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My name is Steph Miller and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport bay is an area of considerable biodiversity and is listed on the Australia
heritage registrar. We are rapidly destroying nature and cannot continue like this.
Embrace renewable energy and give your kids a future. 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. 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
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26 August 2020
Dear Minister Wynne,
Re: Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Gas Pipeline Project Environment Effects Statement
I urge you to reject the application for approval of the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Gas Pipeline
Project (the Project). I live on French Island in Western Port, and I am incredibly concerned about the
impacts and risks posed by this project to the environment and to the people who live here.
Western Port is a wetland of international significance and supports many native species, including
threatened and migratory species. It is a wonderful place, and one that is recovering from past misuse to
a healthier future. Many of the human inhabitants of the bay, its islands and surrounds are betting their
economic futures on eco-tourism, an industry that benefits so many more, with far fewer impacts, than
heavy industry. This Project would reduce that potential for decades and could destroy it forever if a
major industrial accident were to occur. AGL’s record of breaching their environmental licences (as well
as its failure to disclose political donations) does not fill me with confidence that they can be trusted to
meet any environmental obligations placed on this Project if it were to be approved.
While there are many direct impacts and risks to the ecology of the bay and the Mornington Peninsula
from the Project, I have focused my objection on a few key areas due to time constraints and the
enormity of critiquing the EES in its entirety.
Surface water impacts
Surface and ground water flows will be impacted by construction of the pipeline, given that it passes
through large areas of low lying land, much of which was previous swamp land and very prone to
flooding and crosses seven main waterways, fifty seven minor watercourses and three constructed
drains (Biosis 2020, 12). In addition, groundwater is very close to the surface in much of this area. These
waterways discharge into a wetland of international significance, Western Port Bay.
Construction and operation of the Project will impact creeks, wetlands and the bay, and poses ongoing
risks over the 60-year life of the pipeline for this project, associated with this and any subsequent use
for the pipeline.
The EES notes that waterways in the region and the receiving bay Western Port are already threatened
by sedimentation due to historical and ongoing land management practices. Rather than demonstrating
that the Project will not cause undue impacts due to the system’s ‘degraded’ state, this instead
demonstrates that this ecosystem of international importance should be protected from large industrial
development such as this Project. The EES also notes that maintaining low rates of sedimentation is
critical to preventing the smothering of sea grass, a critical ecosystem in the Bay.
If you wanted to design a project that impacts the bay through sedimentation in as many ways as
possible, undertaking construction and operation of an asset through the middle of a significant portion
of the waterways that drain to the bay (as this Project does) would be the way you would do it. This
includes passing through areas of potential acid sulfate soil, which could lead to sulfuric acid entering
the waterways, soils, and groundwater (given the proximity of the groundwater to the surface).
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As well as excessive construction impacts due to this alignment across many waterways, this pipeline
alignment also poses an enormous risk to the Bay if there were to be an asset failure or explosion, as
there could be multiple waterways threatened, all draining contaminants to the Bay.
The greatest impacts are likely to occur during construction of the pipeline and associated
infrastructure. Construction is planned to occur over a period of 18-27 months (though, if other large
construction projects are anything to go by, could take a much longer period due to weather,
equipment, staff issues or unforeseen issues, given the perfunctory assessments undertaken).
Many of the construction techniques are high risk, such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open trenching through 46 of the 56 km of the pipeline
Stock piling soil along waterways and across the floodplain.
Stock piling of materials
Vegetation removal
Large areas of soil disturbance (including set down, access and storage sites)
Dewatering of trenches (pumping out and disposing of sediment-filled water to waterways).

This is an incredibly risky period, given the nature of the area, with the potential for flooding to move
tonnes of soil, piled up along waterways and across floodplains, directly into the waterway and the bay.
Sediment plumes from such an event would impact water quality, smother sea grass beds and could be
resuspended over and over again to have continued impacts long after the event.
Controls proposed to put in place to prevent such an occurrence are standard construction controls, and
do not reflect the increased likelihood of a flood posed by this low lying environment, nor the increased
consequence due to the waterway and downstream values.
The EES claims that risks to aquatic values would be minimised by trenching across waterways in dry
periods, but flows in ephemeral waterways are possible any time of the year and threats to
groundwater dependent ecosystems due to dewatering would be higher during dry periods, due to the
increased reliance of these ecosystems on groundwater during periods of low inflow.
These waterways, even the more degraded ones, can support significant aquatic fauna, and include
known habitat for federally listed species in waterways proposed to be open trenched.
Aquatic fauna that access both the fresh and marine waters of the bay (such as the Australian Grayling –
EPBC Act listed as Vulnerable) also face threats from the operation of the FSRU. The considerable
thermal changes associated with the marine discharge, as well as the potential for reduced oxygen and
contamination due to disposal of by products from the FSRU operation, could combine to make a no-go
zone for some species. This could effectively be a barrier to movement for migratory species, such as the
Grayling. In addition, the aperture size for marine intake on the FSRU (100 x 100 mm) (Chapter 6, p. 119)
could easily entrain eggs, juveniles and adult fish, as well as diving birds, with impacts all the way up the
food chain to marine mammals.
Impacts to the Southern Brown Bandicoot
I believe that impacts to the Commonwealth listed threatened species, Southern Brown Bandicoot, have
been understated and inadequately managed over the construction period and 60 year life of the
Pipeline.
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Construction of the Pipeline directly through known Bandicoot habitat during the day and night is likely
to result in the direct loss of individuals through accidents with vehicles and machinery on site during
clearing of the vegetation and digging of the trench, as well as loss of animals into the trench.
The mitigations proposed to protect this species (MM-FF09) are contractor awareness, relocation of
individuals, installing fences ‘as soon as practicable following clearing’ next to the 19 identified areas of
habitat and re-establishing vegetation. There are several issues with this:
•

•

•

•

Bandicoot habitat is likely to be much more extensive than outlined in the EES
Bandicoot can utilise native and non-native habitat for shelter, and thus the full scope of habitat
being removed has not been fully accounted for under the native vegetation removal offsets
proposed in the long term. The noise, light and disturbance will also render larger areas of
habitat unusable for months during construction.
In addition, the occupancy of sites can vary considerably over time, with local environmental
conditions, making it likely that Bandicoot are present at more locations than where the fences
are planned. ‘As soon as practicable’ also leaves a loophole for when these are erected.
Contractor awareness is not enough
The Proponent would be fully aware of the Hierarchy of Hazard Controls, used in a vast array of
engineering and safety processes to manage risk. In this, administrative controls/process (such
as telling contractors to be careful) are almost the lowest level of the hierarchy and never the
preferred option to manage risk as they are so much less effective than other types of control.
Relocation of animals
The notion that Bandicoots found in the area can easily be relocated and survive there
contradicts accepted theories of population ecology1. If suitable available habitat is not
accessible, this is likely to result in the death of the individuals that relied on that habitat.
Re-establishing vegetation.
Reinstatement of habitat will take years, and the full habitat value will never be reinstated,
given the requirement to keep a wide cleared passage directly above the pipeline and the
ongoing maintenance works to keep this open (mowing, herbicide application, track
maintenance etc.).

Permanent habitat loss and modification (that would be caused by the Pipeline) is one of the key threats
to the survival of these populations, with the National Recovery Plan noting that:
‘In Victoria, the populations in the south-central region are particularly threatened. Populations
around Melbourne and the Mornington Peninsula region are at risk through threatening
processes that result in the loss or fragmentation of areas of suitable habitat. ”2
Bandicoots need to be able to disperse to access other sites as resources fluctuate, and the Pipeline will
cause habitat fragmentation and put Bandicoots at increased risk, especially as the Pipeline will provide
a corridor for predator (i.e. fox, cat, dog) movement for decades (another listed threat to the species).
1

Clemann N (2015) Cold-blooded indifference: a case study of the worsening status of threatened reptiles from
Victoria, Australia. Pacific Conservation Biology 21(1), 15-26.
2
Brown GW, Main ML (2010) National Recovery Plan for the Southern Brown Bandicoot Isoodon obesulus
obesulus. Draft for Comment June 2010 (Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts, Canberra,
ACT).
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Failure of community consultation
The project Proponent has made little attempt to engage with the community on French Island during
this consultation period, neither by explaining how the project will impact us, nor how previously
expressed views (during ‘consultation’) have been incorporated into plans. I believe that the process of
providing thousands of pages of technical documents to the community and asking them to critique it is
designed to intimidate and shut down debate, rather than provide a pathway for consultation.
I believe that it was a mistake to push this community consultation process through during a State of
Emergency, when we have additional stresses, family responsibilities, restrictions on gathering and on
movement. This process has made an already stressful and fearful time even worse and has the effect of
hampering our review, our ability to confirm statements made in the EES on-ground, our consultation
with each other (particularly here on French Island where we have poor communication services) and
our right to peacefully protest and make our voices heard.
Please do not underestimate the distress and mental health impacts that the threat of this development
and the process of trying to stop it are having on our community. Please also do not underestimate our
combined resolve to fight against this development.
I ask that the public servants responsible for reviewing this EES will take on board the points I have
raised in this submission and undertake a thorough review of the assertions made in the EES, the
supporting reports and data as well as a full gap analysis of what has been missed.
I urge the Minister to reject the Application for this Project.
I welcome any questions on my submission or opportunities to further discuss the project.
Yours sincerely,

Bron Gwyther, French Island
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My name is Rahne Widarsito and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport is special. It has world‐class RAMSAR listed wetlands, pristine coastlines and gorgeous
natural beauty, flora and fauna. I have only just moved to the area and it really is like paradise here ‐
it would be an unnecessary shame to see this coastline corrupted.
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.
Westernport is special. It has world‐class RAMSAR listed wetlands, pristine coastlines and gorgeous
natural beauty, flora and fauna. I have only just moved to the area and it really is like paradise here ‐
it would be an unnecessary shame to see this coastline corrupted.
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.
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,
Rahne Widarsit0
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My name is Bianca Otto and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. It is
important to me AND A LOT OF PEOPLE because of the wildlife that lives there, the
recreational activities, my friends who live close by. STOP FOCUSING ON MONEY
AND FOCUS ON OUR KIDS FUTURES!!!!!! Listen to your community, they don't want
this!!!!! 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 tourismdependent 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
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My name is Erin Gardener and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Westernport Bay is a special place, brimming with diverse marine life, mangroves, reefs and
rare migratory birds. I feel strongly that it needs to be protected from industrialisation and
be allowed to flourish as a unique RAMSAR wetland.
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 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,
Erin Gardener
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This is a no brainer! Why even think about putting so much potential risk into our
bay! Keep the bay beautiful and healthy!
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My name is Georgia Ehrlich 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.
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,
Georgia Ehrlich
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Submission on Proposed Gas Import Jetty in Westernport
Bay and Pipeline
I'm Kathy MacKendrick, and I care about the special Westernport Bay environment.
The Bay has very significant and internationally recognised wetlands in its coastline. Studies show
they strongly absorb carbon emission.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for a chance to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas
pipeline project. A variety of issues should deem this proposal unacceptable in its current form.
The issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
Beach and reserve areas around Crib Point jetty are a popular spot for residents and visitors.
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. As the EES notes, there is no comparable
reserve area close by.
Increasing numbers of ships – estimated to be between 12 and 40 per year – coming into the Bay,
and the strict exclusion zones, will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to
negotiate. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping, water
turbulence, and toxic chlorination of the significant nursery seagrass around 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 by huge gas tankers
and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will mar the beauty of the area. it would destroy the
perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular
tourist destination.
Our Australian wetlands are protected, as we are a signatory of the Ramsar Convention on
Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood to mean we maintain their ecological
character and prevent their degradation. Therefore 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. There are simply no loopholes to allow this.
If the project is approved, AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day, which is very likely to have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we
don’t know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. Impact
modelling by AGL is not comprehensive, and in some cases is totally inappropriate. But this
enormous amount of chemically contaminated wastewater will poison fish stocks and marine life,
and make it completely unsafe for beach enjoyment.
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). So far
AGL has been frustrated in their attempts to weaken EPA laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements clearly
indicates this proposal should not continue.

Millions of Australians realise climate change is 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. Lower costs of renewables and energy storage makes fossil fuel projects
not only a threat to our environment, but bad business.
AGL and other energy suppliers 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, healthy, and
sustainable climate.
I am concerned 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.
Ship and pumping noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby,
disturbing 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.
Communities already know that there are many other viable, non-polluting, and cleaner options
Victoria can pursue for our energy needs. This year, through their own determination, initiative, and
funding, Sydney CBD has achieved 100% off grid energy to reduce carbon emissions, and several
country towns have invested their own funds to invest in renewable energy projects. Studies have
shown that we can meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport
Bay, the unique wildlife which depends on this ecosystem, or the local community, to harm.
Sincerely yours,

Kathy MacKendrick
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My name is Jason Schilling and I visit Westernport Bay often.
The pristine coastal area of western port bay is such a tranquil and unique environment so close to Melbourne.
The clear water and abundance of seaside needs to be suppo. The dolphins that call the area home are
amazing and such a tourist attraction.
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,
Jason Schilling
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My name is Jack Braun and I live in the Westernport Bay area. It needs to be left in
the most natural stage as possible. We don’t need pipelines and more shipping
destroying it. 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. Sincerely, Jack Braun
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My name is Lucinda Koch and I live in the Westernport Bay area. We love this area
because it is so close to Melbourne and yet so remote and natural. It hasnt been
developed like the Port Phillip Bay area. We have seen the destruction dredging has
caused the Portsea area, and there is such a unique eco system here 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. Regards
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My name is Louie Marshall and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. I
care deeply about the beautiful wetland environment within Westernport bay. I
drive past there often when going to my beachhouse, and seeing all the birds egrets, pelicans oyster catchers, sandpipers etc - is a wonderful sight we must help
to preserve 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 tourismdependent 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. Sincerely, Louie
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My name is Debra Le Cerf and I live in the Westernport Bay area - Beautiful Westernport
Bay a part of my life as a South Coast resident for more than 40 years. It’s biodiversity a
treasure to be preserved, the wetlands and coastal ecosystems a significant defence
against climate change. I say NO TO INDUSTRIALISATON!
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.
I
f 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,
Debra Le Cerf
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Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Inquiry into AGL’s Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Works Proposal
26/08/2020

Dear Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee,
I would like to make a submission to the Inquiry into AGL’s proposal including two
components:


Gas Import Jetty Works comprising a floating storage and regasification unit (FSRU)
at Crib
Point Jetty, jetty infrastructure including marine loading arms and gas piping on the
jetty, and the Crib Point Receiving Facility on land adjacent to the jetty.



Pipeline Works consisting of an underground gas transmission pipeline
approximately 57 kilometres long to transport gas from the Crib Point Receiving
Facility to the Victorian Transmission System east of Pakenham, and associated
infrastructure such as the Pakenham Delivery Facility to monitor and regulate the
gas, two above‐ground mainline valves to enable isolation of the pipeline in an
emergency and a facility to enable in‐line inspections of the pipeline.

I have been fortunate enough to have grown up so close to Phillip island, Westernport bay
my whole life.
My favourite childhood memories are spending every hot summer day at beaches all over
Phillip island, enjoying those beautiful family days, running and diving into the clear blue
fresh ocean.
Spending hours and hours with friends playing in the rock pools, snorkelling and swimming
out as far as we could in the clear ocean, observing every living being we could see. The
seals, stingrays, fish, crabs and so many more. Thinking they were the most beautiful beings.
I hope one day my children can create similar memories and see the beautiful wildlife I got
to enjoy when growing up.

I continue to go to the beach every opportunity I can, to enjoy the stunning views and the
clear blue ocean, to whale watch and to just sit and enjoy the sounds of the waves rolling in.
To take my dog for a walk, feel the sand on my feet, enjoy looking at the unique seashells.
And to remind myself that there are so many living beings in the big beautiful, clear water
and on the land around that need protecting.

When I heard that AGL was proposing to build an FSRU at Crib Point, Westernport Bay, with
a connecting 60 km pipeline to Pakenham, I was heartbroken. To think that these beautiful
beaches and wildlife in and out of the ocean may never be the same again! The clear blue
oceans may never be the same again?!? It is absolutely devastating. I cannot even begin to
comprehend how the locals are feeling with the prospect of a permanent FSRU in their bay.
In addition to the strong local community opposition to the project. The locals could be at
very high risk of fire and explosion and so could the Westernport Bay and its wetland
sanctuary for some of Victoria’s most loved species!!

AGL’s proposal poses many threats to the environment and local community. Whilst
assessing this project, I ask and encourage you to consider the following reasons why AGL’s
proposal should not go ahead:

1. We need to protect our wetlands
Wetlands are amazing places. Combining land and water, they are home to an
incredible array of plants and animals and are among the most biodiverse
ecosystems on earth. More than that, recent research has shown that they 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, not being subject to potentially damaging projects like AGL’s
proposal.

2. AGL’s Environment Effect Statement does not properly address the risk of oil spills
Increased ship traffic in Westernport Bay increases the risk of accidents such as oil
spills. AGL’s EES does not include an oil spill modelling / impact risk assessment. Due
to existing operations oil tankers would pass directly by the FSRU. Although it is
uncommon for ships to collide, this risk cannot be simply dismissed. We have faced
oil spills in the past such as the Iron Barron spill in Tasmania and the Ethane pipeline
incident in Port Philip Bay. An oil spill within the internationally important Ramsar
wetland of Westernport Bay could be catastrophic.

3. AGL’s proposal threatens the local community with the risk of fire and explosion
A new fossil fuel project like AGL’s proposed gas import terminal would introduce
new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include people
coming into contact with toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility, as well
as increased risk of accidental fire and explosion (noted in EES Technical Report K).
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away, and Wooleys
Beach – popular with locals and visitors – is within a stone’s throw from the site.
Furthermore, the proposed pipeline from Crib Point to Pakenham is another point of
potential leakage, fire and explosion. 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 review these calculations and
provide final risk assessments.
4. AGL plans to dump toxic wastewater, breaching Victorian laws
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water each
day. They would draw this water from the Bay and use it to thaw the frozen gas. The water
would be chlorinated to destroy all living material, and cooled by around 7 degrees Celsius
before being dumped back into the Bay. Victorian environmental legislation (SEPP Waters) in
its clause 22 prohibits the Environmental Protection Agency from granting to a corporation a
permit to discharge wastewater in high conservation value areas. Westernport Bay is Ramsar
site and a high conservation value area under Victorian legislation. Because of that, AGL
sought to weaken our environmental laws so that they would be allowed to discharge
wastewater. In 2018 AGL made a submission to modify the SEPP Waters to allow companies
to dump wastewater in high conservation value areas and clear the path for their polling gas
import terminal. Thankfully, the EPA rejected AGL’s submission. However, AGL is seeking to
proceed with their project despite existing legislation prohibiting their proposed operation.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect
marine life in Westernport Bay.

5. Imported gas can be as bad as coal for the planet
For gas to be a lesser evil than coal for electricity production, methane leakage should
remain below 3.2% during the whole supply chain, otherwise gas becomes just as polluting,
if not more polluting than coal.
Recent studies have shown that we have previously underestimated how much methane is
released to the atmosphere during gas production. It has been found that onshore gas fields
in the United States have levels of leakage of 2‐17%. Despite these finding the Australian
Industry and Government report far lower emission intensities for unconventional gas
emissions based on default emissions factors rather than on reliable measurements.

