council under sections 16(1) and 16A(1)
of the EP Act 1970. These instruments are binding on the Crown, industry and the public.
SEPPs and WMPs provide the context for environmental decision-making and form a clear
set of environmental objectives that all sections of the community work together to achieve.
Within this framework, EPA has the primary role for pollution prevention and control, whilst
other government departments and agencies have other responsibilities to ensure SEPP/
WMP objectives are attained.
Where applicable, SEPPs and WMPs are developed and/or amended to ensure compliance
with National Environment Protection Measures (NEPM) agreed by the National Environment
Protection Council (NEPC), consisting of Commonwealth and State Government Ministers for
the Environment.
EPA also provides guidelines on planning, noise and other issues where the necessary detail
for businesses in relation to environmental requirements is not included in relevant SEPPs.

5.3 Legislative Transformation
EPA’s objective is to protect human health and the environment by reducing the harmful
effects of pollution and waste (2017 Act, section 6). EPA, and the legislation it administers, is
currently undergoing a transformation:
1.

The EP Act 1970 is currently in force and contains all operational substantive
provisions (e.g. offences, requirements for approvals) and some operational
procedural provisions (e.g. powers and functions).

2.

The 2017 Act is currently in force and contains operational procedural and
administrative provisions. For example, the 2017 Act establishes EPA and sets out
its objective.

3.

The New EP Act received assent on 28 August 2018 but most provisions will
commence on the earlier of a day to be declared or 1 December 2021
(Commencement Date). The Victorian Government’s intention is that the Act will
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commence on 1 July 2021. The New EP Act introduces substantive provisions into
the 2017 Act and repeals the EP Act 1970. Many aspects of the New EP Act require
regulations to activate the substantive provisions (e.g. permissions, parts of the
waste scheme and noise provisions).
The New EP Act takes a fundamentally different approach to environmental regulation from
the approach taken by the EP Act 1970. At the highest level, prescriptive offences (e.g. the
offence of pollution of waters: EP Act 1970, section 39) will be replaced by duties, most
prominently the general environmental duty (GED).
The GED will apply to any person who is engaging in an activity that may give rise to risks of
harm to human health or the environment from pollution or waste, and requires such a person
to minimise those risks, so far as reasonably practicable (New EP Act, section 25(1)). A failure
to comply with the GED is an indictable offence, and civil penalties are also available for
breach.
In addition to the GED, the New EP Act will require a person in management or control of
contaminated land to minimise any risks of harm to human health or the environment that arise
from the presence of contamination on or in that land (New EP Act, section 39). There is also
a duty to report certain contamination.
Other implications for the Project of the legislative transformation include:
1.

Works approvals will be replaced by development licences. Note that based on the
schedule for the Project, it is anticipated that the development decision will be made
under the EP Act 1970. Consequently, EPA has accepted a works approval
application (WAA) from the applicant, which is exhibited as Attachment VIII to the
EES.

2.

Current licences will be replaced by a suite of permissions, including operating
licences. Although the regulations prescribing the activities requiring an operational
licence have not yet been made, EPA expects that the FSRU would require an
operating licence under the New EP Act.

3.

Statutory instruments such as SEPPs and WMPs will not be retained, with some
possible exceptions which have not yet been confirmed (New EP Act section 502(4)).
Although any new subordinate instruments are yet to be made, EPA expects that
aspects of the SEPPs that describe “beneficial uses” are likely to be translated into
“environmental values” under a separate legislative instrument called the
Environment Reference Standard. Other components of the SEPPs and WMPs are
expected to be translated into regulations or will otherwise be addressed by the
operation of the GED.

4.

Many EPA Guidelines will continue to exist and inform how EPA applies the GED.
Additionally, guidelines may be published by EPA to set out one or more means of
complying with the GED. EPA is not yet in a position to specify what aspects of the
GED will be the subject of supporting guidance.
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The EES and the WAA have been prepared based on the application of the EP Act 1970. The
commencement of the New EP Act has implications for both the WAA and the Project as
proposed to be authorised by the Incorporated Document.

5.4 The New EP Act and the Project
It is EPA’s position that, even if the Project Proponent complies with the EMF (including the
mitigation measures) that may not necessarily be sufficient to fulfill the requirements of the
GED under the New EP Act. In particular:
1.

The assessment by the Minister for Planning of the EMF does not automatically mean
that the GED would have been discharged by the Proponent after 1 July 2021; and

2.

Persons constructing and operating the Project will need to actively consider new
instruments prepared under the New EP Act, as well as developments in the state of
knowledge relevant to determining what is reasonably practicable to minimise risks of
harm to the environment or human health from pollution or waste.

The GED will require a proactive approach to risk identification and minimisation on an
ongoing basis post-1 July 2021. EPA’s view in relation to compliance by the Project with the
GED is that:
1.

For a high-risk project, satisfaction of the GED will require a level of diligence that is
proportionate to those potential impacts; and

2.

There is real potential for the Project to have to perform beyond the current
requirements of the EMF over its lifetime in order to satisfy the GED.

EPA’s comments throughout this submission reference the current legislation, regulations,
policy and guidance, however with the understanding that certain references would need to
be updated. EPA expects that, if the Project proceeds, changes to such requirements will be
captured through the regular review and updating of construction and operational documents
for the Project, as well as through any updates to the works approval and operational licence
which would be sought from EPA.