Thank you 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.
Sincerely,
Attika Stahl
Almurta 3979
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In response to our concern over the proposed AGL gas project at Crib Point a number of us got
together to take positive action. One of the actions was to start up a @savetheobp
#orangebelliedparrot on Instagram. This action was inspired by Melbourne artist Charlotte
Watson who instigated the Black Throated Finch project in objection to the Adani mine in
Queensland last year. Both projects aimed to draw attention to bird species that are already
endangered and would suffer further declining numbers should such short sighted industrial
works go ahead.

Since starting the @savetheobp page on 28 June there have been 72 pictures of the orange
bellied parrot posted. All these people have bothered to draw a bird, share it, hashtag it and
send it to their local MPs. There have been over 70 shares as well. Amatuer and professional
artists alike have become part of this campaign. There is even a major mural in the Melbourne
CBD that features the orange bellied parrot by Jimmy D-V-Ate
who was happy
to share that part of his mural’s aim was to raise awareness of this endangered species.

https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/melbourne-launches-first-official-street-art-precinct20171204-gzya0p.html
“
This is one of the last remaining Orange-bellied Parrots flying wild in Australia, and it’s

most likely that this photo is the only way you’ll see a wild one.
The Orange-bellied Parrot (Neophema chrysogaster) is so rare that even bird watchers
of decades experience have failed to spy it.
The bird, slightly larger than a budgerigar, is one of only two migratory parrot species in
the world, and at the moment, the estimated number in the wild is less than 70
individuals.

It is a very strange and unique bird species.”
https://www.abc.net.au/radionational/programs/offtrack/a-highway2c-a-sewerage-plant2
c-and-an-endangered-parrot/5747764
Everyone who has contributed has made poignant comments on this courageous bird who
migrates between Tasmania and the southern mainland every year. This bird desperately needs
its habitat intact when it reaches the Westernport Bay region, a stunning RAMSAR and
significant wetland. All Victorians, should be proud of the natural beauty of Westernport, feel
protective of it and want to ensure its safety. The orange bellied parrot is just one bird symbolic
of so many species that need us to care and advocate for them.
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If the proposed AGL Gas infustructure planned to go ahead in Westernport bay it will
effect both me and my family. Living only one house away from the bay this will
cause an increase to both noise and light pollution in our front yard. The beach out
the front is like a back yard for my family. Hot summer nights are spent down there
until dark and if there was a gas terminal this would effect the health of the already
fragile bay. This would put the important mangroves that are thousands of years old
and act as a filtration system to the bay at risk of not surviving. What would a
Westernport bay with no mangroves look like?
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My name is ripley Everett and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Its my home. I am
a surfer. 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.

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

3122

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Michelle Hanslow

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is Michelle Hanslow and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is so unique in Victoria with sea grasses and a marine environment
different to many other bays near Melbourne. It’s also critical habitat for unique
marine animals. 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. 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 (Wa
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My name is Terry Vernon and I live in
the Westernport Bay area.
As a resident of Somers, and retired,
much of my time is spent in and
around Westernport. I am a keen
fisherman having recently bought a
fishing kayak.
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
marine life of the bay.
The beach and reserve area around
Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for
residents and visitors alike. It is one of
the safest spots to put a kayak out and
also a great fishing spot. It won’t be
anymore if the AGL project goes
ahead. 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.
Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is
made up of seagrass beds which are a
nursery site for prawns and fish. 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.
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 and fish stock.
In summary, my overriding concern is
the health and sustainability of all
marine fishes, dolphins, penguins,
seals, birds, etc that currently live and
breed in the Westernport environment.

As I see it, the proposed AGL Gas
Plant poses four primary threats to
marine life:
- Chlorinated water being discharged.
- Lower temperature of discharged
water.
- Removal of fish breeding stock &
marine food supply through intake into
the FSRU.
- 24x7 noise
The modelling on these processes is
either inappropriate, by not applying it
to Westernport conditions using
endemic fish, or non existent by
stating there will be minimal impact.
There does not seem to be a plan for
pre and ongoing measures of marine
or bird populations, or appropriate
controls to ensure this environment is

not adversely impacting dolphins,
penguins, seals, and fish species.
What monitoring is in place to ensure
AGL is accountable to maintain this
environment? This proposal should
remain a proposal until there are
appropriate measures in place to
monitor the environment for the
duration of Plant’s operation.
Implementation of enforceable laws to
ensure that any adverse impact would
inhibit future operation of this gas
plant.
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,
Terry Vernon
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Hello, my name is Bill Young, I am a retired Technical Director, I love & value our precious environment, wildlife,
marine life, the ecology. I live in Cowes and am respectfully writing a submission to oppose the Gas Import Jetty
Works and Pipeline Works in Westernport Bay...which is my local area.
Westernport Bay is a UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation) Biosphere
Reserve, and is also listed on the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance - the first modern
treaty between nations aimed at conserving natural resources - and under this treaty we have an international
responsibility to do our part in halting the worldwide loss of wetlands and to conserve, through wise use and
careful, science based management, those that remain.
I strongly believe it is completely inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of
Victoria’s most previous environments and an internationally significant wetland that we have agreed to protect.
AGL’s Environmental Effect Statement does not properly address the risk of oil spills from increased traffic (a
disaster for marine life including penguins, whales, dolphins, seals and seabirds). Negative impacts on these
natural values of Westernport Bay will not only destroy precious habitat, but could cause many people to lose
their jobs, and cause a significant loss in the Victorian Tourism sector, and lose valuable ecosystem services
provided by the natural state of Westernport Bay - estimated to be worth up to $2.6 billion per year, and hold a
present value between $7 billion and $88 billion (Australian Conservation Foundation, The ecosystem service
value of Westernport Bay
- https://www.wppcinc.org/uploads/3/8/0/4/3804358/estimating the ecosystem service value of western port acf neas 2.pdf)
Over the next 30 years, it’s been reliably shown that the world will move away from using roughly $3 trillion per
year of coal, gas and oil and point of production to other lower or zero carbon alternatives such as renewable
energies. The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil fuels. According to
the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) and CSIRO renewables have become the cheapest alternative
for new power production (CSIRO and AEMO (2018) GenCost 2018, Updated projections of electricity generation
technology costs, https://publications.csiro.au/rpr/pub?pid=csiro:EP189502).
The reduction in the cost of wind, solar and batteries has radically changed the electricity markets. In the United
States there are plans in Arizona, Colorado, Florida and New Mexico to replace coal fired power stations without
adding any new gas power stations (https://ieefa.org/ieefa-u-s-utilities-are-now-skipping-the-gas-bridge-intransition-from-coal-to-renewables/). This shows that any claims around the role that gas will play in the energy
transition are based on outdated assumptions. Renewable energy sources will replace gas, and this is being
reflected in energy markets. AEMO adjusted its Victorian gas-powered generation forecast, assuming that gas
consumption will be dramatically below what was previously thought. This is because of a higher penetration of
renewables into the market than previously forecasted (https://aemo.com.au//media/files/gas/national planning and forecasting/gsoo/2020/2020-gas-statement-of-opportunities.pdf?la=en),
and highlights the inappropriateness of constructing a floating gas terminal in Westernport - or anywhere - in this
current climate.

As the world moves away from fossil fuels, companies like AGL that cannot see & do not respect the future & the
environment will, like dinosaurs, become extinct, while others, who seize the opportunity of renewables, will see
profits soar. AGL has seen profits decline over recent years ($816 million in 2020, down from $1,040 million in
2019) and will continue to do so as they fail to adapt to a new way of doing things.
It would disappoint me, as a Victorian, a voter, someone who has paid hundreds of thousands of tax $ in my
wiring life...and Westernport resident, to see the Victorian Government approve this proposal. As one who loves
our precious biodiversity our nature...the environmental outcomes ABSOLUTELY terrify me, so that is why I have
instead decided to focus on the economic arguments here - and have deduced that they too, do not stack up,
and are not worth the risk for our state, country and planet.
Do not hesitate to get in contact with me for any further detail.

Bill Young
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I am a Mornington Peninsula resident who opposes this proposal because of the
impact on the natural environment, including the Ramsar Listed Wetlands and
surrounding beaches, which will have flow on effects to tourism, the local economy
and the wellbeing of communities. I do not believe that discharging huge amounts
of chlorinated water into the waters will not have a significant impact on the
ecosystem and wildlife. I do not believe that the noise pollution will also not have an
impact on wildlife. I am concerned about the impact on the environment of
increased number of ships. Not to mention, the impact on climate change of gas.
Once again, our Governments are proposing short term financial benefits in
exchange for irreplaceable natural environments and the long term benefits of these
environments for human and animal wellbeing. The Mornington Peninsula relies on
beautiful natural environments for tourism, which is key to a healthy local economy
and sustainable communities. The continued industrialisation of Westernport
continues to be a huge mistake. The continued refusal to take meaningful action in
regards to the extremely dire and escalating threats of climate change is a betrayal
of the young people in this country and around the world who have told us loud and
clear in words and through their decreasing mental health that they want adults
with power to do something to make a safe future for them.
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My name is John Wilkins and I visit Westernport Bay often.

I come from four generations who have protected Westernport Bay. Planning for
the Bay needs new thinking. The fact that this proposed project exists in 2020
shows a lack of vision on the part of governments, planners and industry.

Planners have a choice - they can actively encourage better options or just accept
more of the same. Climate change is evidence that the latter isn't working out too
well.

I think governments would be surprised by just how many people would
welcome true leadership in protecting our natural resources. Victoria's
environmental laws and regulations are confusing and contradictory. This is why
we have a proposal to put a gas import terminal in sensitive wetlands.
Over the past century the environment has taken a back seat to just about
everything else and we are only now accepting that this has come at a price. But
more of the same cannot be the answer.

Putting Westernport Bay at risk to address a broken gas market dominated by a
cartel of companies might work for a few but the rest of us know how wrong it is.

The people I know ask why leaders are so afraid to actually lead on this issue. We
know there's lots of money invested in fossil fuels and that money talks. Always
has. But we're all on shakier ground now. Most people want the best for future
generations but with each day we fail to do better, they earn a greater right to
ask why we were so selfish.
We could just write the apology now. We had jobs to protect. Lots of capital
already invested. Our hands were tied. It sounds lame even now but it will just
sound insane in the future.
This proposed project is wrong.
Sincerely,
John Wilkins
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I strongly object to the AGL Gas import Jetty and pipeline project. If this project
goes ahead it will affect the Westernport Bay ecosystem. We moved to Somers 5
years ago to enjoy the clean air and healthy lifestyle.
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My name is Grant Godbold and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Natural beauty 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 tourismdependent 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 disc
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1. Introduction
Save Westernport thanks the Committee for the opportunity to comment.

1.1 About Save Westernport
Westernport Bay in Victoria is listed as an internationally significant wetland under the
intergovernmental Ramsar Convention. It forms a significant part of the UNESCO
Mornington Peninsula and Western Port Biosphere Reserve. Large areas of French Island
form one of three Marine National Parks within Westernport’s boundaries, and the
Mushroom Reef Marine Sanctuary lies just outside its western entrance.
The internationally renowned Little Penguin rookery, and Australia's largest fur seal colony
are unique to Phillip Island. Southern Right Whales and vulnerable Humpback Whales have
been sighted in record numbers in recent seasons, and pods of dolphins can regularly be
seen trawling for fish along the shorelines of our local beaches. Seagrass beds
(Heterozostera tasmanica) within the Ramsar site are known to provide important nursery
habitat for a number of fish species, including commercially significant species.
The marine and intertidal waters of the Bay also support a rich marine invertebrate fauna.
More than 1,350 species have been recorded, between three and four times greater than
the number recorded in nearby Port Phillip Bay. Westernport’s combination of warm
shallow waters and fast flowing tidal channels support an extraordinary diversity of habitats
and an unusual combination of species.
In addition to its marine ecosystems and their flora and fauna, including phytoplankton,
marine mammals, seagrass meadows and other marine life, Westernport encompasses
remnant coastal ecosystems that are rare and have a particularly high conservation value,
including mangroves (Avicennia marina) and critically endangered listed saltmarsh
communities. Westernport is a particularly good example of a natural wetland marine
embayment with extensive intertidal flats and a saltmarsh-mangrove-seagrass wetland
system. Mangrove beds in Westernport are among the most southerly examples in the
world at the latitude of 38o35’.
The flora and fauna of Westernport includes numerous threatened and endangered species
and communities, and many species of listed migratory birds.
Westernport Bay was listed as a Ramsar site of significance in 1982, when its extraordinary
conservation value was confirmed with seven of the nine possible environmental criteria
being fulfilled for its Ramsar accreditation. The Bay is also part of the UNESCO-recognised
Mornington Peninsula and Westernport Biosphere Reserve. In addition to its Ramsar listing,
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Bay is a significant site that confers Australia’s obligations under a suite of international
conservation treaties and agreements including:
•
•
•
•

Bonn Convention for wildlife conservation
China-Australia Migratory Bird Agreement
Japan-Australia Migratory Bird Agreement
Republic of Korea-Australia Migratory Bird Agreement

Westernport Bay is also part of the Shorebird Reserve Network for the East AsianAustralasian flyway and a global network of Birdlife International’s important bird areas.
Most of the important roosting sites in Westernport for shorebirds are listed as Sites of
National Zoological Significance.
Despite the Bay’s enormous value, as we submit at 1.4, in past decades the Bay’s ecology
has been compromised, undervalued and exploited by environmental mismanagement,
inappropriate development and local heavy industries, resulting in habitat alteration and
significant impacts on biodiversity.
Existing environmental laws have consistently failed to protect Westernport from the loss
produced by these incursions. The essential ecosystem services that Westernport provides
are critical for underpinning the sustainable growth of its surrounding communities. For
example, Westernport’s extensive intertidal zones of significant mangrove beds, mudflats
and critically endangered coastal saltmarsh provide our best defenses against the effects of
coastal inundation and sea level rise, as well as providing a significant natural sink for
carbon capture. Such important natural assets must be fully protected now and for the
future.
The area’s valuable natural attributes must be protected from inappropriate industrial
activity that risks polluting the water, air and land in and around the Bay, and from the
accelerating impacts of climate emergency. Protection must be at the highest level in order
to ensure that this Ramsar site will never be subject to further activities and threats that
could compromise its nationally significant and internationally recognised ecosystems.
The community residents’ group Save Westernport was formed in 1971 to promote the
conservation and protection of Westernport’s valued environment. The group’s activities
reflected growing community concerns about increased government collaboration with
industry on ambitious new plans to industrialise Westernport. Later renamed Westernport
Peninsula Protection Council, Save Westernport was one of the earliest environmental
protection groups to be formed in Australia, achieving varying degrees of success over the
decades, against repeated attempts to establish new industrial projects in Westernport,
including plans for a Nuclear Power Plant on French Island, a Bitumen Plant and a Urea
depot, all within the boundary of Westernport’s Ramsar wetland site.
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In early 2018 local residents who deeply valued Westernport’s ecology and significant
Ramsar wetlands reformed Save Westernport in response to the threat of new fossil fuelsbased industrial projects in Westernport.
Save Westernport has grown significantly to represent the views and concerns of thousands
of local residents and other Victorians intent on protecting Westernport’s sensitive marine
and coastal ecosystems and the communities that surround it from further heavy
industrialisation.
Save Westernport’s members recently received a Mayoral Commendation from the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council. Our work in community action and engagement was
also recognised last year with an award from the state’s primary independent
environmental protection organisation, Environment Victoria.
Last year the Commonwealth Environmental Grants program awarded funding to Save
Westernport for our project to monitor for signs of marine pest species at key sites in the
Bay. Invasive marine pests are identified in the Ramsar Site Management Report (2017) as
one of the most significant threats to the Westernport Ramsar Site. Unless identified early,
infestation eventually results in desertification of the underwater environment. The impacts
are devastating to marine ecosystems, decimating local fisheries and the numerous marine
mammal and bird species that depend on them for food.
Fundamental principles of intergenerational equity and environmental protection guide and
inform the decisions and voluntary work of Save Westernport and its members. Its primary
goals have always been community engagement and ensuring that the ecological balance of
the natural world is safeguarded for the benefit of subsequent generations and species.

1.2 Overview of our submission
Save Westernport opposes the proposed Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline project in
the strongest possible terms.
The EES prepared by the proponents does not conform to the standards required under the
Environment Effects Act 1978 (Vic), the Ministerial Guidelines, and the final Scoping
Requirements.
The proponents’ investigations of key subject matters, application of assessment
methodologies and proposed mitigation measures are inadequate, inappropriate and
outdated, and apply standards that fall well short of best practice. Combined with
significant omissions of relevant material, these fundamental flaws produce a woeful
underestimation of the risks and impacts from the project. The proponents also fail to
demonstrate that they would be capable of managing these effects. The EES therefore does
not satisfy the draft evaluation objectives in the Scoping Requirements.
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The proposed project also does not meet the requirements for approval under other
applicable legislation, policies, guidelines and standards (see 3.3, 4.4, 5.3, 6.7, 8.5 and
Section 9 of our submission).
The project’s rationale provided by the proponents is unconvincing (see Section 2). We
further submit that the project’s proposed siting in an internationally recognised wetland is
completely unjustifiable, having regard to the essential matters required to be considered in
an environmental impact assessment, including in particular, the unacceptable risks to and
adverse impacts on: marine ecology and biodiversity (Section 3), terrestrial and freshwater
ecology and biodiversity (Section 4); amenity (Section 5); safety (Section 6); business and
the local economy (Section 7); community (Section 8) and Aboriginal cultural heritage
(Section 9).
Accordingly, the project should be assessed as having an unacceptable level of
environmental effects, and approvals and consents should be refused by the relevant
statutory decision makers.
Save Westernport requests the opportunity to make submissions at the public hearings and
lead evidence from experts.
Save Westernport reserves its right to raise additional matters at the public hearings, given
the volume and complexity of material and issues raised by the ESS documents.

1.3 Participating in a flawed process
Save Westernport, together with a multitude of locals and visitors to Westernport, are
participating in the EES process for this project because it is the only formal avenue we have
to try to influence the ultimate decision.
Nevertheless, we know the process is deeply flawed, and our view is supported by various
inquiries and reports over the last 20 years, including two reviews and a Parliamentary
inquiry that ‘found the legislation and associated EES processes to be costly, and lacking
clarity and transparency.’1
The 2011 Parliamentary inquiry concluded that Victoria’s environmental impact assessment
system was not meeting its objectives, and the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee made 50 recommendations for extensive legislative reform.2 Fundamental
criticisms of the process include that it lacks certainty and effective accountability, and does
1

Victoria Auditor-General’s Report, Effectiveness of the Environmental Effects Statement Process, March 2017,
viii.
2 Environment and Natural Resources Committee, Inquiry into the Environment Effects Statement Process in
Victoria, Parliamentary Paper No. 59 Session 2010-11, September 2011.
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not necessarily contribute to good environmental outcomes. 3 Despite a succession of
governments since 2000 committing to reforming the EES process, there have been no
significant legislative changes.
As one analysis of the implementation and enforcement of the Environment Effects Act
1978 concludes:
‘The EE Act has long been criticised for lacking the “teeth” to identify, mitigate and
ultimately prevent development with unacceptable environmental effects. It has been
called legally weak, highly discretionary and politicised. . .’4
In 2018 an analysis found that of the one third of projects referred for consideration that
even proceeded to an EES in Victoria, there were only three assessments where the project
was finally judged to be unacceptable. 5 As the Environment Defenders Office concluded in
2012, proposals are rarely rejected due to negative environmental impacts – they are
‘rubber-stamped’.6
Public review and informed participation are also essential elements of an effective,
credible and transparent environmental impact assessment process.7 However, there is no
‘black letter law’ to enforce community participation standards and rights. The Environment
Effects Act is one of the smallest pieces of Victorian legislation, and the EES process relies
almost exclusively on policy in the form of non-binding Ministerial Guidelines which are
often unclear or silent on matters of concern to the public. 8
The onus on the public begins with having to fight to get the project referred for assessment
in the first place (see Section 8 of our submission).
If referral is achieved, the community begins its long dance to Government and proponents’
tunes, despite the often ‘rubbery’ nature of proponent and Government deadlines. In our

3

Victoria Auditor-General’s Report, Effectiveness of the Environmental Effects Statement Process, March 2017,
12.
4 Environment Defenders Office, Rigour or Rubber Stamp? Implementation and enforcement of the
Environment Effects Act 1978, 6 January 2012 at https://envirojustice.org.au/major-reports/rigour-or-rubberstamp-implementation-and-enforcement-of-the-environment-effects-act, 22.
5 This data is based on information in Environment Defenders Office, Rigour or Rubber Stamp? Implementation
and enforcement of the Environment Effects Act 1978, 6 January 2012 and material available on the DELWP
website in 2018.
6 Environment Defenders Office, Rigour or Rubber Stamp? Implementation and enforcement of the
Environment Effects Act 1978, 6 January 2012, 22.
7 Victoria Auditor-General’s Report, Effectiveness of the Environmental Effects Statement Process, March 2017,
31; Environment and Natural Resources Committee, Inquiry into the Environment Effects Statement Process in
Victoria, Parliamentary Paper No. 59 Session 2010-11, September 2011.
8 Environment Defenders Office, Rigour or Rubber Stamp? Implementation and enforcement of the
Environment Effects Act 1978, 6 January 2012, 22; Environment and Natural Resources Committee, Inquiry
into the Environment Effects Statement Process in Victoria, Parliamentary Paper No. 59 Session 2010-11,
September 2011.
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case, In October 2018, the Victorian Minister for Planning decided that the proponents’
project required an EES to be prepared. Draft scoping requirements were announced and
were on public exhibition from 26th November 2018. There is no clear guidance provided on
how to respond to this process.9
Not only was the public forced to make submissions about the draft scoping requirements
at one of the busiest times of the year, they were then given extremely short notice of a
community meeting where they might learn more about the issues. Save Westernport was
notified on 5th December that the proponent would hold a meeting in Cardinia on 10th
December and in Hastings on the 11th. The Minister issued his final scoping requirements in
January 2019 – a time when the majority of people are focusing on their families, festivities
and having time off from the usual demands.
This example of the poor public engagement that surrounds this project is only matched by
the subsequent decision of the Minister for Planning to insist on continuing the public
exhibition phase of this EES while under Stage Three and Stage Four lockdown (see 1.3.2 of
our submission).
1.3.1 Responding to the EES
The Environment Effects Statement itself is usually a very lengthy and complex document,
and at 11,000 pages including 17 Technical Reports, that is certainly the case here. Again, as
the 2011 Victorian Parliamentary Inquiry found, this presents daunting barriers to public
participation,10 and to public accountability more broadly via media reporting. Furthermore,
the EES framework provides no explicit and enforceable assurance of impartiality and
transparency for the provision of technical information and advice. It therefore appears that
proponents are free to swap assessment expertise and ‘independent’ peer review duties
among themselves.
Proponents frequently ‘sing from the same song sheet’ in other ways. For example, various
proposed ‘management plans’ use identical and vague jargon where the actual
effectiveness or otherwise of measures will only be evident long after the decision as to
whether to approve the project has been made. If the project is approved, those later
developed measures are subject to neither public scrutiny nor legally mandated monitoring
by the Ministerial decision maker. Deferrals of other critical elements are also permitted,
such as the licensing of a project after it has proceeded under the EES process towards likely
works approval.
All of these problems for community participation are magnified by time constraints. Wellresourced proponents may have had several years to prepare technical reports, but the
9

Environment and Natural Resources Committee, Inquiry into the Environment Effects Statement Process in
Victoria, Parliamentary Paper No. 59 Session 2010-11, September 2011.
10 Environment and Natural Resources Committee, Inquiry into the Environment Effects Statement Process in
Victoria, Parliamentary Paper No. 59 Session 2010-11, September 2011.
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community can have as little as six weeks to respond. As the Office of the Victorian AuditorGeneral (VAGO) has concluded:
‘It is essential that agencies build in sufficient and reasonable time lines for
meaningful public participation. Rushed public participation processes can lead to
scepticism among participants. . . ‘11
1.3.2 EES in the time of COVID
In the case of the Westernport community and supporters, we have the dubious distinction
of becoming the first community to be compelled to respond to an EES during a pandemic.
Before the EES was publicly exhibited, Victoria was already subject to Stage 3 COVID-19related restrictions; and accordingly, Save Westernport requested in an emailed letter that
the Minister postpone the public exhibition until the pandemic was over. We also sought an
extension of the time available to make submissions once the deferred exhibition of the EES
commenced – from the more usual 30 business days to 40 business days – on the grounds
of extensive public interest and the likely size and complexity of the EES.12
In response, the Minister did not postpone the EES exhibition, but he declared that the
exhibition period would consist of 40 business days, and that there would be a pre-period of
10 days during which members of the public could request that AGL provide them with the
entire EES on a USB stick, and/or a hard copy summary, with the additional option of people
requesting a full hard copy at a reasonable cost.13 The 10 days was intended to ensure that
people making such requests would receive the material in time for the commencement of
the exhibition period.
Save Westernport welcomed the announcement of the pre-period because it facilitated
potential access to the EES in different formats for community members who otherwise,
given the circumstance of COVID restrictions, would be confronted with vast documents
that were only available on the Internet. However, we note that while the 40-day period
might be viewed as a concession to the community’s experience of the coronavirus crisis
and associated restrictions, another EES yet to be exhibited also has an exhibition period of
40 days. Our understanding is that this length of time (and the same associated pre-period)
was set due to that community’s submission about the likely complexity and size of the EES
and their particular history of hardship (drought and bushfires), without factoring in the
COVID-19 crisis.14
11

Victoria Auditor-General’s Report, Public Participation in Government Decision-Making, May 2017, 26.
Letter to the Hon Richard Wynne MP, 30 March 2020.
13 Hon Richard Wynne MP, Media Release, 1 June 2020;
https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0029/467039/Dated-Crib-Point-EES-Amended-PRs-1June-2020.pdf.
14 https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/environment-assessment/browse-projects/projects/fingerboards-mineralsands.
12
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In addition, the provision of a pre-period in order to ensure that people are able to take full
advantage of the 40 day exhibition period is surely only what should be expected as an
acceptable standard for community participation. In any case, we were also informed that
AGL did not completely honour its undertaking to provide all material requested before
exhibition began on 2nd July 2020.
At the time of our initial request to the Minister, it was generally anticipated that after a few
weeks, Victoria would progress to less onerous restrictions, and eventually to none at all. Of
course the pandemic took a different path, and after exhibition began under Stage 2
restrictions, Stage 3 restrictions were re-introduced four business days later on 8th July.
Under Stage 3, public gatherings were strictly limited. This meant that Save Westernport,
and other concerned organisations, could not adequately and effectively engage with
people who needed assistance or wished to work together to make submissions on the EES.
With almost everyone forced to work from home, we had to rely on often unreliable remote
technology for coordination and planning of material and to try and obtain the legal
assistance and independent expertise necessary to start to put in place for the inquiry stage
of the process. In a further blow to our efforts to respond to the EES, new working
arrangements for public servants under the COVID restrictions meant that government
departments and Ministerial offices often were – and continue to be –no longer reliably
staffed to respond in a timely manner to public email or telephone requests for information.
We therefore wrote again to the Minister on 8th July, urgently requesting that in light of
changed circumstances, the exhibition phase be halted until Stage 3 restrictions had eased.
After inquiry on that same day we were reassured that the Minister had received our letter.
Other organisations (eg Environment Victoria and Victorian National Parks Association)
supported our plea, or subsequently sought postponement for their own pressing reasons
(Mornington Peninsula Shore Council).
By 13th July when we had received no response to our request, the Save Westernport
Committee got in touch with the Minister’s office to be advised that the Minister was
obtaining advice and that we would be notified of his decision, probably in ‘a couple of
days’.
By 15th July we had discovered that there appeared that the Department of Environment,
Land, Water and Planning did not have a copy of our 8th July letter. Our Committee tried to
contact the Minister’s office again on the 15th of July but was unable to reach anyone
directly.
On 17th July we again wrote to the Minister making the same request as before, and seeking
a response as a matter of utmost urgency. We also advised one of the Ministerial staff re
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the forthcoming further letter from SWP. After trying to make contact again on July 22, we
received an email stating that our letter would be passed to the Department, and that the
advisor had noted our texts in relation to this letter. The email also informed us that the
existing exhibition process continued, and that we would be notified if there was any
change made by the Minister.
On 30th July we again wrote to the Minister and received an acknowledgment of receipt.
Save Westernport also wrote to the Premier and various local Members of Parliament. The
local MPs generally supported our request but the Premier did not respond.
The State Government declared a State of Disaster with associated Stage 4 restrictions for
Metropolitan Melbourne from 2nd August. Like other Victorians in metropolitan Melbourne,
our community found itself reeling from the impacts of both the pandemic itself and the
fundamental changes to our lives due to the restrictions. Save Westernport and supporters
were now completely unable to meet face-to-face, and necessarily preoccupied with
maintaining the health, welfare and safety of ourselves and our families, frequently while
attempting to work from home or dealing with financial crisis as well as caring for children.
Save Westernport had now made three separate requests to the Minister to postpone the
exhibition period, over a period of four weeks – half of the exhibition period – with no
substantive response forthcoming. Accordingly on 7th August, Environmental Justice
Australia (EJA) wrote to the Minister on behalf of its now three joint clients, Save
Westernport, Environment Victoria and Victorian National Parks Association.
From 11th August onward, various members of the Committee and other organisations and
supporters who had requested a postponement of the exhibition began to receive
responses from the Minister. Confusingly, the various letters our Committee received did
not refer to our previous correspondence by date, so it was unclear which letter was being
responded to, and indeed whether the responses to us were meant as a response to EJA’s
letter (in fact a specific response to EJA was received on 18th August).
The various letters were consistent: the Minister would not postpone the exhibition phase.
We note that during the period of our requests and ultimate Ministerial response, the
pandemic influenced Victorian Government decisions to delay various environmental
reforms, including commencement of most of the Environment Protection Act 2018. Other
postponements or adjustments to various statutory processes have now long been put in
place in acknowledgment of the stress and trauma Victorian communities, including public
servants, as we have experienced, were – and still are – facing due to the pandemic.
While the correspondence with the Minister was continuing, Save Westernport and our
allied organisations needed to continue to try to address other related demands. Even in a
standard EES context, independent expert assistance is needed:
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‘. . . the daunting complexity of the subject area and the underlying proceedings
renders much unassisted lay participation useless.’15
Considerable funds must therefore be raised by the community in order to obtain this help.
We are still trying to do this amidst all the other competing demands of lockdown. On the
other hand, as in this instance, proponents are usually corporations with a huge budget.
As if that were not enough, some Mac computer users have been faced with difficulties in
using the prescribed Engage Victoria website to lodge submissions – including, again, the
unavailability of anyone in government departments when people tried to telephone for
help.
There has been a further lack of clarity about the acceptability of some types of
submissions, and the late discovery by some submitters of a size limit on submissions that
will be accepted (salt in the wound when responding to 11,000 pages). To top it all off, AGL
released some ‘corrections’ and additional information relevant to the EES four business
days before submissions were due, on their web page, which also stated:
‘This page provides updated information to assist submitters to understand the

Project, review the EES and prepare submissions. This includes information prepared in
response to ongoing stakeholder engagement by AGL and APA and requests for
additional information from the community and other stakeholders.’16
The entire exhibition period for this EES has taken place under coronavirus restrictions, with
almost half of it under Stage 4 lockdown conditions. There are simply no words to describe
the imposte on our community, forced to try to make an effective response to the EES
under circumstances that would have been difficult enough without the added burden of
just trying to live in a State of Disaster.
1.3.3 Steps to come
If the EES proceeds to a panel hearing, as it is doing with this project, further barriers have
been documented. In 2017 VAGO expressed its concern that:
‘There can be significant imbalances between proponents and community
participants. In all projects within the audit scope, proponents had legal
representation, and several proponents used the same representative. In contrast,
members of the community were usually self-represented, seldom using a lawyer or
other advocate. Legal representatives with expertise in planning law and EES inquiry
panels have a marked advantage over members of the public when presenting their
15

Mihaly, Marc ‘Citizen Participation in the Making of Environmental Decisions: Evolving Obstacles and
Potential Solutions Through Partnership With Experts and Agents’ 27 Pace Envtl. L. Rev. 151 2009-2010, 152.
16 https://www.gasimportprojectvictoria.com.au/environment-effects-statement#information-updates,
emphasis added. See also 8.2 of our submission.
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case at hearings. . . the imbalance between proponents represented by lawyers and
self-representing community members creates perceptions of unfairness.’17
Regardless of whether particular terms of reference for panel hearings state that legal
representation is not required and should not weight the evidence given, the reality is that
proponents will attend armed with senior counsel. In order to have a fighting chance,
community members must either somehow come up with yet more money to pay solicitors
and barristers, or rely on the good will of the Inquiry and Advisory Committee.
Finally, if after all the submissions and investigations, the Inquiry and Advisory Committee
recommends that the project not proceed, the Minister’s assessment may still recommend
approval – as was the case with the Bastion Point (Mallacoota) Boat Ramp EES:
‘. . .three Directions hearings, inquiry submissions and evidence over several weeks,
and then weeks of report writing, the Panel report comprised over 150 pages of
detailed evidence and learned opinion that the project was not warranted on
environmental or safety grounds. Those were overturned by Minister Madden, using
his discretionary powers, and justified in a 13-page document.’18
As the above example illustrates, the process entails almost unfettered discretionary power
for the most significant decision maker, the Minister for Planning. The effects of this are
exacerbated in projects such as the current proposal where planning considerations are
separately relevant, by the fact that the Minister for Planning also has considerable
discretionary powers under planning legislation, including increasingly, power to make
decisions on planning amendments which previously was the province of local authorities
(see Section 8 of our submission).
1.3.4 Soft corruption in the process
This is not meaningful community participation by best practice standards (see further,
Section 9 of our submission). As documented above, our experience of the EES to date, while
extreme in view of the pandemic conditions, is in all other ways not unusual. It should be set
within the broader framework of environmental decision making in Australia,19 which is best
summed up as one of ‘soft corruption’.
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Victoria Auditor-General’s Report, Effectiveness of the Environmental Effects Statement Process, March
2017, 34.
18 Friends of Mallacoota, who then made an unsuccessful appeal to the Supreme Court of Victoria.
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‘Soft corruption’ is certainly not as crude as proponent money changing hands with the
relevant environmental decision maker. ‘Soft’ corruption might include:
‘structural and institutional corruption of decision-making eg the transactional
character of political donations to parties and candidates, deals amounting to
manipulation of legislative or regulatory processes benefiting commercial interests,
regulatory capture by industries and their lobbyists, selective public largesse and
secrecy favouring private interests, circulation of personnel between public and
corporate centres of power. . . [corruption] concerns bad governance as much as
criminality whether it be contained in a single act or contributing over time to
incremental failure of or compromise to the integrity of public administration.’ 20
As discussed above, the legal and policy decision making framework for the EES process in
itself works in favour of proponents. All of this seems to lead to the conclusion that:
‘the matter reaches the public only when the pie is baked.’21
We fervently hope that the remainder of this process proves us wrong.

1.4 Port of Hastings history
1.4.1 Big plans for a little port
Westernport Bay is a big canvas on which governments and developers paint their dreams
of heavy industry.
Long serving Premier Henry Bolte was quoted in the Age newspaper in 1971 as saying that
the Port of Hastings would be ‘. . .a big lift for Victoria. I can see it as having the biggest
tonnage of any port in Australia’.22
In the intervening decades similar hyperbole has accompanied other proposals for heavy
industry on Westernport Bay. In 2009, then Minister for Ports, Tim Pallas wrote, ‘No other
port location offers the same overall advantages as Hastings and it holds major economic
potential for the State of Victoria’. 23