5.5 Works Approval
If any works approval is issued for the FSRU prior to commencement of the New EP Act, it
will be assessed and issued under the EP Act 1970.
If no works approval is issued for the FSRU prior to commencement of the New EP Act, any
development licence that is required would be assessed and issued under the New EP Act
(New EP Act, section 474). It does not matter that the WAA was submitted prior to the
commencement of the New EP Act.
EPA anticipates that it will make a decision on the WAA for the FSRU before the New EP Act
commences, but matters that are beyond EPA’s control could affect timing.
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If a works approval is issued under the EP Act 1970, it will become a development licence
under the New EP Act (New EP Act section 471). EPA may, within 12 months of the
Commencement Date, amend a development licence to ensure it is consistent with the kinds
of conditions that may be imposed under the New EP Act (New EP Act section 472). It may
also be amended on the initiative of EPA subsequently (New EP Act sections 58(1)(c) and
69).
In addition, from the commencement date of the New EP Act, the GED would apply to the
holder of any development licence (including one that transitions from a works approval) and
would require ongoing evaluation of options to minimise risks of harm to the environment or
human health from pollution or waste. The New EP Act provides that compliance with a licence
only discharges the GED to the extent that a condition of the licence specifically provides for
how the licence holder is to perform the duty (New EP Act, section 62). This means that a
licence holder’s compliance with licence conditions may not fully discharge the GED

6 EPA’s Review of the Project’s EES
The EES has identified key project risks and has referred to appropriate mitigation measures
to manage and mitigate those risks. In this section, EPA reinforces the importance of a number
of the mitigation measures and makes some recommendations for consideration by the IAC.
Where conditions may be required to ensure compliance with relevant standards and minimise
potential adverse impacts on the environment and human health, EPA has made
recommendations about mitigation measures.
To the extent that this section addresses issues relevant to EPA’s assessment of the WAA,
they should not be understood as reflecting any concluded assessment of those issues or
EPA’s final determination of the WAA.

6.1 Marine Waters
EPA has a key role is protecting Victoria’s marine waters in line with the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters) (SEPP (Waters)). Marine waters must be maintained so that the
applicable beneficial uses are protected.
EPA has reviewed Technical Report A, Marine Biodiversity and notes the following.
6.1.1

Operational Limits for FSRU

Section 7.6.14 of Technical Report A identifies a medium level of risk of entrainment to fish
eggs and larvae when the FSRU operates at peak intake rate of 471 ML/d during
Spring/Summer. This is the season in which fish eggs and larvae are most abundant in the
water column. To reduce this risk the Proponents have proposed operating the FSRU at a
lower intake rate of 315 ML/d over Spring/Summer, a period during which the Proponent
indicates demand for gas will be lower.
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EPA recommends the EMF stipulate that the FSRU will operate at a lower intake rate of
315 ML/d between September to February, inclusive, each year.
6.1.2

Chlorine Mixing Zone

The chemistry of chlorine in seawater is quite complex and may present some difficulties for
compliance monitoring of the chlorine mixing zone, particularly given the low concentrations
involved. Chlorine in seawater is highly reactive and decays rapidly. Studies suggest there is
a low risk of bioaccumulation of halogenated by-products given the environment at Crib Point
(Section 7.8.25 of Technical Report A). However, these issues should be assessed in more
detail during the IAC hearing.
6.1.3

Report Inconsistencies

Two apparent inconsistencies should be clarified by the Proponent.
Firstly, comparing Tables 7-14 (Summary of Results for Temperature Predictions) and Table
7-20 (Summary of Results with Chlorine Predictions) suggests an apparent error. In Table 714 (mirrored in Tables 46 and 48 of the works approval) the split is 88% of the time without an
LNG carrier and 12% with a carrier, whereas in Table 7-20 the split is 73% without a carrier
and 17% with a carrier. In addition to the inconsistency between the tables, it is also noted
that the numbers in Table 7-20 do not add up to 100%.
Secondly, Table 6-11 in Technical Report A indicates that the maximum area above guideline
value is 20 hectares for temperature predictions, but only 5 hectares for chlorine predictions.
However, when comparing the polygon >0.5°C for temperature and >6 µg/L for chlorine in
Figures 6-23 and 6-42, they appear comparable in size. It is possible the chlorine footprint
may even be larger than the temperature one.
EPA recommends the Proponent provide further information to clarify the apparent
discrepancies in chlorine and cold water discharge ratios, and area of the mixing zone.
6.1.4

FSRU Design

Technical Report A considers the port side discharge option to reduce interference of the
discharge from the LNG carrier (Section 6.5.7 of Technical Report A). Furthermore, the text
indicates: “Overall, the chlorine patterns for the west side ports are a mirror image of the
patterns for the east side ports, but marginally larger in footprint because of the lower current
speeds and shallower water on the west side compared to the east side”.
Reasons for not considering this option are not well articulated in the report. The text states
on page 278: “there also are some disadvantages, including that the discharge is through the
Jetty and towards the shore, and that there are constraints on where the FSRU can be moored
at Berth 2.” Notwithstanding this, there is currently an inadequate explanation of why this
option has not been considered in an effort to reduce the size of the mixing zone.
Furthermore, the depth of water intake is not specified in Mitigation Measure ME01.
Mitigation Measure ME03 does not stipulate the position of the discharge ports.
However, Figure 5 in the works approval application indicates that these are located on
only the port side of the FSRU. EPA recommends the Proponent provide further
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information to clarify how discharge could occur to the west with discharge ports
proposed to be located only on the port (eastern) side of the vessel.
EPA recommends that Mitigation Measure ME01 specify the depth of seawater intake,
consistent with Figure 7-5 of Technical Report A.
6.1.5