20

Australia Conservation Foundation and Environmental Justice Australia, Corruption in Environmental
Decision-Making, 2017, 1.
21 Mihaly, Marc ‘Citizen Participation in the Making of Environmental Decisions: Evolving Obstacles and
Potential Solutions Through Partnership With Experts and Agents’ 27 Pace Envtl. L. Rev. 151 2009-2010, 181.
22 Property, Politics and Power : A History of City Planning in Adelaide, Melbourne and Sydney Since 1900, page
318. https://openresearchrepository.anu.edu.au/bitstream/1885/123812/4/b10149429 Sandercock Leonie.pdf
23 http://www.mornpen.vic.gov.au/files/649a99bb-d803-465a-9304-a55300c3b890/152311ca att 310 4j.pdf
Ministerial Message, 3.
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It all started in the early 1960s when the Victorian Liberal Government was persuaded by
developers that Melbourne needed a massive new industrial zone that would stretch from
Dandenong to Stony Point on the Mornington Peninsula.
The first legislation and industrial re-zoning that ultimately created Hastings as a port was
passed in 1963 when then Premier Henry Bolt pushed legislation through Parliament that
established a BP oil refinery at Crib Point. This was followed in 1967 with the Westernport
Development Act that laid the legislative groundwork for the Esso-Hematite facility at
Hastings. In 1970 the Lysaghts steel plant got the green light with the Westernport
Steelworks Act. These Acts were passed with little or no debate and without input from
local residents or environmental groups.
They were no doubt considered victories by the Westernport Development Committee, a
body formed in 1960 that planted the seeds of what they hoped would be Victoria’s newest
and best home for heavy industry. But the ensuing land grab even caught the attention of
the State Development Committee, which held a parliamentary enquiry into the issue of
Hastings as a port. The inquiry resulted in the formation of the Westernport Regional
Planning Authority (WRPA).
The WRPA included two representatives from each of six regional shires – Bass, Cranbourne,
Flinders, Hastings, Mornington and Phillip Island. And at least six of those representatives,
as owners of extensive land parcels, had dire conflicts of interest.
Leonie Sandercock, in her 1974 doctoral dissertation, wrote:
‘Of the twelve councillors on the Authority in 1971 at least six were known to be
involved in land dealings in the area. Other landholders at Westernport included BHP,
Esso, BP and the Gas and Fuel Corporation. BHP and East Coast Development Pty Ltd
also own land on French Island, which was not represented on the Authority. In 1970
the Authority accepted a report from Dr R.M. Buchanan, a Sydney chemist, on the
feasibility of using French Island for most of the industry to be located at Westernport.
Buchanan was also a Director of East Coast Development Pty Ltd.
Also in 1970 the WRPA received a draft report on the feasibility of re-zoning certain
land in Westernport for industrial use, prepared by international consultants, Plant
Location International. They recommended the re-zoning of thousands of acres of
rural land around the bay. This draft report was then referred to the Authority's
Industrial Development Advisory Committee (which included representatives from
BHP, BP, Lysaghts, Esso, CIG, Nylex Corporation and Dowd Associates). These
members all had financial interests in land and industrial activities in the area. Heavy
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speculation followed for six months (December 1970 - June 1971) - before the
Director reported to the Authority on the findings of the consultants and the proposed
designation of boundaries within which industry could locate (June 1971).
Such heavy-handed Government and WRPA action provoked increasing local protest
and dissent. A Save Westernport [Coalition] Rally attracted 2,000 people. The
Peninsula Conservation League and the Institute of Landscape Architects called for a
freeze on development until an independent review of plans for the heavy industrial
complex was carried out, and they made a 25 page submission criticising the WRPA.
By August 1972, 28,400 people had signed a petition calling for a freeze on
development pending ecological, economic and social surveys.’24
1.4.2 Local control rescinded
The 1963 Act also stripped Hastings City Council of any control over development in the new
port industrial zone and this lack of local control still exists today. For example, the Shire of
Mornington Peninsula has no legal or statutory role in decision-making about AGL’s plan for
its gas import terminal at Crib Point. Its only official role in the matter included
representation on the EES’s Technical Reference Group. Other cities and shires that
surround Westernport Bay did not even get that much.
The result? Local councils that represent hundreds of thousands of ratepayers have no
official say about plans for what is currently the largest single industrial development in the
region. Local governments can make submissions as part of the EES process, as can
anybody, but the weight their submissions carry is decided by the Victorian Minister for
Planning, who is not obliged to give them any weight at all. This top-down approach has no
place in a society where faith in public institutions continues to deteriorate as accountability
and transparency are eroded away. We submit that successful industrial development in the
region requires local buy-in. One Federal senator said in 2015, and we concur:
‘... I’d love to see a new system that would actually protect the environment and not
just manage its decline.’25
1.4.3 The community makes a stand
The quest for heavy industry in Westernport Bay was countered in 1970 by the formation of
the Save Westernport Coalition, composed of the Port Phillip Conservation Council, the
24
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Westernport & Peninsula Protection Council, the Citizens Environmental Action League and
the Clean Air & Environment Council of Victoria.
The coalition gathered a groundswell of support locally, throughout greater Melbourne and
the rest of the state. Sandercock says:
‘by August 1972, 28,400 people had signed a petition calling for a freeze on
development pending ecological, economic and social surveys. (Age 16 March, 19 July,
19 August 1972).’26
One reason so many people took notice of what was going on in the Westernport region
was the publication of The Shame of Westernport – Speculators’ Dream, Environmental
Nightmare, a booklet by the Save Westernport Coalition (Attachment 1 of our submission).
It detailed the shady deals and insider trading that fueled the race for industrial land along
the western shore of the bay and French Island. And it also revealed what was at stake – the
fate of an environment that would, 10 years later, become designated as internationally
significant under the Ramsar Convention.
Westernport’s wetlands gained this recognition in part because the formation of the Save
Westernport Coalition was able to buy the bay some time. Today’s Save Westernport [Inc],
a reincarnation of the 1970s original, helped achieve something similar by demanding an
EES for the current project, which proponents originally hoped would begin operating in
2020 – this year.
In 1973 the Hamer State Government ordered a two year halt to further industrial
development pending the outcome of social and environmental studies. Victoria’s Ministry
of Conservation published what came to be known as the Shapiro Report. It was a study of
the ecology of the Bay and the influence of pollution upon it. The study was completed in
1975 and was the first time the Bay’s ecology had been researched in any detail.
Residents who knew Westernport in the 1970s and 80s tell of the film of oil that was often
viasble on local beaches at Somers and Balnarring. The close of the BP refinery in the 1980s
and the subsequent decrease in commercial shipping movements led to a noticeable
improvement in water quality and condition of the local foreshore. This improvement was
reflected in a marked regeneration in seagrass coverage and mangrove systems in
Westernport that have been observed by Deakin University and Melbourne Catchment
Authority studies in recent years.
A 2011 paper, Understanding the Westernport Environment, describes it this way:
26
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‘This comprehensive study — the Shapiro study (Shapiro 1975) — described
catchment inputs to Western Port, summarised its geography and oceanography,
provided detailed assessments of the diversity of its animals and plants, and gave
some insights into its ecological processes. But in the following three decades there
was a scientific hiatus with only scattered research on Western Port.’ 27
In 1992 Shell/Mobil Corporation sought to put a major oil import facility at Crib Point. The
public immediately expressed their anger and the Westernport and Peninsula Protection
Council (WPPC) mounted a campaign that achieved rapid success. WPPC’s then president,
Dr Brian Cumming, received a personal call from Shell headquarters in The Netherlands
informing him that the project would be shelved indefinitely. Some companies just get it.28
1.4.4 The dreams get bigger
But a 2009 publication, Port of Hastings Land Use & Transport Strategy, by the Port of
Hastings Corporation, foresaw even bigger things. It provided the rationale for the push to
create huge shipping and container infrastructure at the port because, it said, full capacity
would be reached at the Port of Melbourne by 2030.
Infrastructure Victoria, in 2017, pushed that capacity date out by a quarter of a century to
2055. Regardless, by this point the idea had a head of steam and In 2011 the State
Government created the Port of Hastings Development Authority to replace the Port of
Hastings Corporation and get things moving.
But in dreaming big, port boosters overlooked some basics. Westernport Bay is not, and
never was, a natural deep-water port. Dredging works were carried out in the early 1970s to
create ship access to Hastings, and dredging continues today to maintain sufficient depth.
The Preserve Western Port Action Group, in a submission to the inquiry into the proposed
container port at Hastings, wrote:
‘Historical mapping of seagrass has shown that up to 70% of the original seagrass
cover was lost as a result of this dredging.’29
Nevertheless, the headline on the Port of Hastings Development Authority’s homepage
reads, ‘Naturally Deep and Positioned for Growth’.30
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https://www.melbournewater.com.au/sites/default/files/201802/Understanding the Western Port Environment 0.pdf, 19.
28 https://www.wppcinc.org/aglbitumen-plant.html.
29 https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/images/stories/committees/pomsc/Submissions/Submission 44 Preserve Western Port Action Group - Attachment.pdf, 13.
30 https://www.portofhastings.com/.
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The sheer scale of environmental destruction required to build a container port at Hastings
was one reason the whole idea was shelved. Infrastructure Victoria reported:
‘No solution has yet been identified that avoids a substantial impact on the sensitive
habitat and a large footprint on the Ramsar site. These variations all require a higher
volume of dredging and/or reclamation, and hence have higher costs and increased
dredging-related environmental impacts during construction.’ 31
Another reason the container port at Hastings was quashed was that it never made
economic sense. Most incoming container traffic is destined for locations near Melbourne.
The journey from Hastings, even if adequate road/rail infrastructure existed, would have
added unacceptable costs. In the end it was calculated to be double the price of the
alternative.
In killing the whole idea of a container port at Hastings, Infrastructure VIctoria measured
Hastings against the competing site at Bay West, between Melbourne and Geelong. 19
criteria were used and Hastings won in only a single category – water depth, which as noted
above, exists only because of dredging. But in order to build the container port, 47 million
cubic metres of dredging would have been required, with the spoil to be dumped in Bass
Strait. So in reality Hastings lost on that score too. There was literally nothing to recommend
it.
But as is often the case, it took outsiders to help those inside the bubble to see clearly.
Following in the footsteps of earlier protectors of Westernport Bay, the Preserve Western
Port Action Group (PWPAG), a subset of Phillip Island Conservation Society, undertook a
four year campaign to stop the container port madness. The story of the fight was published
in 2018.32
Echoing earlier attempts to create demand where none existed, then Premier Denis
Napthine, on a 2013 visit to the massive container port in Shanghai, China, was quoted as
saying, ‘This will be Hastings in 20 years.’33 In 2010 Shanghai became the busiest port in the
world.
Preserve Westernport’s mission statement reads:
‘To save Westernport today. For tomorrow. By providing information, communication
and support to Phillip Island and other Westernport communities on the threat posed

31

https://www.infrastructurevictoria.com.au/wpcontent/uploads/2019/04/Securing Victorias Ports Capacity WEB-1.pdf, 117.
32 https://picsvictoria.org.au/wpcontent/uploads/2020/01/POLITICSPLANNINGPASSIONandPERSEVERANCEFinal.pdf.
33 https://picsvictoria.org.au/wpcontent/uploads/2020/01/POLITICSPLANNINGPASSIONandPERSEVERANCEFinal.pdf, 6.
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by the proposed expansion on the Port of Hastings or any threat to the amenity of
Westernport.’
The members of Preserve Westernport had plenty of passion and tenacity, and they were
well organised, but facts were their secret weapon. And those facts were undeniable – a
container port at Hastings would be too expensive, it would cause untold environmental
destruction, and nobody needed it. As with the proponent’s project, the more people
understood about the container port proposal for Hastings, the greater their resistance.
1.4.5 It’s not easy being green
Because environmental and conservation movements got underway in the late 1960s and
early 70s, and they challenged the dominant orthodoxy, opponents portrayed
environmentalists as long-haired greenies who just wanted to halt progress. Just like the
claim, ‘Westernport Bay is a natural deep-water port’, this depiction of environmentalists
was not true then and it is not true now. For 50 years mums, dads, young people, old
people, professionals and blue collar workers have strived to protect our natural world. But
the depiction was effective and voices for the environment were often drowned out by
those calling for growth at all costs. Had those voices been heard in greater numbers, the
habitat loss, species extinction and climate change we face today would, at the very least,
be less severe. Westernport Bay has been lucky to have defenders with loud voices.
1.4.6 The Gas Import Terminal
In 2017, the same year that the idea of a container port at Hastings was axed, AGL chose
Crib Point as the preferred site for its LNG import terminal.
Local opposition was immediate and intense. The proponent sought and received State
Government buy-in which was apparently eagerly forthcoming when the Minister for the
Department of Environment, Land Water and Planning called it an ‘exciting project’. The
same Premier’s office media release said, ‘The Labor Government is working closely with
AGL to ensure approvals processes are streamlined. . .’34
This was, of course, the first Westernport communities (or other Victorians for that matter)
had heard about it. Westernport locals have experienced this invisibility for 60 years but
still, the speed with which the State Government heralded AGL’s plan came as a shock.
There were no official statements about ‘looking at all options’, and there was certainly no
acknowledgement of the environmental ramifications of AGL’s plan. In this respect the
Victorian Government’s hasty leap to champion the idea echoes the fevered attempt to
make the case for a container port at Hastings and other big ideas for the Bay.

34

https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/labor-government-welcomes-jobs-boost-for-crib-point/.
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We submit that the proponent’s plan follows a well-worn trail trampled by companies that
seek shareholder value at the expense of the environment, and governments that seek
quick answers to complex problems.
Save Westernport was formed in 2018. We share a passion for Westernport Bay’s
environment and communities that mirrors those who came before us (see 1.1 of our
submission). Like PWPAG and the Save Westernport Coalition of the 1970s, we say the Bay
is far too precious to put at risk.
Because of the work of committed people, the destruction of Westernport Bay has largely
been prevented. Here is a list of ideas for the Bay that thankfully never left the drawing
board:
•

Two causeways and a tunnel to French Island

•

A container port at Hastings

•

A gas centrifuge for enriching uranium

•

Aluminium smelters

•

Processing plants for paper and zinc

•

A bitumen processing plant

•

An ammonia-urea plant

•

Shell/Mobil super tanker facility

•

And for the projects floated in the 70s, ‘they would put all chemical wastes through a
single pipeline which would cross Phillip Island and emerge from its southern coast
at the 30 fathom mark’. 35

Without the dedication of generations of environmentalists there would be nothing left of
the Bay worth saving.
Perhaps the proponents knew about the many fights to save Westernport Bay, anticipated
fierce resistance and went ahead anyway. This would put the lie to their posture as
champions of social licence. Or maybe they didn’t see it coming, in which case any primary
school teacher would kindly say of their homework, ‘please have AGL and APA see me
before class tomorrow’.

35

Attachment 1, The Shame of Westernport, 3.
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1.4.7 What could be
The Bay itself, while still facing threats from run-off, sea level rise and a growing population
on its shores, is considered to be generally healthy. The same cannot be said of species such
as the critically endangered orange-bellied parrot that winters in Westernport’s wetlands.
With little industrial development since the 1970s, the Port of Hastings has remained largely
low key, with Melbourne and Geelong receiving the vast majority of maritime trade. And
once the BP/Shell refinery at Crib Point closed in the mid 80s, it got quieter still. From about
600 ship visits per year in the 70s and 80s, the Port of Hastings reports less than 150 a year
today.
If the Hastings Port Precinct, including Crib Point, is to become a truly vibrant part of the
region’s economy, it will take real planning that addresses local issues, and not the old, tired
dreams of the next big thing. To date, recent efforts to make the port home for more heavy
industry have failed. The exception is a coal to hydrogen facility on Bluescope Steel property
that was approved by the Planning Minister without public comment. On 25th October 2018,
the Age newspaper reported:
‘Victoria’s planning minister has intervened to push forward a contentious project to
convert the Latrobe Valley's vast brown coal reserves into liquid hydrogen and
export it to Japan.
Richard Wynne has taken the rare step of calling in a key part of the energy project,
the construction of a terminal at Hastings, bypassing local government planning rules
on the basis that it is of state significance.’36
As a fait accompli, and on private land, the public had no choice but to register objections
which, as expected, were unsuccessful.
As Save Westernport looked carefully into the details and implications of the proponent’s
plan, we found ourselves asking, ‘what if’?
The triumph is that the devastation of Westernport Bay has been, until now, averted. The
tragedy is that the port has not been allowed to become what it could be – a thriving asset
locally and to the region. What if all of the hundreds of millions of dollars spent over 50
years to justify unrealistic and environmentally destructive plans had actually been spent on
legitimate, environmentally sound port development?
What gets missed when all the attention is focused on how big and important the Port of
Hastings should be, are the workable, desirable and environmentally friendly alternatives.
36

https://www.theage.com.au/politics/victoria/planning-minister-richard-wynne-fast-tracks-coal-tohydrogen-project-20181025-p50bzn.html.
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The biggest problem for the future of the bay is that state governments of both persuasions
relentlessly tout Westernport’s ‘strategic value’. Planning overlays exist for port
development that never made sense, but for 50 years the state has kept tight control just in
case. All the while this stifles the local and regional benefits that well thought out port
planning could achieve.

1.5 AGL’s track record
Reporting on its community engagement in 2019, AGL notes community ‘[c]oncern about
the proposed Project safety processes, given previous AGL incidents.’37
As quoted in the Report:
‘ “Thanks for the effort. . .but I am not reassured, given AGL’s safety history.” ‘
(Hastings community session, August 2019)
AGL’s Community Engagement Report continues:
‘AGL understands the community concern about past behaviour. We need to do better.
All the breaches and fines referenced are publicly available and as a major ASX listed
company AGL’s conduct is rightly subject to high levels of regulator, shareholder,
customer and media scrutiny. . .
In relation to the Project, AGL is not expecting the community to trust us and we
recognise the community can’t simply take our word that safety and environmental
risks will be well managed. The purpose of the EES process is to independently assess
if these risks can be addressed before the project is approved by the state government
and many other regulators.’ (emphasis added)
Somewhat disingenuously, AGL claims that the numerous breaches and fines it has received
demonstrate that the project will be safe because they show that AGL is closely monitored,
and that ‘past failures’ have been addressed.
‘In addition to the EES, AGL will be subject to oversight by numerous regulators and
government agencies [which are then listed].’
AGL’s final ‘reassurance’ is that ‘[t]he local community also play an important role to ensure
AGL is accountable to the highest safety standards.’ Below is our local community’s
compilation of AGL’s track record.
July/August 2020
37

All quotes in this introduction are from Attachment V, Community Engagement Report April-September
2019, 31 (emphasis added).
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The Victorian Essential Services Commission found that more than 6000 pensioners and
other concession holders were left distressed after AGL accidentally undercharged them
and then sent them inflated bills in August and September 2019 to recoup the charges.
Essential Services Commission chair Kate Symons said AGL had now paid penalties totalling
$450,000, and described AGL’s treatment of its customers as ‘unacceptable’. Ms Symonds
also said ‘cases like this erode community trust in the sector’ and ‘we expect more,
especially from one of the major players in the market.38
14 January 2020
AGL subsidiary AGL Macquarie entered into an enforceable undertaking to pay $100,000 to
local air quality and weed eradication projects plus $37,000 for EPA costs after breaching
regulations on the management of toxic coal ash. The EPA said AGL Macquarie failed to
correctly sample coal ash at its Bayswater and Liddell Power Stations, risking elevated levels
of dangerous heavy metals including chromium and cadmium. 39
29 August 2019
AGL subsidiary AGL Macquarie Pty Ltd was fined $15,000 by NSW EPA for a breach of its
licence after contaminated slurry spill from its Bayswater power station entered a
Wisemans Creek tributary, resulting in water pollution to a nearby river red gum
endangered ecological community.40
February/March 2019
AGL subsidiary AGL Macquarie Pty Ltd was issued by NSW EPA with two fines totalling
$30,000 and two official cautions for a spill of 45,000-70,000 litres of diesel that overflowed
from Bayswater Power Station and partly entered Tinkers Creek in 2018. The diesel
overflowed from an onsite storage tank due to an alleged valve failure, and despite alarms
being sounded.
EPA Director Hunter Karen Marler said that the diesel was not contained by the tank’s bund
due to the AGL’s failure to maintain it. 41
January 2019
AGL announced that its subsidiary AGL Macquarie Pty Ltd had suspended sales to business
customers of its coal ash and ash by-products produced by its Bayswater and Liddell power
stations after testing revealed ‘some’ of the coal ash indicated levels of heavy metals
38

https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/pensioners-fall-victim-alleged-agl-billing-error.
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https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2020/epamedia200110-agl-macquarie-ordered-to-give$100000-to-community-projects-after-breach.
40 https://www.newcastleherald.com.au/story/6355111/15000-agl-fine-after-alleged-bayswaterenvironmental-licence-breach/.
41 https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2019/epamedia190305-epa-fines-agl-macquarie$30000-after-diesel-spill.
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including chromium and cadmium that exceeded limits set by the NSW Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA).
AGL’s Executive General Manager of Group Operations, Doug Jackson said that AGL
acknowledged failures in their own practices, and that a thorough review was underway. 42
24 September 2018
AGL received a record $2.99 million fine from Victoria’s Essential Services Commission for
failing to surrender 64,000 Energy Efficiency Certificates (EEC) in order to offset its emission
levels under energy efficiency regulations.43
17 September 2018
AGL was warned by the Victorian Essential Services Commission that it may lose its licence
to sell gas and electricity in Victoria due to its submission of incorrect data regarding
customer numbers, customer complaints, hardship levels and debts.
ESC chair Ron Ben-David described AGL’s actions as ‘profoundly disappointing’ and said it
was extraordinary that a company the size of AGL could not even tell the ESC how many
customers it had:
‘This is not just about data, the community has a right to know what’s happening in
the energy market and AGL is denying the community that right. . . we won't be
hesitating to use every tool at our disposal.’44

11 September 2018
AGL admitted that it failed to provide accurate data to the Australian Energy Regulator on
customer numbers, customer complaints and hardship programs, forcing the regulator to
do its own statistical investigation. AER Chair Paula Conboy described the AER as
‘disappointed that we have had to take this action’ after AGL had been ‘given significant
opportunity to remedy their mistake’, and she flagged the possibility of future penalties. 45
29 May 2018

42

https://www.nature.org.au/media-releases/2019/01/agl-admits-selling-ash-with-heavy-metalcontamination/; https://www.solarquotes.com.au/blog/coal-ash-agl-mb0907/.
43 https://www.afr.com/business/energy/gas/agl-energy-slapped-with-3m-fine-over-energy-efficiency-failure20180923-h15rdw; https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/agl-fined-3-million-for-missing-emissionstargets-20180924-p505m5.html.
44 https://www.theage.com.au/business/consumer-affairs/get-your-house-in-order-victorian-regulator-putsagl-on-notice-over-dodgy-data-20180917-p5046s.html.
45 https://www.smh.com.au/business/consumer-affairs/agl-admits-giving-dodgy-complaints-data-to-energyregulator-20180911-p502zg.html.
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EPA NSW fined AGL subsidiary AGL Macquarie Pty Ltd $15,000 for a slurry overflow from the
ash dam infrastructure at Liddell Power Station. The slurry flowed into a vegetated area that
contains Central Hunter Box-Ironbark Woodland, classed as an Endangered Ecological
Community in New South Wales.46
16 May 2018
AGL subsidiary AGL Upstream Investments Pty Ltd was issued by EPA NSW with two fines
totalling $10,000, for failing to collect data on two gas wells as part of the Camden Gas
Project.47
10 February 2018
AGL was fined $60,000 by the Australian Energy Regulator for failing between 2013 and
2017 to notify more than 1,000 customers across New South Wales, South Australia and
Queensland that their fixed term retail contracts were due to end, and for not providing
enough time for those customers to negotiate improved terms or to change suppliers.
AER chair Paula Conboy described AGL’s conduct as ‘concerning’. 48
March 2016
AGL subsidiary AGL Macquarie Pty Ltd was fined $15,000 by the NSW EPA after a discharge
of fly ash from its Bayswater Power Station into Bayswater Creek.49
EPA Manager for the Hunter Region, Adam Gilligan, said:
‘AGL Macquarie’s swift response has likely minimised the environmental impact in this
instance, however this is the third incident involving inadequate environmental
controls at the site in 2016.’
Mr Gilligan said the EPA would consider imposing a Pollution Reduction Program on AGL
Macquarie’s Environment Protection Licence. 50
8 January 2016
EPA NSW issued AGL subsidiary AGL Macquarie Pty Ltd with two penalty notices totalling
$30,000 and two official cautions, for allowing 6000 litres of sulphuric acid to pollute Tinkers
creek at Bayswater Power Station (NSW).51
21 December 2015
46

https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2018/epamedia180529.
https://www.macarthuradvertiser.com.au/story/5405549/agl-fined-for-camden-gas-project-breach/.
48 https://www.canstarblue.com.au/electricity/agl-fined-contract-end/.
49 https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2016/epamedia16033101.
50 https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2016/epamedia16033101.
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AGL subsidiary AGL Macquarie Pty Ltd advised the NSW EPA that a pipeline used to transfer
fly ash from Bayswater Power Station to Ravensworth mining complex had partially failed. 52
The EPA subsequently issued an official caution to AGL Macquarie for not operating
equipment (the ash transfer line) in a proper and efficient manner. 53
May 2015
AGL was fined $40,000 by the Australian Energy Regulator for disconnecting customers on
hardship programs or payment plans.54
9 Mar 2015
AGL was fined $15,000 by the NSW Environment Protection Authority for a gas leak at its field on
Sydney's south-western edge. AGL failed to maintain a gas well at its Spring Farm operations "in a
proper and efficient condition", placing it in breach of its pollution licence, the EPA said.55

20 January 2015
AGL suspended operations at its Gloucester coal seam gas project north of Newcastle, after
the discovery of potentially toxic chemicals in flowback water (water returned to the surface
after it has been pumped into the ground mixed with chemicals to open up coal seams).
Late in 2014 AGL performed test fracking operations on four pilot wells. The chemical BTEX
was found in a sample of flowback water taken from two of the wells and an above-ground
tank.
NSW Government Energy Minister Anthony Roberts said that the use of BTEX chemicals for
fracture stimulation processes is banned in NSW.56
15 December 2014
The Federal Court of Australia found that AGL South Australia Pty Ltd had again breached
the Australian Consumer Law, by making false and misleading representations and engaging
in misleading or deceptive conduct in statements which it made in 2012 to some of its
customers when informing them of increases in its electricity rates.57 The Court described
the contraventions as ‘serious’.58
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https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2016/epamedia16033101.
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2016/epamedia16033101.
54 http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-05-11/agl-fined-40,000-for-disconnecting-sa-customers-inhardship/6459892.
55 https://www.smh.com.au/environment/agl-slapped-with-15000-fine-for-camden-coal-seam-gas-release20150305-13w05o.html.
56 https://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-01-27/agl-suspends-operations-at-gloucester/6049922.
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Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2014] FCA 1369.
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2015] FCA 399, [27].
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On 29 April 2015 the Court ordered AGL South Australia to pay a fine of $700,000 and to pay
$300,000 of ACCC’s legal costs.59 AGL South Australia was also required to reimburse
affected consumers to a total of around $780,000, 60 with the Court commenting that it
should not be thought that this sum was the full measure of the loss caused by the
contraventions.61
The fact that it was not the first contravention of this kind for AGL South Australia was taken
into account in sentencing.62 Justice White also observed:
‘I am left with the impression that the Court has not been provided with a complete
account of the manner in which AGL’s contraventions came about.’ 63
AGL was also ordered to extend its compliance program first ordered in 2013, for another
three years, ‘in the public interest’.64
19 December 2013
AGL was fined $1,500 and given an official caution by EPA NSW for briefly exceeding the
Nitrogen Oxide licence limit at the Camden Gas Project (Rosalind Park Gas Plant) in August
2013.65
12 December 2013
AGL South Australia Pty Ltd was ordered to pay a further $35,000 for its part in the dealer
refusing to leave immediately when asked by the occupier of the property. 66
8 August 2013
Due to AGL’s failure to comply with its Camden gas project licence, EPA NSW accepted AGL’s
enforceable undertaking to pay $150,000 for an environmental project, pay the EPA’s
investigation and legal costs, and implement measures to prevent a recurrence of noncompliances.67
July 2013
AGL was fined $1000 by EPA NSW for failing to upload air quality monitoring reports for the
Camden Gas Project (Rosalind Park Gas Plant) in a timely manner.68
59

Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2015] FCA 399.
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2015] FCA 399, [33].
61 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2015] FCA 399, [41].
62 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2015] FCA 399, [42]-[47].
63 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2015] FCA 399, [59].
64 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL South Australia Pty Ltd [2015] FCA 399, [90].
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66 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL Sales Pty Ltd (No 2) [2013] FCA 1360.
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68 https://agl2014.sustainability-report.com.au/how-we-operate/legislative-compliance .
60

31

21 May 2013
Two AGL subsidiaries, AGL Sales Pty Ltd and AGL South Australia Pty Ltd, were ordered to
pay a total of $1.555 million, pay ACCC costs of $45,000 and establish a trade practices
compliance program for using unlawful door-to-door sales tactics in Victoria and South
Australia in 2011. The Federal Court of Australia found that AGL had committed offences
under the Australian Consumer Law by:
•
•
•
•

engaging in conduct which was misleading or deceptive or likely to mislead or
deceive;
making false and misleading representations;
failing to disclose the purpose of its dealer calling on various persons; and
failing to advise those persons that the dealer must leave immediately if asked.69

8 July 2005
AGL was convicted and fined $325,000 for its part in a gas explosion at a Kogarah shopping
centre in 1995 which killed two people and injured at least 16 others.
The Industrial Relations Commission of New South Wales found that although AGL was not
responsible for the breach of the pipe that produced the gas leak, it was responsible for
failing to provide its emergency workers with information about where the isolation valves
were that was necessary for them to quickly and safely cut off the gas.70
AGL was found to have failed to ensure that its employees and non-employees were not
exposed to risks to their health and safety, and therefore to have breached sections 15(1)
and 16(1) of the Occupational Health and Safety Act 1983 (NSW). The Court was ‘satisfied
that the offences were of a most serious kind’.71
The judgment found that:
‘The defendant relied heavily upon the fact that on 4 December, its employees were
called upon to respond to an emergency, which had arisen in circumstances beyond
its control. The evidence showed that the defendant is frequently called upon to
respond to such situations. It is unsurprising that in such circumstances, decisions
have to be made in haste and without time for reflection. AGL employs persons to
effect the obligation which it has, when such circumstances arise, given the nature of
its undertaking. This underlines the importance of it ensuring that the approach which
69

Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL Sales Pty Ltd [2013] FCA 1030. See also
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-05-21/agl-fined-over-illegal-door-to-door-sales-tactics/4703112.
70 WorkCover Authority of New South Wales (Inspector Maltby) v AGL Gas Networks Limited [2003]
NSWIRComm 370.
71 WorkCover Authority of New South Wales (Inspector Maltby) v AGL Gas Networks Limited [2005]
NSWIRComm 188, [58].
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it adopts, and the systems which it has in place and in which it trains its employees,
equip them with as much information and support as possible, so as to ensure that
when they must make decisions in such circumstances, mistakes are not made, which
place the defendant's employees, and others, at risk of injury.’72
The Commission further held that AGL ‘was obliged to be proactive in dealing with the
requirements of safety in situations such as this one.’73
In sentencing AGL, the Commission also held that AGL did not completely appreciate the
nature of its failures in the case, which included not providing maps of its system of isolation
valves to its workers two years after the explosions, despite the need for such a system
being identified as early as the 1970s. 74
‘This evidence put beyond doubt that the risks here in question, were not only
foreseeable, but foreseen, yet the defendant still failed to ensure that they were
properly dealt with, through means readily available to it. This evidence precludes
acceptance of the submission that these offences involved oversight or error in a safe
system, which should result in the conclusion that these offences are "at the very
lower order of matters that come before this Court." I am also satisfied that these
matters are relevant to the question of specific deterrence, as an element of the
penalty here to be imposed, given the defendant's continued pursuit of this
undertaking.’75
13 August 2003
AGL was convicted by a Victorian County Court jury of failing to ensure that people other
than its employees were not exposed to health and safety risks, and fined $100,000. 76
In 1998 AGL linesmen connected electrical power to a new home incompetently and as a
result in 1999 carpenter Paul Psaila was fatally electrocuted. AGL did not have an
independent system for checking that the wiring installation was done properly and safely.
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The Court suggested that AGL’s attitude towards defending itself in the case was not always
consistent with its responsibility to put public safety ahead of corporate image.
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2. Critique of project rationale
2.1 Introduction
The primary focus of the proponents’ rationale for this project focuses on ‘projected’ gas
shortfalls for Victoria and their ‘solution’ - an import terminal and floating gas storage and
processing plant (FSRU) at Crib Point and associated new pipeline to Pakenham for gas
distribution.
Sections 4.1 and 3.4 of the Scoping Requirements for this EES set out the parameters of the
project rationale.
AGL/APA’s response to those matters are set out in sections 2.1-2.4 of Project Rationale in
the main EES Report.
Section 4.1 of the Scoping Requirements requires the proponents to address four key
elements related to energy security, affordability, efficiency and safety.
The issue of safety is considered elsewhere in the proponents’ EES Reports and in our
submission at Section 6.
The EES Scoping Requirements at 4.1 states the evaluation objective as:
To provide safe and cost-effective augmentation of Victoria’s natural gas supply in the
medium to longer term.
In addressing this objective the proponents must ‘examine the capacity of the project to
exert a beneficial influence over Victoria’s energy and security costs over the anticipated life
of the project, relative to established legislative and policy imperatives.’ (emphasis added)
Section 3.4 of the Scoping requirements sets out the requirement to examine Project
alternatives. It states that the proponents ‘should compare the environmental effects of
the preferred form of the project to feasible design alternatives or to a no project scenario’.
Gas supply (security) is the only aspect of the four listed above addressed by the proponents
in their project rationale. They provide negligible information about efficiency and
affordability and how the project will lower energy costs. We will address these aspects
later in this section of our submission. They also fail to adequately address a ‘no project’
scenario or alternatives, except in consideration of the project location.
Related to the question of efficiency is the emissions outcomes of this proposed project and
its impacts on government targets and policies around climate change. We look at this
aspect in this section of our submission.
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The choice of project location is also addressed in the EES Report under Project Rationale
and we conclude this section of our submission by examining their decision to choose Crib
Point and why the choice cannot be justified.
Save Westernport argues that the rationale for the project is flawed, narrowly constructed,
not up to date with the changing state of the energy market and contrary to legislation,
policies and frameworks that address emissions reductions and climate change.

2.2 Energy Security
2.2.1 Overview
Save Westernport accepts that energy supply security is an issue for any government and
that effective mechanisms must be available to prevent any potential shortfall in energy
supply.
Existing gas supply needs can be met domestically
We will argue that sources of supply already exist domestically, without the need for a gas
terminal at Crib Point, to meet Victoria’s gas needs in the short to medium term.
The changing energy mix = less demand for gas
We also argue that this potential supply issue cannot be considered in a vacuum; gas is not
the only energy source and it needs to be considered in relation to the rapidly changing
energy mix in the National Energy Market (NEM), as we transition to reliable renewables.
As renewables rapidly escalate their percentage of the NEM, reliance on fossil fuels,
including gas, diminish.
Gas is not a transition to renewables
Gas is not, as AGL and other fossil fuel energy companies claim, a transition source to
renewables (2-1). It is methane, a dangerous and highly toxic gas that releases substantially
more emissions than coal fired power in the short term. We will say more about this later in
this section and elsewhere.
Importing gas is counter to transforming to renewables
This project, if approved, would actually restrict the transformation to a renewables-based
energy supply system. It would lock Australia, Victoria and AGL customers into importing gas
into the energy system for the next 20 plus years (1-5).
Importing gas will increase emissions
Introducing more gas as an energy source, which this project would do, will increase
greenhouse gas emissions and exacerbate climate change. Twenty years of operation is a
long way out. It is when the Paris Targets must be met. The State Government has
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committed to a target of 50% renewables by 2030. This project puts those targets at grave
risk.
Emissions Targets can be achieved
Renewables are transforming the NEM, and with new energy sources like green hydrogen
coming into the mix, together with better energy storage technology, those targets can be
achieved. But Victoria will not be a part of this future if we prop up fossil fuel projects - and
the estimated 20-year lifespan of the proponent’s project means another generation will be
deprived of the benefits of clean energy.
Science must guide decision-making and not the interests of fossil fuel companies
Our arguments address both the specific requirements of the EES and the broader
arguments around energy choices of supply, impacts on emissions and the science that
supports the need to ‘get off gas’. As the Premier of Victoria has said repeatedly during the
Covid-19 crisis, ‘science guides us’. Save Westernport says science must also guide us about
the impacts of gas.77
Save Westernport also recognises that gas will remain part of our energy mix in the short to
medium term in Victoria. In determining the issues over gas supply security the questions
become:
•

What is the nature and basis of the ‘projected’ shortfall in gas?

•

Who has a specific gas shortage – is it AGL?

•

Are there existing and/or alternative demand/supply drivers that can address any
projected domestic shortfall?

•

Are there other sources of energy that will meet the energy needs that gas currently
provides?

2.2.2 Better understanding the gas market and the basis of a ‘projected’ gas shortfall
Save Westernport knows that Australia has plenty of gas. In fact enough gas, ‘for more than
50 years, based on current production’, according to the Australian Pipelines and Gas
Association (APGA), an association of which, one of the proponents, APA, is a key member.78
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The Age, 25/08/20 The advice the Chief Scientist is giving is in opposition to the evidence."
http://www.theage.com.au/environment/climate-change/australia-s-chief-scientist-is-wrong-on-gas-sayleading-experts-20200824-p55oty.html?btis
78 APGA: Gas Facts and figures, https://www.apga.org.au/gas-facts-and-figures
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Energyquest has estimated that eastern and southern reserves of gas that could be brought
to market (called P2) stand at over 36,000 petajoules (PJ) – currently some 2000PJ is
produced from these reserves (2019).79
There is no question that Australia has plenty of gas. The problem is related to production
locations and the capacity to ensure effective distribution of gas supply to domestic gas
users.
Currently, there is no connected domestic market across all of Australia. Instead there is a
series of regionally separate markets – the West, North and East Coast gas markets.
The lack of integration across the different regions is starting to change with new pipeline
connections between the Northern Territory and the east coast markets through the
Northern Gas Pipeline.
The East Coast gas region is already an interconnected market with pipelines joining the five
States and the ACT.80 This fact is recognised by the proponents who acknowledge, ‘. . .the
interconnected nature of gas and electricity markets on the eastern seaboard. . .’81
The significant improvements in pipeline infrastructure and capacity up and down the East
Coast are leading to improved interregional markets domestically, enabling gas to flow in all
directions. The impacts of these pipelines will be further discussed because they are one of
the keys to ensuring adequate gas supplies to the southern states, if required.
The structure of the Australian gas market is byzantine. Explorers, extractors, producers,
distributors, wholesalers, pipeline operators, retailers and exporters all combine, together
with a confused system of regulations, to make a gas market mess.
The domestic retail market is divided into three sectors – industrial, electricity generation
and commercial/residential.
Since 2015, the gas market has also included massive LNG exports, which has distorted
market mechanisms, led to high domestic gas prices and contributed to concerns about
potential shortfalls in supplies to Australia’s southern states.
2.2.3 The impacts of LNG exports on domestic supplies
The massive development of the LNG export industry in Queensland has transformed the
east coast gas market almost overnight, and distorted supply and price issues in the
79

AER , State of the Energy Market, July 2020, p182
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/State%20of%20the%20energy%20market%202020%20%20Full%20report%20A4.pdf
80 APGA: Gas Facts and figures, op.cit.
81 EES Main Report Executive Summary