Monitoring Program

Technical Report A includes a Marine Monitoring Program (Section 8.6) with five key
parameters to be monitored:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Rates and Characteristics of all Discharges
Plankton Survival Study
Seabed Biota Monitoring in Port Area
Water Quality Sampling
Transplanted Mussel Monitoring.

EPA considers that these programs cover most of the principle risks, but recommends the
following change to Mitigation Measure ME16.
EPA recommends Mitigation Measure ME16 stipulate that the proponent will consult
with EPA about the exact nature of the monitoring programs, as part of the discharge
licencing conditions.

6.2 Surface Water
EPA has a key role in the protection and improvement of water quality in line with SEPP
(Waters). Surface waters must be maintained so that the applicable beneficial uses are
protected.
EPA has reviewed Technical Report C, Surface Water and notes the following.
6.2.1

Rehabilitation Monitoring

Many of the waterways to be crossed appear to be shallow drainage lines which would flow
only intermittently, making trenching a viable option. For the larger, more permanent streams
horizontal directional drilling or horizontal boring are recommended. For all crossings,
appropriate rehabilitation or revegetation of the pipeline corridor needs to occur. This aspect
is not dealt with adequately in the report (it is only mentioned once).
EPA recommends a change to Mitigation Measure FF05. The Site Rehabilitation Plans
should include a commitment for a minimum of 3 years of post-construction monitoring
and maintenance along the length of the pipeline. Longer term monitoring may be
warranted if climate makes revegetation more challenging (e.g. due to drought).
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6.3 Groundwater
EPA has a role in the protection and improvement of groundwater quality, in line with SEPP
(Waters). Groundwater must be maintained so that the applicable beneficial uses are
maintained.
EPA has reviewed Technical Report D, Groundwater and notes the following.
6.3.1

Groundwater Quality

There is inconsistent information in the EES Technical Reports as to the total dissolved solids
(TDS) of groundwater along the pipeline alignment. The contamination and acid sulphate soils
impact assessment (in Technical Report E) indicates that TDS ranged between 884 mg/L
(MW07) and 18,700 mg/L (MW11), with an average of 6,217 mg/L, whereas the groundwater
impact assessment indicates TDS ranged from 1,253 mg/L at MW07 to 16,414 mg/L at MW11
with an average of 6,334 mg/L (Technical Report D, section 5.6). While it is noted that the
average TDS is similar, the minimum TDS range crosses between Segment A2 and Segment
B (in schedule 1 of SEPP (Waters).
In some locations, protected beneficial uses include potable drinking water (segment A2).
Based on the information provided in the Technical Report D, potential risks from the Project
to protected groundwater beneficial uses are considered to be low, and the mitigation
measures proposed by the Proponent are considered adequate to address such risks.
6.3.2

Mounding

There is potential for mounding of groundwater due to over-compaction of the backfilled trench
forming a lower hydraulic conductivity than natural. This risk has not been specifically
discussed in the report. However, section 7.2.1 of Technical Report D discusses the potential
risk that the trench will become a “preferential pathway” due to under-compaction (higher
hydraulic conductivity than natural). The Technical Report proposes that this risk be mitigated
as follows: “backfill, whether excavated or imported, should be placed and compacted such
that the permeability is similar to the unexcavated material”. EPA considers that this would
also be a reasonable mitigation measure for the potential of mounding.

6.4 Contamination and Acid Sulfate Soils
EPA has a key responsibility in protecting beneficial uses of land and groundwater. EPA is
also responsible for regulating the management of contaminated soil in accordance with
numerous regulatory tools. Relevant standards and guidance may be found in the State
Environment Protection Policy (Prevention and Management of Contaminated Land) (SEPP
PMCL), Environment Protection (Industrial Waste Resource) Regulations 2009, Industrial
Waste Management Policy (Waste Acid Sulfate Soils) (IWMP(WASS)), and Acid Sulfate Soil
and Rock (EPA Publication 655.1).
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EPA has reviewed Technical Report E, Contamination and Acid Sulfate Soils and notes the
following.
6.4.1

Review of Pipelines Acid Sulfate Soils Management Protocol

As indicated in the EMF (page 25-58), EPA has reviewed portions of the Pipeline Works CEMP
relevant to the management of acid sulfate soils for the pipeline portion of the Project. As
agreed with the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) and APA,
a separate Acid Sulfate Soils Management Protocol is not considered necessary as all issues
EPA would seek to have included in this report have been included in the CEMP. EPA has
reviewed sections of the CEMP relevant to management of acid sulfate soils, and has provided
input to DELWP and the Proponent on several occasions.
6.4.2

Review of Receiving Facility Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan

Mitigation Measure C03 (EMF page 25-17) states that an Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan
(ASSMP) for the Jetty Works component of the Project will require approval from EPA. This
is also stated in the environmental management documentation section of the EMF (page 2558).
EPA understands that the ASSMP is for construction of the Crib Point Receiving Facility, which
does not itself require EPA approval. EPA only has authority to approve an ASSMP if soil is
being removed from the site.
EPA notes that current best practice environmental management is required for all onsite
handling of waste acid sulfate soils so as to ensure prevention of adverse impact on any
beneficial uses of any element of the environment onsite or offsite, as per clause 10 subclause
2 of the IWMP (WASS).
EPA recommends Mitigation Measure C03 be changed to state that, if soil is being
removed offsite from the Jetty Project, an ASSMP must be approved by EPA before
construction commences. EPA suggests the following edit to Mitigation Measure C03:
“If soil is proposed to be moved offsite as part of the Jetty Project, an Acid Sulfate Soil
Management Plan (ASSMP) will be developed in accordance with the Industrial Waste
Management Policy (Waste Acid Sulfate Soils) 1999 and EPA Victoria Publication
IWRG655.1 – Acid Sulfate Soil and Road, and the Victorian Best Practice Guidelines for
Assessing and Managing Coastal Acid Sulfate Soils (CASS BPMG, 2010). The ASSMP
shall be approved by EPA prior to commencement of construction and will include…”
6.4.3

Extent of ASS

The presence of acid sulfate soils across the study area have been confirmed by intrusive soil
sampling. EPA notes that the density of such soil sampling does not comply with the density
set out in Acid Sulfate Soil and Rock (EPA Publication 655.1). However, instead of undertaking
further sampling to meet the requirements of EPA Publication 655.1, the Project is taking a
conservative approach by assuming all soils across the alignment are acid sulfate soils and
managing them as such.
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6.4.4

Errata

Chapter 10 of the EES states that the “Categorisation of contaminated soils for off-site disposal
would need be assessed against the EPA Victoria publication 1828 – Waste disposal
categories – characteristics and thresholds”. EPA notes that EPA Publication 1828.1 is
intended to apply from 1 July 2021, and that “Soil hazard categorisation and management”
(EPA Publication 621) currently applies.

6.5 Air Quality
EPA has a key role in protecting Victoria’s air quality. Relevant standards and guidance may
be found in State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality Management) (SEPP (AQM)) and
State Environment Protection Policy (Ambient Air Quality) (SEPP (AAQ)).
EPA has reviewed Technical Report G, Air Quality and notes the following.
6.5.1

Clarification

The Air Pollution Model (TAPM) was developed by CSIRO and has been used by the
Proponent to generate inputs for cloud cover and solar radiation for input into the AER-MOD
model. TAPM is no longer supported or updated by CSIRO. As a result, data generated by it
needs to be checked against other sources, which does not appear to have occurred.
EPA recommends that the Proponent clarify whether the data generated by the AERMOD has been checked against sources other than the TAPM.
6.5.2

Background Values

The Proponent has used the 70th percentile background value, in alignment with SEPP (AQM)
Schedule C Part B clause 3(b). EPA’s experience is that this tends to underrepresent what is
likely to occur. EPA’s preference is for hourly time varying background, as this is more
representative of what is likely to occur over time. The 70th percentile should be used only
where there is no appropriate hourly background data. The proponent should indicate whether
hourly data is available, to provide a better background baseline.
For some parameters such as PM2 5 and PM10, the hourly background data may result in
exceedances even without the Project. While there is an explanation in such cases, this
information should still be included.
EPA recommends that the Proponent clarify whether appropriate hourly background
data exists.
6.5.3

Mitigation for Formaldehyde

Discussion is needed around what could be done to mitigate formaldehyde where
exceedances of the design criteria have been predicted. Formaldehyde cannot be captured
or filtered, hence the only option to reduce its emission is to reduce engine usage.
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Formaldehyde mitigation might include ambient monitoring for a year with passive samplers
on the Crib Point foreshore where formaldehyde has been predicted to exceed the design
criteria in the SEPP (AQM). If the FSRU is at full operation, and no levels of concern are
measured, then monitoring could stop.
EPA recommends that mitigation be introduced to require formaldehyde monitoring
using passive samplers along the Crib Point foreshore at points where design criteria
are predicted to be exceeded. If the FSRU operates normally and records no
exceedances for one year, formaldehyde monitoring could cease.
6.5.4

Ambient Air Quality Criteria

In addition to the air quality management design criteria, consideration should be given to
the ambient air quality standards in accordance with the SEPP (AAQ). EPA recommends
that CO, NO2, PM10, PM2 5, and SO2 be assessed against the standards in SEPP (AAQ), and
included in Table 12-5 of Chapter 12 of the EES .
EPA recommends that the Proponent assess ambient air quality for CO, NO 2, PM10,
PM2.5, SO2 against the standards in SEPP (AAQ).
6.5.5

Odorant

Odorant would be delivered on trucks and stored onsite at the Crib Point Receiving Facility.
As a safety measure, odorant would be injected into the natural gas stream to allow the
otherwise odourless gas to be detected by scent (EES page 4-22).
EPA recommends the Proponent ensure no odour is detectable outside the Crib Point
Receiving Facility property boundary. EPA further suggests that, where the feedback
phone number for the facility is listed, the Proponent mention that odorant is added
to gas, and that any odour complaints lodged with the Proponent will be investigated.