38

southern states. The industry only started in 2015 but went full steam ahead with many
players jumping on board the gravy train without any real consideration of domestic
impacts.
By 2018 some 61% of all eastern Australian gas production, including from the southern
states, was being exported.82 According to the Australian Energy Regulator (AER), the
current figure is around 70%, leaving only 30% for the domestic market. 83 This figure will
change as domestic supply mechanisms and the impacts of Covid-19 impact on the LNG
trade.
The gas bonanza has now made Australia the world’s largest exporter of LNG and the
domestic impacts of this have been disastrous.
Most exported east coast gas comes from the Surat-Bowen basin in Queensland. The gold
rush of exports in the early years of the boom meant that contracts were unable to be filled
from this source alone, and so additional supplies were needed from the south.
Between 2015-17 production from Victoria was boosted to help fill the gap in these export
contracts and so depleted the reserves Victoria might have counted on.
‘This shift accelerated a depletion of gas reserves in southern basins. High production
rates in Victoria also strained production plants, causing outages.’84
We note that the AER State of the Energy Market Report states that from 2018 Queensland
production has been sufficient to meet export contracts and so alleviating the need to draw
on further supplies from the South. As a consequence the AER notes, ‘production in
southern basins has held relatively steady.85
This is an important point because with Victorian gas no longer being drawn into the export
market, the dire warnings of gas shortages have eased.
2.2.4 The Impacts of LNG on domestic prices
The export price is called the LNG netback price which is the price calculated for selling to
the spot Asian markets minus or, ‘With domestic users now competing with overseas
customers to buy Australian gas, prices in the domestic market have risen to align more
closely with international gas prices. Higher gas prices also impact electricity markets,
which use gas-powered generation’.86
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AER, State of the Energy Market, July 2020, 182.op.cit
AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020, 178-9.
84 AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020, 177.
85 AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020.
86AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020, 179.
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Linking domestic prices to the export price has resulted in massive increases in domestic gas
costs to all gas users and consumers over the period 2015-19.
We note that in the proponents’ EES Report, the title for Section 2.2.5 is, ‘Shortfalls result in
higher prices’. This is misleading. The content of the section addresses the impact of LNG
exports on the market price over the 2015-20 period, not the impacts of any projected
shortfalls. Significantly, the price situation is shifting and the LNG market is no longer as
profitable as it was. In other words, prices have crashed.
The peak LNG price per gigajoule was $13.21 in October 2018 and fell to $5.19 in October
2019. This year, 2020, it is expected to be around the $3-4 mark. These falls are starting to
flow through to domestic supply prices. However, as the ACCC notes, gas produced for
domestic supply is still almost 25% higher than current netback pricing. The ACCC is
examining this as part of its Gas Inquiry and this issue is examined in some detail in its latest
Interim Inquiry Report.87
Save Westernport says the changes in LNG export market conditions, combined with other
changes to support domestic supply (as detailed further in this section of our submission)
alleviates any need for an LNG import terminal at Crib Point.
2.2.5 The impacts of AGL’s trade in LNG exports on supply
It was not only producers, but also companies like AGL that had significant long-term
contracts earmarked for domestic supply. But in 2015 AGL sold some $2 billion worth of gas
that ended up as LNG exports.
In December 2015, AGL announced the sale of 254PJs to GL-LNG, the third such sale from its
gas portfolio, into Queensland LNG projects.88 AGL described the deal as, ‘Selling gas from
existing favourable wholesale contracts into the high value Queensland [LNG] market. 89
The export sale was based on having secured cheap and flexible wholesale gas back in 2007,
a deal that, according to the Australian Financial Review (AFR), provided long-term contracts
for 20 years of cheap gas. AGL had also assumed plentiful gas supply from other domestic
sources would be available, including its proposed Gloucester coal seam gas mine in NSW
and continuing supplies from Esso-BHP’s Bass Strait fields. AGL did not identify potential
shortfalls as a problem.
As the AFR article explains:
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As the latest Interim Report was only released late August, Save Westernport has not had time to examine it
for this submission, but may refer to the content in the Public hearings.
88 Angela Macdonald-Smith ‘How AGL got caught on gas’, Australian Financial Review , 18 June 2018,
https://www.afr.com/companies/energy/how-agl-energy-got-caught-out-on-gas-20180618-h11iox
89 Angela Macdonald-Smith ‘How AGL got caught on gas’, Australian Financial Review , 18 June 2018
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In the court of public opinion, AGL effectively stands accused of driving gas prices up
by exporting its supplies overseas… AGL had ample cheap gas but chose to sell it for
export rather than keep it for its retail and power position… 90
The then Federal Energy Minister, Josh Frydenburg, slammed the decision as ‘poor’ and
‘irresponsible’ back in 2018. 91 The links that connect the decision to sell off domestic
supplies and AGL’s need for an import terminal at Crib Point are further discussed later in
this section.
2.2.6 A projected shortfall? Where and for whom?
The EES Scoping Requirements at S 4.1 focuses on Victoria’s energy needs and security.
It does not and is not intended to encompass a broader brief - supply to other southern
states, such as NSW or SA, or a narrower brief - to meet the supply needs of a single
company, such as AGL.
Despite this the EES Report shifts the focus across all three of these three elements –
Victoria, all Southern States and AGL’s own supply needs. For example, the Executive
Summary at ES -1 states:
Due to the interconnected nature of gas and electricity markets on the eastern
seaboard, the Project would not only provide energy benefits and security to the State
of Victoria but also other southern states…
And at ES2-20 Importantly, an LNG import facility would remove supply uncertainty and ensure
security of gas supply to meet the needs of AGL’s 1.4 million customers.
We interpret this to mean the proponent wants to sell the gas it proposes to import to
customers in other states, such as NSW and SA, as well as Victoria.
In relation to this point, we make these observations.
The Australian retail gas market is dominated by three companies - AGL, Origin and
Energy Australia. They supply 75% of retail gas customers.
AGL’s biggest customer base is in NSW where it supplies 43% of gas to residential and
business customers. The next biggest customer base is South Australia at 29%, followed
by Victoria with just over a quarter of residential/business customers (26%). 92
90Angela

Macdonald-Smith ‘How AGL got caught on gas’, Australian Financial Review, 18 June 2018.
Angela Macdonald-Smith ‘How AGL got caught on gas’, Australian Financial Review, 18 June 2018.
92 AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020, 249.
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Given that the AGL’s customer base is higher in NSW and SA than in Victoria, and given that
AGL’s current long term supply contracts are most likely coming to an end soon,93 it seems
self-evident that gas from the proposed import terminal at Crib Point will be sent to NSW
and SA to meet AGL’s customer needs and to maintain market share in those locations.
We also note that AGL has recently finished a new gas-fired power station at Torrens in
South Australia. Given that almost all gas to South Australia currently comes from or via
Victoria it can be expected that the Crib Point imported gas would also be used as a key
source of supply for that power station.
In the rationale for this project, it is important to distinguish between AGL’s business case
and Victoria’s energy needs. Save Westernport believes the State does not need to approve
this project in order to meet the proponent’s long-term gas security needs. Our energy
security can be met by other means.
Some of the causes of AGL’s supply issues should not be forgotten. AGL had more than
enough domestic supplies but they chose to sell significant quantities for export. It is
possible the proponent thought other sources would be readily available, such as from their
failed Gloucester coal seam gas fields that were ultimately shelved following severe
community pushback.94 And as the widespread opposition to this project demonstrates,
from our Westernport communities and beyond, AGL has no social license for this proposed
project.
The latest AGL Annual Report demonstrates quite clearly how this Project figures in their
future business strategy in relation to ongoing gas operations. As Figure 1 on the next page
shows, the reality is that AGL’s low cost and long term gas supply contracts are coming to an
end and the company hopes to find an alternative.
This question and answer session from one of AGL’s information sessions on the project
proposal, at Balnarring on 27 July 2018, is telling in relation to how the project will benefit
the interests of AGL, and not necessarily consumers.
The questioner was concerned about whether the wholesale gas AGL would own and supply
through the import terminal would translate to lower retail prices. The answers were
supplied by Phaedra Deckart, General Manager, Energy Supply and Origination, AGL.
Question
93

AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020 p240
The ACCC notes that many of the older long term ‘legacy’ contracts from producers to large customers like
AGL are coming to an end and will need to be replaced. ACCC analysis of the costs of AGL, Origin Energy and
Energy Australia. See also Figure 1 following.
94 See John Watts, The Town that said no to AGL – How Gloucester was saved from Coal seem gas, published
by John Watts, 2018
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You have said that the Crib Pt project would put downward pressure on wholesale
prices [gas] but you haven’t said what would happen to domestic - how far would
domestic gas prices drop if this project goes ahead?
Answer
Good question but I can’t answer…
Question
More supply will supply in lower prices to customers. Can you guarantee that? My
concern is that you will import gas at a cheaper price and sell us that gas in winter at
higher prices …
Answer
Our focus is on providing a return to our shareholders and providing a service to our
customers - we serve 2 masters - our customers and our shareholders. 95
As Figure 1 notes:
AGL’s Strong gas portfolio performance in recent years reflects low supply costs
under older supply contracts that are now maturing.
The Figure aims to show how AGL can maintain those returns to shareholders.
If AGL can secure gas supply from this project at margins similar to its older legacy contracts
a question arises as to what impacts this would have on competition, especially for smaller
energy retailers, and on prices?
As previously noted the big three energy wholesalers/retailers dominate market share but
increasingly smaller energy retailers have come into the market offering increased
competition. The impacts of AGL’s proposal on competition are discussed further in this
submission.
The figure below also demonstrates how the proposed Crib Point terminal would maintain
supply levels at previous historical levels, irrespective of gas demand and other energy
changes, thus perpetuating gas as part of the energy mix.
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This Q & A was recorded by a Save Westernport member and was provided in a public setting
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Figure 1

2.2.7 Supply projections and why are they fluid?
In relation to the question of energy (gas) security, AGL argues that the import terminal,
‘Is necessary to provide an additional source of supply to fill the predicted shortfall’
(ES-2).
The proponent quotes predicted shortfalls as outlined by the Australian Energy Market
Operator (AEMO) and other sources.
The proponents emphasise certain points from these sources whilst omitting other points
that show how significantly and rapidly the market situation is changing, and which we
believe have a bearing on any ‘projected’ shortfall.
AEMO has been predicting shortfalls for southern markets since 2017/8 although each year
they vary as to when they might be expected to start, based on the actual demand/supply
situation of the year in which the projections are made, and these shift constantly year on
year.
The ACCC and AER have most recently reported on the easing of gas supply concerns due to
a range of factors as outlined below.
The ACCC Interim Inquiry Report noted that the long- term supply outlook has improved.
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Compared to what the ACCC reported in December 2018, producers have, on average,
increased expected production from 2P reserves by 90 PJ per annum. This has offset
increases to forecast domestic and export demand, resulting in the overall long-term
supply-demand balance remaining stable. 96
And the AER, in its Report - State of the Energy Market, July 2020 notes –
As a result of the changed market conditions, forecasts of Australia’s supply-demand
balance become more optimistic.97
The changed market conditions include a combination of improved domestic supply
increases, pipeline and other reforms designed to improve both price and distribution, and
weaker international conditions 98 brought about by significant shifts in the worldwide LNG
market and the further and ongoing impacts of the Covid 19 pandemic.
The proponents, in setting out their rationale for this project, have failed to address these
changes. They have put their project rationale together as if the energy world is static,
rather than dynamic, and that the only possible way to address gas security concerns is their
import terminal project.
2.2.8 Measures and changes in the gas market that address energy security
Save Westernport believes existing measures to improve domestic supply, combined with
the rapidly changing energy mix and the impacts of Covid-19 on the gas industry and
exports, mean this proposed import terminal is not warranted.
The existing measures and changes include:
• Infrastructure/pipeline investment reforms
• Regulatory and market mechanisms to improve gas market operations
• Additional sources of southern supply
• Domestic reserve policies and mechanisms
• Impacts of Covid-19 on LNG exports, gas demand globally and domestic supply
• Green hydrogen as part of the mix/alternative to methane gas
2.2.8.1 Infrastructure investment reforms
Pipeline operators are developing further improvements to existing pipeline infrastructure
which can support better interconnectedness, including north to south flows as needed, and
better liquidity in the market. These include making some existing pipelines bidirectional.
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The Australian Energy Market Commission (AEMC) notes in its recent biennial report of gas
market liquidity that:
The gas industry on the east coast of Australia has undergone a structural change over
the last decade. Largely isolated point-to-point pipelines have evolved into an
interconnected network, supporting a series of increasingly interlinked markets.
Improving liquidity makes these markets more efficient and supports outcomes where
gas is supplied to those consumers who value it the highest, at the lowest possible
cost, overtime.99
The Australian Energy Regulator notes:
Interregional trade and supply is shifting…the cycle appears to be shifting towards net
southern flows…. In the fourth quarter of 2019 net flows were southwards… 100
The proponents, in their Rationale at 2.2.4 indicate that the regional imbalances and
pipeline constraints require a different source of southern supply [the Crib Point import
terminal] and that the ability to draw on gas to southern states from Queensland is limited
(2.2.6).
As evidenced above this is not the case and with the increasing state of interconnectedness
and pipeline reforms gas is able to flow south to meet supply/demand imbalances.
2.2.8.2 Regulatory and market mechanisms to improve supply
Complementary reforms have been introduced to support better use of existing pipeline
infrastructure, in relation to maximising capacity and market operations for all users and
which support the short-term trading market The Capacity Trading Platform (CTP) was introduced March 2019. The CTP enables gas
to be shipped on any unused pipeline capacity. Shippers can sell unneeded capacity to
other parties, which take up that pipeline capacity to ship supplies. This is a voluntary
market. The CTP is slowly being utilized and is monitored for compliance by the AER.
The Day-Ahead Auction operates in conjunction with the CTP and enables any unused
capacity and taken up by the CTP to be auctioned in a mandatory day ahead auction.
Any shipper can bid at this auction. The day ahead auctions have been successful
providing 41Pj of gas across 10 pipelines in its first 12 months of operation.
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AEMC Bienniel report of gas market liquidity
https://www.aemc.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/gpr0007 - biennial gas liquidity review information sheet - final report 17 july 2020 for publication.pdf
100 AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020 p200
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This measure has improved market dynamics by enhancing competition, especially in
southern markets. Access to low or zero cost pipeline capacity is allowing shippers to
move relatively low priced northern gas into southern spot markets…….most of which
was transported from Queensland to New South Wales and Victoria at the auction’s
reserve price of zero.101
AER monitors compliance of operations of the day-ahead auction and noted that significant
southbound flows can be linked to these pipeline capacity reforms.102
2.2.8.3 Increased sources of Southern supply
Save Westernport does not believe opening up new gas fields is the way forward and that
other measures, as discussed, are adequate to address our gas needs over the next 10
years, especially as renewables replace some energy needs now provided by gas and if
demand for gas consumption is reduced.
We note that some new sources of gas from Victorian producers are coming on board in
approved projects and that the Victorian government has decided to lift its ban on further
conventional gas exploration.
2.2.8.4 Domestic gas reservation policies and mechanisms
Domestic gas reservation mechanisms provide the capacity to ensure supply.
The Federal Government initiated the Australian Domestic Gas Security Mechanism
(ADGSM) in 2017.
The ADGSM grants power to the Federal Energy Minister to require LNG projects to either
limit LNG exports or find new sources of gas to ensure domestic supply. The ADGSM has
never been triggered because the industry came up with an alternative that would not
subject them to direct regulation on export controls.
The alternative is a Heads of Agreement signed between Queensland LNG producers and
the federal government that commits LNG producers to:
• Offer uncontracted gas on reasonable term to meet expected domestic shortfalls
• Offer such gas on competitive market terms to the domestic market before offering
any uncontracted gas to the international market.
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AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020 p 202
AER State of the Energy Market, July 2020 p200 see Figure 1.4.3
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The Heads of Agreement has subsequently been extended and the Department of Industry,
Innovation and Science has found it to be working effectively and recommended that it be
continued until at least 2023. 103
The ACCC has also noted its positive impact. In its Gas inquiry Interim Report of January
2020, it noted that:
Overall, LNG producers are now forecasting to supply 209 PJ in aggregate to the
domestic market in 2020—more than they are expecting to take out (202 PJ),
reversing the situation we reported in July 2019. LNG producers also expect to have
138 PJ of gas available in excess of their current 2020 contractual commitments, which
could be used for either export or to supply the domestic market.
This excess gas will likely act as a buffer should a shortfall arise in the domestic
market.104
In the event the exporters do not supply the domestic market the Federal Government can
always trigger the ADGSM.
The AER has noted the impacts:
Queensland’s LNG producers began offering more gas to the domestic market, which
increased southbound trade flows. Exporters committed to the Australian
Government to first offer any uncontracted gas to the domestic market on a
competitive basis. Data on trade flows may understate the extent of north–south gas
trading. Some gas producers enter swap agreements to deliver gas to southern gas
customers without physically shipping it along pipelines.105
The last sentence is relevant to the argument put by AGL in its project rationale that there is
insufficient pipeline capacity to provide adequate supplies to the southern states. Firstly as
noted above, infrastructure reforms are rapidly changing any previous constraint and
secondly, trades do not always mean flow of actual gas from one point to another– this can
be achieved through agreements. For example, gas bound for NSW under contract from
Victoria could actually be met by another producer from the north, leaving the Victorian gas
in Victoria.
In addition to the ADGSM & the Heads of Agreement we also note that the Victorian
Government has stated it will introduce its own state-based domestic security mechanism, if
necessary.
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Save Westernport believes this maybe a critical mechanism to ensure Victorian gas is used
for Victorians first, before being exported interstate, as happens currently. Victoria still
exports gas to other states under long-term producer-supplier contracts.
Gas flows out of the State were significant over previous years, close to 200PJs in 2017
and subsequently decreasing each year. These export gas flows have certainly
impacted directly on current reserves. (As set out in Figure 50, AEMO Quarterly Energy
Dynamics Quarter 2, 2020, p33)106
We say these gas supply and security mechanisms together can address supply constraints
and negates the supply shortage rationale used to justify the proposed Crib Point gas import
terminal.
2.2.8.5 Impacts of Covid-19 on LNG exports, domestic supply and prices
We face a new reality as a consequence of the Covid-19 pandemic. The economic impacts
are massive and will certainly impact on the LNG export market, with a likelihood of
diminishing prices and future contracts.
The world was already awash with LNG before Covid-19, but the virus has exacerbated the
situation as many countries fall into depression/recession, for possibly years to come, and
therefore lowering energy needs.
On April 28, the benchmark spot price for LNG in north east Asia fell to a record low
$1.90MMbtu, with some analysts describing the economics of LNG as ‘imploding’. 107
According to EnergyQuest, the Covid-19 pandemic was feeding into the Australian LNG
industry with ‘cargo deferrals, lower prices and asset write-downs.’
Many Australian LNG cargoes are anchored in ships offshore or steaming in circles
because their destination cannot accept the LNG shipments. EnergyQuest noted some 53
cargoes in May and June were impacted in this way. LNG prices fell significantly for
forward contracts and companies like Shell and Woodside have written the value of
mining assets destined for the LNG market.108
The full impacts are yet to be fully known but one thing seems clear - the LNG market is now
under severe pressure and may take many years to recover. This will have flow on effects re
wholesale domestic supply and prices.
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2.2.8.6 Green Hydrogen
A new energy source that will come into the energy mix rapidly over the next few years is
green hydrogen.
This new source of energy has the massive potential to replace fossil fuels over the medium
future.
Currently, hydrogen can be added into gas pipelines with concentrations of up to 10% to
supplement gas supplies. This alone could address potential supply shortages.
There are a couple of green hydrogen pilot projects in development. These include Jemena’s
investment in trialing production of hydrogen from renewable energy for injection into its
Sydney network. The AER is supporting this initiative.109
In South Australia, a pilot is underway to introduce 10% hydrogen into the gas network to
boost supply, thus adding green energy to what is currently 100% fossil fuel energy.
If Victoria were to develop similar initiatives for green hydrogen, this would significantly
help address any projected shortfalls and pave the way for a carbon free energy future as
set out in current government policy.
2.2.9 Reducing demand for gas as an energy source
A key factor in the consideration of gas supply and energy security is the question of
demand. If gas demand and consumption falls then supply concerns diminish. AGL and
other energy suppliers tend only to address the supply side.
Gas powered electricity generation
Gas-powered electricity generation (GPG) in the NEM is one of the three big uses of gas. As
noted by AEMO in its latest quarterly report, (Quarter 2, 2020), the demand for GPG is
falling, with gas now providing only 8% of electricity in the NEM, down 1% from the same
quarter a year earlier.110
Victorian GPG declined to its lowest Q2 average since 2015. AEMO says that the main
drivers for the fall in demand are access to lower priced supply for electricity from other
sources.
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AEMO has forecast the downward trend to continue in its latest Integration System Plan for
the NEM, which sets out a roadmap detailing what an optimal national electricity market
would look like to 2040, if it was designed with a focus on security, reliability and the lowest
cost for consumers:
New gas-fired power is not essential for a grid increasingly based on renewable
energy, and. . .the amount of gas-fired power will fall as pumped hydro and batteries
come on line. . .111
Industry demand
The high prices for domestic gas over recent years have meant many industries are looking
at switching energy sources and moving to cheaper renewables and battery storage, thus
reducing gas demand.
Residential and commercial demand
Residential and commercial consumers are the biggest users of gas in Victoria, accounting
for around 60% of all gas demand - primarily for heating and cooking. 112 Targeting this
sector to reduce overall demand forms an important element in both transforming the
state’s energy consumption to renewables and shifting supply/demand balances.
Over 80% of Victorian households are connected to the gas network, a legacy of former
cheap and plentiful supplies and the belief that it was a clean fuel. Now we know better.
Planning laws still allow new residential gas connections with some 35,000 new connections
made to Victorian households every year from 2014-2018.113 Victoria’s planning laws need
to catch up and follow leads such as the ACT’s in banning new connections and so driving
down the demand for gas.
The Victorian government should also be providing more unrestricted incentives for
residents to replace gas appliances and heating systems. Electricity heat pumps for hot
water services and reverse cycle air conditioners are readily available and would
substantially lower gas demand . The Victorian government could also invest in a public
education program designed to promote these alternatives over gas products.
2.2.10 Are there other ‘supply’ alternatives?
The proponents were asked to consider alternatives and to investigate and document the
likely environmental, social and economic effects of these alternatives (EES Scoping 3.4).
The proponents have interpreted this to mean alternative project sites, which they present
in their Report under S 2.5. We examine this aspect in S 2.6 below.
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One alternative for consideration is the establishment of an import terminal at a different
location. This is not an option that Save Westernport supports. We believe the matters we
have set out in our submission in S2.2.8 and 2.2.9 demonstrate that gas supply and demand
measures together can address supply shortfalls. We further believe that the future belongs
to reducing gas usage and switching to renewables. This must be the basis of sustainable
energy and climate change policies, strategies and targets, as championed by the Victorian
government.
However, it is important that decision makers are aware of the other LNG import terminal
options. These could be presented as preferable over the AGL/APA Crib Point proposal on
environmental, social and economic grounds.
One potential gas importer, Australian Industrial Energy (AIE) has gained approvals to site an
FSRU at Port Kembla in New South Wales. Another, Viva Energy, is assessing Corio Bay in
Victoria for the same purpose.
Port Kembla
The AIE Port Kembla proposal is noted briefly in the EES Report but only in relation to the
selection of that site by AIE. The proponents note at S 2-29:
The Port Kembla site was considered to be preferred during the AIE assessment of
alternatives noting that the AIE proposal is focused on meeting the gas needs of the
NSW market…’
In discussing the AIE alternative at Port Kembla, the proponents emphasise it is focused on
meeting the gas needs of the NSW market. That is the focus, but the proponents have also
identified it could assist in supporting gas supply for Victoria, if needed.
AIE is in clear competition with the Crib point proposal. It is fair to say that if import
terminals are ever considered necessary, (which we say is not the case), there is only room
for only one FSRU in Australia.
The AIE proposal at Port Kembla has already gone through the equivalent process of an EES
in NSW and has been approved by the authorities. It is ready to start, subject to a final
investment decision by the project partners.
Some relevant aspects of this proposal:114
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•

Port Kembla is a major industrial port. It is not in the middle of a Ramsar wetland, its
internationally recognised eco-systems and significant fishing and tourist zones.