6.6 Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change
EPA is required to consider climate change in its decision making. EPA has reviewed
Technical Report F, Greenhouse Gas, and Attachment IV, Climate Change Risk Report.
Comment about greenhouse gas emissions is provided in Section 7.2 of this submission.

6.7 Noise and Vibration
EPA plays a key role in protecting the community from noise pollution (including vibration). It
administers relevant policies and regulations, and develops guidelines to prevent and control
noise. EPA also partners with other agencies to provide advice on the best ways to implement
these standards.
Part VIII of the EP Act 1970 concerns the control of noise. Section 46 of the EP Act 1970
requires noise emissions to be in accordance with State Environment Noise Policy (Control of
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Noise from Industry, Commerce and Trade) No. N 1 (SEPP N-1). The SEPP N-1 only applies
to the metropolitan area of Melbourne.
There is no State environment protection policy regulating noise in regional Victoria. Instead,
EPA has issued the Noise from Industry in Regional Victoria Guideline (NIRV), EPA
publication 1411, which recommends noise levels for regional Victoria to be applied through
statutory instruments. The following EPA guidelines are also relevant to noise:





SEPP N-1 and NIRV Explanatory Notes (EPA Publication 1412);
Applying NIRV to Proposed and Existing Industry, (EPA Publication 1413);
Environmental Guidelines for Major Construction Sites, (EPA Publication 480); and
Noise Control Guidelines, (EPA publication 1254).

EPA has reviewed Technical Report H, Noise and Vibration. Evaluation of noise, including
expectations for monitoring and mitigation during construction, have developed substantially
within the past few years. EPA notes the following.
6.7.1

Construction Noise and Vibration Mitigation

The intent of both EPA Publication 1254 (Section 2) and EPA Publication 480 is that
construction noise should be minimised as far as reasonably practicable prior to considering
compliance with specific noise levels. Some relevant practices or measures are considered in
Mitigation Measure NV01 which should be included in the future plans to manage construction
noise and vibration. However, some controls are currently to be considered only where
exceedances above nominated ‘noise management levels’ are predicted or measured.
Implementation of noise mitigation should be proactive and in place from the outset of the
construction, rather than reactive. Some examples of how this can be applied follow.
EPA disagrees with the use of “noise level […] not to exceed background (LA90 dB) noise by
0 dB” to represent inaudibility for compliance purpose in Mitigation Measure NV02. Noise at
those low levels could still be heard, depending on the frequency and character of the noise
and the presence of background sounds. Achieving inaudibility relates primarily to adequate
scheduling of works, with noisy activities at the less sensitive hours and inherently quiet
(inaudible) activities in the night period. EPA Publication 1254 provides an appropriate
framework for addressing risks associated with works outside normal working hours.
EPA recommends all reasonably practicable actions to minimise construction noise
and its impact should be taken from the outset of the Project, rather than being
conditional upon exceedances. This should apply to regular works, night-time works,
and unavoidable works (see Mitigation Measure NV02).
As part of the preparation for construction, refined noise modelling for construction
noise and vibration should be conducted.
Extensive and transparent engagement with affected communities is crucial to manage
expectations and optimise the opportunities for people to cope with the noise. EPA
recommends proactive notification of all potentially impacted residents for any nighttime works, regardless of the noise levels that are modelled to be produced (see
Mitigation Measure NV04).
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Consultation around managing cumulative noise impacts should include engagement
with relevant stakeholders (see Mitigation Measure NV07).
EPA recommends changing Mitigation Measure NV02 to remove the reference to “noise
level […] not to exceed background (LA90,dB) noise by 0 dB” in the context of achieving
inaudibility. Instead, EPA recommends that Mitigation Measure NV02 require
compliance with the framework of EPA publication 1254 which specifies that out of
hours works must be ‘Unavoidable Works’ or approved ‘ Low Noise or Managed Impact
Works’ that are subject to approval by a person independent from the Project.
6.7.2

Assessment of Background Noise Levels for Construction Noise

EPA recommends the Proponent adopt background noise levels that better reflect the
experienced noise environment. The average of hourly L A90 values is unlikely to represent the
background at the time of impact for the quieter hours nor when background noise is elevated,
such as peak traffic hours. Section 17 of EPA Publication 1254 specifies that the background
level determined must be representative of the background at the time of noise impact.
EPA observes that the reference to ‘ambient levels’ (LAeq) is somewhat limited to represent the
relative impacts of construction noise. The reference should instead be made to ‘background
levels’ (LA90) which are several decibels lower than the LAeq levels.
EPA recommends that the plan to manage noise and vibration during construction set
out noise criteria for daytime, evening, weekend and public holidays consider the
background level at the time of noise impact, giving regard to the variation in
background noise.
EPA recommends that Mitigation Measures NV02 and NV04, wherever they refer to the
background level LA90, specify that this level must represent the background at the
time of noise impact.
6.7.3

Operational Noise and Vibration

Mitigation Measure NV10 states that: ‘the Gas Import Jetty Works and Pakenham Delivery
Facility will identify and specify practical measures for minimising noise to achieve the intent
of EPA Publication 1411 - Noise from Industry in Regional Victoria in consultation with EPA’.
EPA supports this approach, provided there is a commitment for the effective implementation
of the measures. EPA notes that achieving the intent of the NIRV includes implementation of
best practice noise-control measures, considering noise from multiple premises, and
considering the effect of noise on quiet rural areas.
6.7.4

Cumulative noise impacts

EPA supports the consideration given to the risk of construction potentially overlapping with
nearby construction activities.
EPA also supports the management of operational cumulative noise from the Project when
operating near existing industry. The approach taken should not only consider existing
industry, but also include approved commercial, industrial and trade developments.
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EPA recommends Mitigation Measure NV07 require engagement with all relevant
stakeholders, in addition to EPA, when considering the management of cumulative
noise impacts.
6.7.5

Post-commissioning

EPA supports conducting post-commissioning measurements, as proposed in Mitigation
Measure NV13. However, EPA is concerned that Mitigation Measure NV13 refers to assessing
the noise produced by the Gas Import Facility (in isolation from other industrial contributions)
against the NIRV Recommended Maximum noise levels. Since a risk of cumulated noise
impacts has been identified, this approach is not consistent with NIRV section 2.2.
Noise measurements should be conducted upon completion of construction to assess
compliance of the effective noise levels with the NIRV recommended maximum noise
levels, for both the FSRU and the Pakenham facilities.
EPA recommends that the reference to the NIRV Recommended Maximum Noise Levels
in Mitigation Measure NV11 be revised so that it is consistent with section 2.2 of NIRV
and the measures for managing cumulated noise set out in Mitigation Measure NV10.
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7 EPA’s Assessment of the Works Approval
Application
The Proponent has applied to EPA for a works approval (the WAA is Attachment VIII of the
EES). Under section 19A of the EP Act 1970, the FSRU component of the Project requires a
works approval issued by EPA. This is because, under the Environment Protection (Scheduled
Premises and Exemptions) Regulations 2017, the proposed FSRU is a scheduled premises
under L01 (general emissions to air) and K01 (power station).
This section outlines the key issues that are currently being considered during EPA’s
assessment of the WAA. EPA is in the early stages of assessing the WAA based on the
information that it has received to date. Throughout the assessment process, it may become
apparent that further information is required. If so, EPA will advise the Proponent of this, and
may issue a notice under section 22 of the EP Act 1970.
EPA will consider relevant public submissions made to the IAC under the EE Act, will be
represented at the public hearings, and will consider the IAC’s recommendations and Minister
for Planning’s assessment before deciding the WAA.
Once the EPA decision-maker has considered the Minister’s Assessment and other relevant
matters required to be considered under the EP Act 1970, he or she will decide whether to
issue the WAA (and what conditions it should be subject to) or to refuse to issue the WAA.
This decision is made under section 19B(7) of the EP Act 1970. That decision-maker is
required by law to make that decision with an open mind, and not to prejudge that application.
Therefore, EPA’s submissions to the IAC should be understood as preliminary observations
which may change as EPA undertakes more detailed assessment of relevant material.
Therefore, no part of this submission should be relied upon by any person as being indicative
of EPA’s final decision regarding whether a works approval or any other statutory authorisation
will or will not be issued in respect of the Project.
In considering the WAA, section 20C(2) of the EP Act 1970 requires EPA to consider policy
so that a works approval (and any of its conditions) is consistent with all applicable policies.
The following policies are relevant to the WAA for the FSRU:


SEPP (Waters);



SEPP (AQM), including the Protocol for Environmental Management “Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and Energy Efficiency in Industry” (Greenhouse PEM) (EPA
Publication 824); and



SEPP (AAQ).

The NIRV guidelines are also relevant to the assessment of noise, for reasons described
above in this submission.
Section 20C(3)(a) provides that EPA may refuse to issue a works approval if, in EPA’s opinion,
it would:




be contrary to, or inconsistent with, any applicable policy; or
be likely to cause, or to contribute to, pollution; or
be likely to cause an environmental hazard; or
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be likely to endanger public health.

The Climate Change Act 2017 (Vic) (Climate Act) also requires EPA, when deciding whether
to issue a works approval, to consider potential climate change impacts and potential
contributions to greenhouse gas emissions.
The subject of the WAA is the construction of FSRU and associated equipment, including the
following key components:









The FSRU, which is approximately 300m x 50m;
Four LNG cargo tanks on the FSRU with a total storage capacity of 170,000m 3;
Three regasification trains: each train has a maximum output of 250 million standard
cubic feet per day (mmscf/d);
Four Wärtsilä 50DF dual fuel engines to supply all power on board;
Two or three MAC-90BF gas-fired boilers;
Four 10-inch hoses to receive LNG;
Two 10-inch hoses to return vapour; and
Marine intake and discharge ports.

Key issues which EPA will assess as part of the WAA assessment process include:






Air emissions from four generator stacks and from three boilers[1]. All stacks would be
at a height of 35.9m (above deck);
Marine discharge of regasification process water (seawater) with cooler or warmer than
ambient temperature and chlorine;
Noise emissions for process equipment;
Greenhouse gas emissions and climate change; and
Potential public health risks for air emissions and potential safety risks due to the
storage and regasification of LNG.