•

The actual FSRU location is in the inner harbor, which has already been dredged for
other purposes.

•

The port is already considered a major hazard facility and so there are significant
measures in place should accident/safety issues arise – unlike Crib Point

•

There was no significant community opposition to this proposal because of its
placement – in the heart of a major industrial zone

•

The proposed structure of the AIE gas import terminal business is different to AGL’s
in that it would be open access - any gas wholesaler/supplier could buy the gas to
meet customer needs. In the case of Crib Point, AGL is the sole producer and
supplier, which could make the Victorian gas market less competitive.

•

Only a small pipeline of some six kilometres needs to be built for AIE to get gas into
the distribution network compared with the 56 kilometre pipeline required by the
proponent. And the proponent’s pipeline traverses areas of significant vegetation
and poses flora, fauna, soil contamination and groundwater impacts.

•

AIE’s gas imports would not only supply NSW, as stated by AGL, but it can also meet
Victoria’s needs, if required. AIE states it can provide up to 35% of both NSW and
Victoria’s gas needs.

•

There will be sufficient pipeline capacity and bi-directional flows to Victoria as
pipeline operators Jemima and APA have announced upgrades to support
bidirectional flows

Further, if able to meet significant supply of NSW needs, as AIE has stated, this would take
the pressure off interregional gas exports from Victoria into NSW, allowing Victorian gas to
meet Victorian supply needs.
Viva Energy – Corio Bay, Victoria115
In July, 2020 Viva Energy announced plans for an LNG import terminal at Corio Bay.
Viva Energy is further behind in its planning than its competitors but the Viva Energy
conditions are similar to the AIE proposal in that
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•

Corio Bay is a massive industrial port and the second largest in Victoria

•

The existing port conditions are similar to Port Kembla – highly industrialised

•

The FSRU terminal would be part of an existing major energy facility – unlike Crib
Point which is at least five kilometres from the nearest industrial zone

•

The Corio Bay facility would only require building a small pipeline of about six
kilometres to connect to the Victoria’s gas distribution system

Viva Energy proposes that the import terminal would form part of a broader energy hub
combining Viva Energy’s upgraded oil facilities with major renewables investment including
a large new solar farm and potential future hydrogen production. The energy hub concept
would help provide employment to the existing workforce in Geelong, whereas the Crib
Point proposal provides negligible employment on an on-going basis.
Save Westernport does not endorse either the Port Kembla plan or the Corio Bay plan. We
are sceptical that any LNG imports are needed. We do say, however, that in choosing Crib
Point as its preferred site, the proponent has decided to put at risk Ramsar wetlands, a
UNESCO biosphere reserve, and marine national parks. We further discuss the choice of
location.

2.3 Energy Affordability – pricing and competition
A key aspect of the EES Scoping requirements is that of energy affordability. Nowhere in the
proponents’ EES Report do they address this aspect directly other than to make broad
comments that the import terminal will lead to cheaper prices because it adds to supply.
Save Westernport does not believe that the AGL proposal at Crib Point will support cheaper
gas prices. We note that AGL does not provide any evidence in relation to this important
aspect.
We address the following key aspects of affordability.
2.3.1 The costs of the project are not revealed
The costs identified in newspaper reports refer to the ‘$250 million project’ 116 but what
does this figure actually entail and is that the full cost?
FSRU Cost
Oxford Energy has put out a paper examining FSRUs including costs of operations:
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Operating costs are generally estimated at 2.5% of CAPEX per year. Assuming a CAPEX
of $350m ($275m for FSRU + $75m for the infrastructure) this would estimate the
OPEX at $8.75m/y i.e. $24,000/day. This aligns well with the recent publication by QED
Consulting, which provides estimates based on the financial reports of the vessel
owners. Other sources quote OPEX in the range of $20-45,000/day. The actual $/day
figure will be very dependent on the location, the configuration i.e. offshore or
inshore and the capacity of the vessel. This cost excludes the consumption of LNG to
generate heat and power for the regasification process. As discussed in chapter 4, for
a send-out rate of 5 mtpa this consumption is 6.2 t/h (150 t/d) for open loop and 14.8
t/h (335 t/d) for closed loop. Using an LNG price of $10/mmbtu ($500/t) this adds
$72,000/d and $167,000/d respectively to the operating costs.117
This Report and its breakdown of costs shows how high the operating costs actually would
be for an import terminal as the basis of supply and how this must translate into retail
charges to consumers if AGL is to make a profit.
LNG costs
LNG is much more expensive to produce than direct gas transmission. Whilst LNG
export/import prices are currently low, this import terminal is designed to operate for 20
years and would be subject to the vagaries of export/import parity pricing. AGL provides no
information on the costs of LNG or how these would translate into retail pricing and cheaper
gas for customers.
Port fees and charges
The Port fee charges and costs are also unknown.
Pipeline costs
The Sydney Morning Herald has quoted around $160-200 million to build the APA
pipeline.118
2.3.2 AGL’s current record on pricing and affordability
The current retail costs to consumers comprises three essential costs – the wholesale price
paid for the gas by the retailer, the transportation costs (pipeline transmission costs) and
the distribution/retail margin costs to customers. Gas bills do not separate out these costs
but consumers must pay them.
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The Thwaites et al Review of 2017 found that retail costs were higher in Victoria than would
be found in an efficient and regulated market. 119 The current ACCC Inquiry into the Gas
Market is also exploring the issue of pricing and it has voiced serious concerns about high
retail margins by the big energy companies.
As part of its current Review into the Gas Industry, the ACCC conducted an analysis of the
big three that dominate the retail gas market – AGL, Energy Australia and Origin - in relation
to their costs and retail pricing. 120
The ACCC found that these companies have enjoyed significant advantages in recent times.
Whilst wholesale gas prices have risen because of the LNG export market over the period
2014-2019, these large companies were able to source gas supply from long term cheaper
legacy contracts entered into before the export boom.
The ACCC found that, in effect, these companies were paying around 25% of total costs for
their wholesale gas supply when for other retailers wholesale gas was around at least a third
or more of their costs. This cheaper wholesale gas:
did not translate into lower prices for the customers of these companies, rather it
provided the basis for higher margins.
The ACCC has noted that many of these long term legacy contracts held by the large
retailers are coming to an end, meaning that these large companies will have to buy their
wholesale gas at the current market rates. This could mean that retail margins might be
lower for these companies or prices to consumers might rise further.121
However, with recent falls in the gas price by producers, as LNG netback prices have dived,
the costs of wholesale domestic gas have also gone down for gas wholesalers and retailers.
The ACCC notes that this should have flowed through to consumers but it hasn’t.
The ACCC is continuing to examine the whole issue of domestic gas pricing and its latest
Interim Report from August 2020 further examines this issue. As this Report was released
too late to examine for this submission, Save Westernport will address any further relevant
considerations at the Public Hearings.
2.3.3 Competition and affordability
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The ACCC also noted in its January 2020 interim report that competition from other retailers
could act as a constraint on the ‘big three’ retaining their significant margins and current
advantage in the market.
Victoria, with more and smaller energy retailers, is the most competitive of the states. The
ACCC noted that, in 2018, nearly a quarter of customers switched retailers.122 Should the
proponent’s project be approved, what impact would this have on competition and prices
for other retailers and gas users?
In effect, AGL would be producer, wholesaler, and retailer of the imported gas. The AER
notes that such vertical integration maybe good for a business like AGL but that it can
adversely impact on ‘ liquidity… and pose as a barrier to entry or expansion of other
retailers.’123
The ACCC has raised a further concern about the possible impact of import terminals on
prices and supply, particularly for small commercial and industrial users whose loads may
not meet ‘minimum purchase prices’. The type of contracts being offered provide ‘little
flexibility’ and ‘no advantage of spot cargo buying in the shorter-term because of facility
scheduling.’ 124
Even larger users have raised concerns with the ACCC that the long term supply contracts
being offered are inflexible and linked to oil parity prices and LNG import parity.
The ACCC quotes one user as follows:
‘LNG Import Terminals will permanently introduce an LNG import parity on a netback
and local processing cost reference for the domestic market. This is at least $1.50$2.00 per gigajoule higher than LNG export parity on a netback basis, in our
assessment.’125
In other words, import terminals could significantly add to costs for domestic users. This is a
very significant aspect – nowhere in this EES Report do the proponents indicate the costs
and impacts on prices and affordability by importing gas.
The ACCC will be further examining this issue in forthcoming reports as part of its broad
Inquiry into the Gas Market. This analysis will help inform the real impacts of gas import
terminals.
Save Westernport believes that it is critical for all parties - consumers, retailers, the public
and decision makers - to be fully aware of the price and affordability implications of having a
122
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single source of gas supply. We say there is no reason to believe that this proposal will mean
cheaper gas.

2.4 Energy Efficiency
AGL briefly address the question of energy efficiency in a couple of paragraphs at S 2.2.9.
Energy efficiency is usually understood as meaning using less energy to achieve the same
outcomes or using different energy sources from a more efficient source - such as
renewables.
2.4.1 Using more energy efficient products and appliances to reduce demand – powered
by electricity
AGL’s submission makes a brief mention of energy efficiency measures in terms of its
commitments to educate and encourage its customers to use more efficient energy
appliances ( 2.2.9) such as:
reverse cycle conditioners ‘which is significantly cheaper to run to warm your home
than gas central heating’ or
‘to consider replacing gas hot water system with energy efficient heat pumps.’
We note both of these require a switch from a gas-powered appliance to an electricitypowered appliance.
These types of efficiency measures also reduce gas demand and are measures that all
energy companies and governments should be making. No evidence is provided by AGL of
the actual steps they are taking or how many customers are switching to these non-gas
powered energy efficient systems.
Given that gas heating and hot water are the primary uses of gas in the retail and
commercial retail sectors of Victoria’s gas market – such measures, if realistically
implemented, would assist in driving down demand for gas.
Save Westernport questions how locking Victoria into imported LNG for the next 20 years
will improve efficiency.
2.4.2 An import terminal is an inefficient energy option
Energy efficiency can also apply to consideration of the production and supply chain of an
energy source. This is not considered by AGL.
In the case of a regassification terminal the inefficiencies are massive.
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An import terminal adds further steps in the whole gas production and distribution process.
Energy is used (and emissions produced) at every point in the process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Initial exploration
Initial production processes (including separation of methane/ethane from other
noxious gases including nitrogen, carbon dioxide and sulphur dioxide)
Transport to LNG plant
liquefaction processes for export
Transport by ship to point of destination
Shipping back to Australia if the LNG is sourced from another country, or similarly
from northern or western ports of Australia
The loading of the LNG into the FSRU
The regassification process itself, noting that a closed loop system requires 20%
more energy and releases higher emissions
The process of adding mercaptan
The truck transport of chemicals needed for regassification
The energy used in building of the pipeline.

It is no wonder that renewables are now in the fast lane.

2.5 Emissions and climate change impacts
The aspect will be addressed in more detail and in many submissions, including by
Environment Victoria. As such, Save Westernport will only address a few key points.
2.5.1 Gas emissions – much higher in LNG and regassification production processes
The first point to make is that the production of gas has a huge impact in global warming
and its impacts on emissions are significantly higher than the fossil fuel industry claims.
As asserted earlier it is not a transition source of energy; it creates massive damage to our
atmosphere at a time when we are on the brink of climate change catastrophe.
In the short term one tonne of methane gas warms the atmosphere 86 times more than a
tonne of carbon dioxide (with methane lasting in the atmosphere for approximately nine
years.126
Every time we produce and use gas we are escalating climate change and its devastating
impacts on the planet. As pointed out in a recent study published in Nature, human
activities contribute to the production of methane far more than previously thought – in the
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order of 25-40%. In total, gas is responsible for a quarter of all global warming.127 Taking gas
out of the energy equation can have positive immediate impacts but the longer we use or
even expand gas the more difficult it becomes to deal with the climate change
consequences.
The approach to the emissions impacts of the proposed import terminal by the proponents
is very narrow and completely underestimates the emissions they will have responsibility for
as the end producer.
They only address the direct emissions from the regassification process, not taking into
account all the emissions arising from the original production of the gas through to end use
after regassification.
The proponents indicate that the import terminal will add some 0.023% to Victoria’s
emissions in closed loop mode and 0.06% in open loop (ES-15). They estimate these
emissions associated with the production of 160 petajoules of LNG. This, of course, is year
on year, and they do not address the far more immediate impacts of methane gas on
contributions to global warming.
Fugitive emissions have risen 46% since 2005 because of the escalation in gas production.
They include:
• Venting (when gas is released directly into the atmosphere)
• Flaring (burning of gas to reduce risks/hazards)
• Leakage (from gas infrastructure)
• Migratory (leaks from fissures when gas is extracted). 128
The most comprehensive study to date of the U.S. fossil gas system estimated the overall
leakage to be 2.3% (Alvarez 2018). At that rate, emissions from methane leakage are about
the same as the emissions from burning the natural gas in power plants or for heat, when
evaluated over a 20-year period—thus doubling the warming from simply burning the gas
(Alvarez 2018).129
Liquification is very energy intensive and thus increases the emissions of gas production
more so than a direct production/supply model.
Australia does not count emissions related to LNG exports because we say these emissions
are the responsibility of the overseas end user.
It could, thus, be equally argued that an import terminal owner in Australia should have to
take responsibility for the entire emissions produced across the whole production/supply
127
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chain and that this total must be added to the emissions for the state in which it is located.
Save Westernport strongly believes that if the emissions are not counted in the export
process then they must be added to imports.
Shipping the LNG to and from destinations and then adding the regassification process adds
further layers of emissions.
Shipping fossil gas as LNG significantly increases the greenhouse gas footprint. Cooling
gas to the very low temperatures needed to turn it into a liquid (LNG) requires huge
energy inputs to run compressors. In an LNG export terminal, typically 10–20% of the
incoming gas is burned to power the liquefaction process (Lowell 2013). LNG tankers
traveling long distances—such as from Texas to Japan, the largest LNG importer—add
more emissions from the fuel they burn.
Overall, using fossil gas as LNG adds around 25% more CO2 emissions, on top of those
from burning the gas for electricity or heat (Pavlenko et al 2020). 130 (Emphasis added)
These total emissions impacts must be taken into account along with the emission impacts
of end-use of gas by consumers.
2.5.2 The alternative to higher emissions – blue carbon emission credits
Rather than adding to Victoria’s emissions, we can maintain and improve Westernport Bay’s
capacity to store carbon and potentially earn more carbon credits.
Westernport bay has widespread seagrass beds, salt marshes and mangroves that play a key
role in carbon sequestration. This includes the seagrass beds and mangroves in close
proximity to the proposed site at Crib Point. Known as ‘blue carbon’, these beds store
carbon at 30-50 times that of terrestrial vegetation.
A key to blue carbon is that the sediments accrete over time if undisturbed. This allows blue
carbon ecosystems to continually capture carbon, unlike terrestrial ecosystems, which may
eventually plateau.131 The proposed import terminal presents a threat to blue carbon given
the levels of disturbance by the operations of the FSRU.
Due to its potential for use in carbon trading schemes, Westernport’s blue carbon has
an estimated annual value of $90 billion. Associate Professor Peter Macreadie of Deakin
University’s Blue Carbon Lab works extensively in Westernport, ‘specialising in capitalising
on Blue Carbon, which refers to the powerful ability of coastal vegetated ecosystems to
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sequester carbon, and thereby help mitigate climate change’.132

2.6 Critique of the choice of location
We know [the community] are … taking one for the team, I suppose. . . 133
The proponent looked at alternative sites to locate an FSRU. Five reasons were listed that
resulted in Crib Point as the preferred site:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Victoria is the biggest consumer of gas
The Jetty/Port is an industrialised commercial port
It minimises gas transport to consumers
Good Access to Eastern Gas pipeline
Other possible locations not as good.

We argue that all five points are wrong or inaccurate. We say:
1. Yes, true currently of retail/commercial usage, but this has to change to meet
our emissions targets and provide cheaper forms of energy to consumers. We
have to reduce demand, not add huge and unnecessary levels of supply for 20
years
2. Yes, the jetty is part of the Port of Hastings and classified industrial but in
reality the jetty is used marginally by just one contractor and the Port
operations overall are miniscule relative to large industrial ports such as Corio
Bay or Port Kembla
3. No – see 4
4. No – access to the eastern gas system requires a new 56 km pipeline
5. This is not true
At the very heart of a choice of location for a heavy industry project of this nature must be
its environmental and social values and impacts. These do not seem to have been intrinsic
to the initial decision-making of this location by AGL/APA.
Was their initial choice based on ignorance of the internationally recognised significance of
Westernport Bay, its wetlands, ecosystems, migratory birds and endangered species?
Was it made on the basis that the company did not consider these important or that
communities would not really take notice of the proposal?