The Proponent is yet to finalise the proposed operational mode and process for the FSRU.
Nevertheless, it seems that the following process would take place:





Up to 40 LNG carriers per year will tether next to the FSRU for up to approximately 36
hours per LNG carrier;
Regasification of the onboard LNG would occur at different capacities depending on
demand, i.e:
o 387 mmscf/d for 213 days
o 500 mmscf/d for 122 days, and
o 750 mmscf/d per year[2]
Boilers – required for closed loop mode and combusting excess boil-off gas when gas
demand is low.

1

All generators and boilers may not operate at the same time, depending on operational mode and demand.

2

Page E-3 of Appendix E of the WAA.
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The proposed FSRU would be surrounded by a mix of open waters, industrial use commercial
areas and residential dwellings. The closest sensitive receptors (residential) are 1.2 km north
west from the proposed FSRU, and the distance to the shoreline is 770m.
A number of the issues below are also addressed in section 6 of this submission. The following
discussion is intended to assist in understanding EPA’s approach to the assessment of these
issues in the context of determining the WAA.

7.1 Air Emissions
7.1.1

Regulation

The SEPP (AQM) includes aims and objectives for the protection and improvement of air
quality in Victoria, including to (a) “ensure that the environmental quality objectives of the State
environmental protection policy (Ambient Air Quality) are met” and (b) “drive the improvement
of and achieve the cleanest air possible, having regard to the social and economic
development of Victoria.”
The SEPP (AQM) requires that the generators of air emissions “apply best practice to the
management of their emissions…” (clause 18(3) and clause 19). It requires EPA to assess
the impact of development on local air quality having regard to protocols for environmental
management (clause 27(1)(a)).
The main air pollutant indicators that would be caused by the FSRU gas-fuel engines are
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matters (PM 10 and PM2.5), sulphur
dioxide (SO2), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), benzene, and formaldehyde.
In considering the WAA, EPA will assess the likely air impact, including the completeness of
air pollutant indicators, of the operation of the FSRU, to determine whether the design can
achieve compliance with SEPP (AQM).
Best practice design and dispersion of emissions
To avoid impacts to local air quality, the stacks for generators and gas-fired boilers have been
designed to disperse air emissions. The stack height and selection of generators and boilers
are the main design parameters utilised to minimise local air quality impacts.
EPA is considering, as part of the WAA assessment process, whether the selected stack
height of 35.9m (above deck) and pollution control, is consistent with the best practice
requirement of SEPP (AQM). It is noted that the selected engines will be fitted with
economisers to recover waste heat and the boilers with flue gas recirculation. The latter is
intended as a NOx control to minimise its emissions.
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Management of Boil-off gas
Section 7.4 of the WAA states that the FSRU will be equipped with a Minimum Sent-Out
(MSO), which will be sized to compress and export all excess boil-off gas to the shore pipeline.
However, section 10.4.1 of the WAA states that combustion of the boil-off gas would occur
when no other option is available. EPA requests the Proponent to provide more information
regarding the management and frequency of combustion of the boil-off gas.
7.1.2

EPA assessment

EPA is continuing to undertake its review of the WAA and is assessing potential impacts on
air quality. In addition to the above, this includes:




The applied background concentrations of ambient air quality and prevailing
meteorology (allowing for other sources);
The contribution of FSRU emissions relative to background conditions; and
Comparing the FSRU design and operation with international best practice, where
possible.

7.2 Climate Change, Energy and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Section 17(2) of the CCA requires EPA to consider the following when assessing the WAA:


the potential impacts of climate change relevant to the decision or action; and



the potential contribution to the State's greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of the decision
or action.

Additionally, a key policy aim of the SEPP (AQM) is to “support Victorian measures to address
the enhanced greenhouse effect”. SEPP (AQM) also requires generators of greenhouse gas
emissions to manage their emissions in accordance with best practice management for
greenhouse gas emissions (clause 33). The SEPP (AQM), together with the Greenhouse
PEM, require that best-practice, energy-efficient plant and equipment is installed.
7.2.1

Climate change

Section 8.4 of the WAA identifies potential climate risks related to the FSRU and provides
relevant adaptation measures for the most significant risks. This includes extreme weather
conditions such as heat, wind or rainfall, which could cause damage to assets and restrict
services. EPA will further consider these climate risks as part of the WAA assessment process.
7.2.2

Energy and greenhouse gas emissions

The main GHG emissions for the Project will result from combustion of gas used in power
generation and heating of LNG. Economisers will be installed on both generators and boilers
to use waste heat from flue gases, which is considered best practice.
The WAA assessed GHG emissions under both closed and open loop operational modes. The
WAA concluded that energy consumption and GHG emissions would be 180,573 t CO 2-e/year
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less during operation in open loop mode compared to the closed loop mode. The calculation
of all modes assumed that a supply of natural gas of 387 mmscf/d for 213 days, 500 mmscf/d
for 122 days and 750 mmscf per year3].
The actual impact of GHG emissions could be quite different to what is being predicted,
because the final operational modes selected for the Project may be a combination of open
and closed loop, the duration of each being currently undecided.
EPA considers that the scenario regarding a complete loss of containment to surface waters
(for example, in a catastrophic event where significant and uncontrolled LNG discharge may
occur to marine waters over a short period of time) would be likely to have a corresponding
amount of related uncontrolled GHG emissions and discharge to air. EPA considers that
complete loss of containment and appropriate mitigation measures in relation to this element
has not been adequately addressed by the Proponent. EPA considers that further information
needs to be provided by the Proponent to address this.

7.3 Noise Emissions
The relevant requirements for noise are set out in the NIRV. This guideline applies to the plant
and equipment within the control of the Proponent, including the FSRU.
Section 11 of the WAA and Technical Report H: Noise and vibration impact assessment
identify potential noise emission impacts. The Proponent’s assessment reveals that peak
operation using closed loop mode represents the worst-case scenario. Projected noise levels
at sensitive receivers are moderately different when comparing operation under the open and
closed loop modes.
The NIRV levels apply to cumulative noise including all contributions from all industrial,
commercial or trade premises, not just the single contribution of the proposal. There are other
nearby premises which contribute to the cumulated operational noise impacting noise
sensitive areas and a risk of exceedance over the NIRV level was identified in the proposal.
For the predicted contribution of the FSRU, the quietest scenarios (Scenarios 3 & 4) are 1 dB
below the NIRV levels.
The overall noise emissions from either operational modes are expected to be below the
recommended maximum noise levels specified in the NIRV.
EPA will undertake an assessment of the likely acoustic impacts of the operation of the FRSU
to determine whether the design can achieve compliance with the NIRV. EPA is specifically
considering whether proper processes are in place to ensure best practice is applied to noise
mitigation across all stages of the Project.

3

Page E-3 of Appendix E of the WAA.
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Peak operation using open loop operation with LNG carrier presence would require a much
bigger mixing zone. Thus, the selection of operating regimes (open, closed or combined loop)
should be optimised with more detailed analysis considering integrated environmental
impacts.
EPA considers that the scenario regarding a complete loss of containment to marine waters
(for example, in a catastrophic event where significant and uncontrolled LNG discharge may
occur to marine waters over a short period of time) and appropriate mitigation measures in
relation to this element has not been adequately addressed by the Proponent. EPA considers
that further information needs to be provided by the Proponent to address this.

7.5 Environmental Public Health Risk Assessment
A Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) relating to the effect of air emissions on human
health has been included as part of the WAA. The HHRA states “there is a low risk of air
quality impacts from the FSRU operations and emissions are unlikely to have regional or State
significant effects on the air environment”.
EPA will further consider the HHRA and the human health impacts from the Project as part of
the WAA assessment process.

7.6 Other Issues
The EES Summary document states at page 13 that the “FSRU is not currently classified as
a Major Hazard Facility (MHF) under the [Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004] OHS Act.
WorkSafe Victoria is considering a change to the OHS Regulations that would classify the
FSRU as a MHF under the OHS Act. While the MHF laws do not currently apply, AGL would
submit a safety case consistent with MHF requirements to WorkSafe Victoria for approval as
if the FSRU was subsequently classified as a MHF”.
EPA considers that the proposed FSRU should be regulated as a MHF under the OHS Act,
given the nature and significant volume of storage of LNG. While EPA’s statutory functions
include assessing the potential effects of pollution and waste on the environment and human
health in relation to proposed applications, Worksafe is the appropriate agency to regulate and
licence Victoria’s MHFs.
The assessment of risk of an emergency or fire caused by loss of containment of LNG would
rely on WorkSafe’s expertise.

7.7 Further Analysis
The environmental impact assessments of the WAA were focused on comparison of the worstcase scenarios under both open or closed loop modes. This assists in selecting the optimal
operational mode. The differences of predicted noise and air emissions (excluding GHG) for
open and closed loop are not significant. However, the GHG emissions and marine impacts
are significantly different, as summarised below:
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8 Conclusion
8.1 Next Steps
EPA’s comments are provided to the IAC to inform its inquiry into and report on the Project,
and to enable it to provide advice that can be used to inform EPA’s consideration of the WAA.
The next steps in EPA’s process will be:







Attend the public hearings
EPA legal representatives to present EPA’s submission to the IAC
EPA to provide advice and assistance to the Panel, as requested
Continue discussions and consultation with the Proponent as required
Continue EPA’s assessment of the WAA
Following the Minister’s assessment, finalise the assessment and decide the WAA.
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My name is Simon Black and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I have lived in the Westernport Bay area for 3 decades. I work in the local wine industry which
relies heavily on the tourism industry, supported by the unique and beautiful environment that we
live in. My business, together with the local wine industry, value this asset and treat it with the
utmost care and respect to ensure that we all have a sustainable future.
My children have grown up in the beautiful and diverse Westernport Bay area. We love the bird
life, the marine life, the seagrasses and mangroves. The blue carbon of Westernport Bay is one
of the most important ecosystems on earth to protect us against climate change.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety
and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased
prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see
the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts
of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the
fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this
gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of
our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of
wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the
climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport
Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution

to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defence against the impacts of climate
change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape
being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The
impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the
intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into
the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other
viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on
this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Simon Black