132
133

http://www.bluecarbonlab.org/
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-02-24/why-victoria-is-facing-gas-shortage/10798554

62

Perhaps financial benefits of this site were deemed to be more important than its
environmental values and assets?
EES Report Table 2-3 sets out the short-listed sites and compares these. The Table makes
only two points about environmental effects for Crib Point:
• Located within Western Port Ramsar site
• No capital dredging required
But no further consideration is offered about what the Ramsar status means.
2.6.1 An overview of the Westernport Bay location
Ramsar status
The Westernport Ramsar Site Information Service states:
Westernport is a Site of international geological and geomorphological significance,
and nationally important expanses of relatively undisturbed, species-rich, saltmarsh
vegetation.
Westernport Bay has • Three Marine National Parks
• A Ramsar Wetland of International Importance
• It is a Key stopover on the East Asia Flyway for migratory birds
• It is located in the UNESCO designated Mornington Peninsula and WP Biosphere
Reserve
• Provides many vital benefits and ecosystem services – natural beauty,
• tourism, fishing, boating, contributing to health and well being.
The Melbourne Water publication, titled ‘Understanding The Westernport Environment’
states:
Western Port is special. It is a unique feature on the Victorian coast, a large, semienclosed embayment on an exposed coastline, formed by complex geological
processes. Superficially similar to Port Phillip Bay, it is more complex than its western
neighbour, with a greater tidal range, extensive intertidal mudflats, and two large
islands: Phillip Island and French Island.
Its classification as a Biosphere Reserve:
‘places it alongside 13 other such reserves in Australia, including Wilsons Promontory,
Uluru-Kata Tjuta, and Kosciuszko National Parks.
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The Bay’s two entrances are substantially closed off from the sea by Phillip Island. A
proportion of the water mass is circulated in a clockwise direction around French
Island. In addition some water, after completing a circuit around French Island, may
recycle around the island again. Thus some of the material entering the Bay waters
may be retained for a considerable time before entering the open ocean. Because of
this, biological systems, especially the supply of oxygen, are probably more delicately
poised than in other bays, for example Port Phillip.’134
Westernport Bay also has significant saltmarsh:
‘Western Port can be said to support one of the most significant stands of salt marsh
in south- eastern Australia, and thus can be considered to be of national
significance.’135
Westernport’s marine ecosystems are fragile and deserve the highest level of
protection. We note the recent Report of the Victorian Parliament, into the Inquiry into the
Auditor General’s Report No 202, meeting obligations to Protect Ramsar Wetlands, and the
need for better protection of all Ramsar sites, including Westernport Bay.136
This is not the site for an FSRU.
2.6.2 Location of other FSRUs
At Figure 2-14 in the EES the proponents provide a map of existing FSRUs circa 2018. Some
of these may never be operational due to the shifting international circumstances around
the LNG market, shifts to renewables, increasing community opposition to such projects and
the impacts of Covid-19.
The collapse in global oil and gas demand and pandemic-related worksite restrictions
have forced many companies to declare force majeure delays and reschedule final
investment decisions (FIDs). As of late June 2020, at least 11 major projects have
reported significant new difficulties, typically citing combinations of pandemic
disruption, low prices, and organized opposition.
For projects in earlier stages of development and not yet committed to construction,
there has been a widespread pullback, including the quiet abandonment of a large
number of projects. Overall, the failure rate for proposed LNG export terminal projects
for the period 2014–2020 is 61%.
134

https://www.melbournewater.com.au/sites/default/files/201802/Understanding the Western Port Environment 0.pdf
135 http://www.environment.gov.au/water/topics/wetlands/database/pubs/19-ris.pdf
136 https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/images/stories/committees/paec/Inquiry into AuditorGenerals report No. 202 Meeting Obligations to Protect Ramsar Wetlands 2016/QoNs/PAEC 5905 Meeting Obligations to Protect Ramsar Wetlands.pdf

64

The social license of LNG has come under growing challenge as studies have debunked
the portrayal of fossil gas as an environmentally benign “bridge fuel” to a low-carbon
future.137
It should also be noted that a number of these FSRUs are located offshore rather than in a
shallow estuarine bay of enormous environmental and ecosystem values and services.
Almost all FSRUs that operate inshore would be in the boundaries of massive industrial
ports, not located at a single jetty surrounded by native vegetation either side, houses in the
immediate vicinity and the beautiful fragile clean waters of the bay with mangroves and
seagrass beds in close proximity.
The proposed site at Crib Point/Westernport Bay is, by any socio-environmental measure, a
very poor choice of location.
2.6.3 Comparison with other potential import terminal locations
In evaluating other location options, the proponents shortlisted two other sites – Port
Adelaide and Port Kembla.138
Tables 2.3 and 2.4 of their Report compare the three shortlisted options and the text
provides an overview of each option. The criteria in these Tables are heavily skewed to
factors relating to port operability and economics.
These criteria are very narrow and do not pass ‘the pub test’ in terms of acceptability. Much
greater weight should have been made of the social and environmental impacts and values
of the proposal and its acceptability to the communities in the area.
In turning to the Port Kembla option, which AGL states was unsuitable, we note the AIE
import terminal selection at Port Kembla was made after AGL had selected Crib Point. As
noted earlier, Save Westernport does not think any import terminal is needed but the
location of Port Kembla is certainly more suitable than Crib Point, as is Corio Bay (Viva
Energy).
A short comparison of the AIE, Port Kembla proposal and AGL/APA’s proposal at Crib Point
based on location impacts is instructive.
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Plante et al, op.cit
In s2.2.10 of our submission, Save Westernport referred to the proposed import terminal options at Port
Kembla and Corio Bay, noting the distinctions between these sites and their proposed operations and the
proponents’ Crib Point terminal. In this section of our submission on choice of location we further discuss the
Port Kembla option to further demonstrate the flawed choice of Crib Point as the location by AGL/APA.
138
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Table: comparison of Locations for siting of FSRU: Port Kembla and Crib Point 139
Criteria
Port Kembla
Crib Point
Port location
The Port is part of a very
Crib Point jetty is
large industrial area with
designated port/industrial.
multiple industry
It has one industry
operations
operation
Port Size
The port has 18
Crib Point has 1 jetty
import/export berths and The only other key jetty in
6 independent terminals
the Port of Hastings is
all in close proximity. It is
located some distance
a large scale industrial
away
port
Number of ships using
1680-2380
100-190
port
FSRU Location
Highly disturbed existing
Native vegetation either
environment
port land & massive quays side
Marine Environment
Inner port highly disturbed No current ship
– ships constant
disturbance except United
Temperature already 7
tankers approx 40 x a year
degrees warmer because
For brief stays.
of shipping etc.
Marine environment with
No known seagrass
very high ecological values
Seagrass and mangrove
beds very close by; known
squid nursery
Soil contamination &
High within industrial land High at various points
ASS
and in sections of pipeline within Receiving facility
ASS & PASS all along 57
pipeline corridor
Noise and Light
The port operates 24
Negligible noise and light
hours a day
now; FSRU would
substantially change
surrounding environs
Pipeline size
6.3 kms
57kms
Pipeline location
Through industrial land
Through significant
parkland, Ramsar site,
high levels of native flora
including endangered
species, prime agricultural
land
Transport
Very heavy transport base Negligible transport now
servicing the port
including road and rail
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The information re Port Kembla is taken from the Port Kembla Gas Terminal Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) Volume 1 , GHD & AIE,
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Visual

Encompassed within the
Port existing structures –

Very prominent industrial
vessel in scenic surrounds,
visible from French and
Phillip Islands and by the
thousands of boats who
use Westernport for
recreation and its beauty
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Viva Energy at Geelong (top), Port Kembla (centre), and Crib Point and surrounding wetlands from
approximately 5km altitude. others’. Crib Point, amid Westernport Bay’s world-renowned wetlands, is no place
for one of the world’s biggest gas import terminals. (Images: Google Earth)
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2.7 Conclusions
Save Westernport believes that the proponents’ proposal fails in effectively demonstrating
the rationale for this import terminal with regard to the EES evaluation objectives of energy
security, affordability and efficiency. It is also deeply flawed in choice of location.
Our submission, in conjunction with those by Environment Victoria, the Victorian National
Parks Association and many others, describe the profoundly negative environmental, social
and economic impacts of this proposal.
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3. Impacts on marine ecology and biodiversity
3.1 Overview
We have had the opportunity of viewing the submission on the EES from Victorian National
Parks Association (VNPA). We refer to and fully support VNPA’s major concerns outlined in
that submission.
We specifically endorse VNPA’s views that the proponent’s assessment of impacts on
marine biodiversity, including potential effects on the ecological character and biodiversity
values of the Westernport Ramsar wetland, has been very poorly undertaken and is
unacceptably incomplete.
We also specifically endorse VNPA’s concerns about the following impacts of the proposed
project:
•

Chlorine discharges and the release of toxicants

•

Marine pest invasions

•

Other impacts, including cumulative impacts, on matters of national
environmental significance, listed species and communities of high
conservation value, especially in the Ramsar wetland.

Save Westernport reserves its right to raise concerns about marine noise and vibration at
the public hearings. Sections 5, 6, 8 and 9 of this submission are also relevant to a full
consideration of impacts on the marine environment. We address the specific impacts of
artificial lighting from the project below.

3.2 Light
This overview applies to the assessment of risks and impacts on both marine (this Section of
our submission) and terrestrial/freshwater (Section 4 of our submission) environments. We
make the general observation that the risks of impacts from project lighting are badly
assessed and in many instances, not considered. It is telling that in the Environmental Risk
Report, light is not even assigned its own consequence criteria (Attachment III, Appendix A).
Our assessment of the impacts is underpinned by the recently developed National Light
Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife.140 First, light cycles are important. Life on earth evolved
under a variable light/dark cycle. Variation in annual light cycles drives seasonality, monthly
light cycles (lunar cycles) can drive variation in daily activity patterns, and daily variation is
inherently linked to circadian rhythm. In the absence of darkness, each of these is affected
140

National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds,
Commonwealth of Australia 2020.
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and increasing evidence suggests that the presence of artificial light at night can promote
variation at all levels.
Second, artificial light at night can affect ecological systems. Its presence makes night a
dimly lit day and masks natural daily and lunar cycles. Artificial light also promotes
physiological changes: blue light, in particular, can directly affect melatonin levels, which
regulate reproductive development, immune function, sleep, metabolism, and many other
important biological processes. Depending on the species, artificial light can be attractive or
repulsive.
Third, light at night is not confined to the source –even if extremely well shielded, its
presence can still be viewed by anything ground-dwelling. Even with the best shielding,
bright lights will scatter photons and thus can be seen kilometres from their source. This is
particularly disruptive for species that are airborne and/or migratory, if their flight paths are
close to the source of light.141
Finally, while the National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife are a starting point for all
impact assessments, it is becoming increasingly clear that a ‘one size fits all’ strategy is
unlikely to work. For example, while there is evidence that some birds do not avoid light at
night,142 or will even choose to roost in lit places,143 exposure to light at night can still have
adverse effects on the sleep, health and behaviour of these same birds.144
Recent work on birds has also found that some birds are still affected by amber light (blue
removed).145 The degree to which variation in the colour and intensity of light impacts other
animals is also species-specific, and further work is required to determine how light may
affect those particularly vulnerable species. In addition, while we appreciate that decisions
need to be based on the evidence available, absence of research is not the same as an
absence of adverse effects. The effects of light at night on biodiversity is an emerging area
of research. Recent studies suggest that light at night can have pervasive, severe effects on
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Cabrera-Cruz, S.A., Smolinsky, J.A. & Buler, J.J. Light pollution is greatest within migration passage areas for
nocturnally-migrating birds around the world. Sci Rep 8, 3261 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-01821577-6.
142 Aulsebrook, A. E., et al. (2020a). "Streetlights Disrupt Night-Time Sleep in Urban Black Swans." Frontiers in
Ecology and Evolution 8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2020.00131; de Jong, M., et al. (2015). "Effects of
nocturnal illumination on life-history decisions and fitness in two wild songbird species." Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences 370(1667).
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2014.0128.
143 Ulgezen, Z. N., et al. (2019). "The preference and costs of sleeping under light at night in forest and urban
great tits." Proceedings of the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences 286(1905): 20190872.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2019.0872.
144 Aulsebrook, A. E., et al. (2020a). "Streetlights Disrupt Night-Time Sleep in Urban Black Swans." Frontiers in
Ecology and Evolution 8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2020.00131; Ouyang, J. Q., et al. (2017). "Restless
roosts: Light pollution affects behavior, sleep, and physiology in a free-living songbird." Global Change Biology
23(11): 4987-4994. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13756.
145 Aulsebrook et al. (2020b). White and Amber Light at Night Disrupt Sleep Physiology in Birds, Current
Biology, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2020.06.085.
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plants and wildlife, yet many species and processes – particularly in Australia – remain
unstudied.
3.2.1 Light modelling
There is no specific marine light modelling in the EES. Instead the assessment of light
impacts on marine biodiversity relies on modelling that appears to have been carried out
with impacts on human amenity in mind and has significant limitations (see 4.3.2.1 of our
submission).
3.2.2 Impacts of light on flora and fauna
Due to the proponent’s reliance on flawed and limited light modelling, and an insufficient
consideration and understanding of the impacts of light on marine fauna and flora, the
assessment of potential impacts is grossly understated.
Only two possible areas of risk are identified. The first, that of light spill from the Gas Import
Jetty Works, is assessed as ‘low’ (6-67; Technical Report A, 403). The proponent implies that
effects of light spill would be minimal because the total area of water surface subject to
light spill would be small (6-113). This claim ignores the National Light Pollution Guidelines
recommendation that where there is important habitat for listed species, a 20km
precautionary boundary should be set for considering artificial light impacts.146 Even if, as
the proponents claim, light may spill onto only 0.002 percent of Westernport, if fauna are
attracted, or it changes the nocturnal environment substantially (above the level of light
from a full moon), this has implications for species and biodiversity. How will this be
measured?
It is also misleading to discuss effects in terms of the total surface area of Western Port Bay.
Western Port Bay is not a homogenous landscape. If the entire shoreline of Western Port
Bay were illuminated, that would comprise a tiny percentage of the entire bay, but 100% of
shorebird habitat.
In a radically unorthodox interpretation of cumulative effects as providing mitigation, the
proponent also claims that the high turbidity of the North Arm at Crib Point – which is likely
to be increased by the project and hence would come with its own negative impacts – will
limit the light impact (6-113; See also Technical Report A, 407). This statement is vague and
unsubstantiated. There does not appear to be any data provided in the assessment on the
turbidity of the water and/or extent of light transmission into the water column. Marine life
may still inhabit parts of the water column that are affected. This is impossible to assess
without further information.
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National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds,
Commonwealth of Australia 2020, 11.
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The suggested mitigation of the risk identified is similarly inadequate. MM-ME11 proposes
as an initial measure to address light spill, limiting lights to the number for safe operations
and shading to keep light spill on the deck, yet there are no technical details and no
estimate of what light reduction might be achieved (6-67).
It is critical to get this mitigation right as it is likely to affect migrating birds and insects and
may drive shifts in the distribution of aquatic species (i.e. they may aggregate around, or
avoid, the jetty). Regardless of the nature of the outcome this likely promotes shifts in
biodiversity and community structure. As discussed at 4.3.2.2 of our submission, it is also
important to consider that even lights with shields will produce light that is visible from a
distance.
The total number of lights is arguably less important than their positioning, overall intensity,
glare and spectral composition. How will these factors be managed to mitigate the effects of
extra light?
It is also highly unlikely that such a mitigation measure will ever be applied, given that the
proponent would not own or even operate the FSRU, let alone the LNG carriers (see 5.3.2.2
of our submission). Our conclusion is further supported by the vagueness of the proponent’s
assertion:
‘To reduce the effect of artificial lighting on the FSRU, lighting on vessel decks and the
berth would be managed to reduce direct light spill where possible onto marine
waters subject to meeting navigation and vessel safety standards.’ (6-113, our
emphasis)
The second identified risk – unnatural aggregation of marine fauna – is also in direct
opposition to the first, as it suggests that instead of being contained on the deck of the
FSRU, light spill is indeed a likely issue (6-113). This risk is proposed to be addressed by, as
an initial measure, an exclusion zone around the FSRU to prevent fishing (MM-ME13, 6-68),
and further mitigation by policing that zone (MM-ME14, 6-68). However, while the
exclusion zone will limit human activity, if light attracts different species then this may lead
to their demise and change the biodiversity within the region. There is no indication of how
this will be tested.
The EES does briefly acknowledge that the benthic habitats of Westernport, including
saltmarsh, mangroves, seagrass and unvegetated sediment are critical to the ecological
character of the Bay and are affected by light (6-36–6-40; Technical Report A, 80-97), as are
fauna such as plankton (6-48–6.51; Technical Report A, 128-49, 339-40).
However, there is no substantive assessment of the potential impact on particular marine
fauna. The Marine Biodiversity Impact Assessment (Technical Report A) mentions the
National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife, but dismisses these on the basis that they
‘provide discussion mostly specific to marine turtles, seabirds and migratory shorebirds’
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(405), that turtles are not really relevant to the EES and that the potential risks of light spill
to seabirds and migratory shorebirds are discussed in the Terrestrial and Freshwater
Biodiversity Impact Assessment (Technical Report B, see 4.2.2 of our submission). Even a
cursory reading of the National Light Pollution Guidelines would find that light also affects
moths, bats, wallabies, possums and plants; as well as invasive pests and predators which
has flow on effects for listed species.147
With regard to behavioral impacts, light at night can affect the natural migratory patterns of
plankton. Plankton are a critical food source for a multitude of species. Thus the degree to
which light spill can be contained is critical – if it is not contained it may act as an ecological
trap (species are disproportionately attracted to it) or alternatively species may avoid these
areas. It is acknowledged by the proponent that plankton populations are distributed
patchily (6-52). Light at night may drive shifts in these distributions.
With regard to physiological effects, fish hatching is affected by the presence of light. One
recent study found that when clownfish eggs were exposed to even low levels of artificial
light, all failed to hatch.148 Westernport Bay is an important nursery area for fish and it is
extremely probable that other fish species will be affected. This would also have
repercussions for species that feed on these fish. How will the proponent ensure there will
be no detrimental effects of lighting on fish hatching? Larval settlement patterns may also
be influenced by lighting.149
Cumulative effects exacerbating the impact of lighting, or where lighting might exacerbate
other impacts, are not addressed. For example, with regard to the discussion of entrainment
(6-70–6-80), if fauna are attracted by the light and disproportionately affected they will be
further damaged by the FRSU. It is unlikely that the lab-based predator studies compare to
what will happen when there are large surges in water movement, as they are in a very
different context. The larval assessments also appear to have been carried out in the
absence of the potential light (and noise) and are thus unlikely to be reflective of actual
numbers once operations commence. There is little indication as to how this issue will be
resolved.
Finally, the Independent Peer Review of the assessment of the potential marine impacts of
the Gas Import Jetty proposal (Technical Report A, Part 2, Annexure L), lists ‘lights’ as part of
the key issues required by the Scoping Requirements to be addressed in the EES (A2L, 2).
The Review also lists under ‘Priorities for characterising the existing environment’:
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National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds,
Commonwealth of Australia 2020, 6.
148 Fobert Emily K., Burke da Silva Karen and Swearer Stephen E. 2019 Artificial light at night causes
reproductive failure in clownfish. Biol. Lett.1520190272 http://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2019.0272.
149 Fobert Emily K., Burke da Silva Karen and Swearer Stephen E. 2019 Artificial light at night causes
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‘Identify flora and fauna that could be affected by the project’s potential
effects on air quality, noise or vibration, or could be disoriented or otherwise
impacted by project lighting.’ (A2L, 3)
Under ‘Assessment of likely effects’, the Review includes:
‘Assess likely direct and indirect effects of the project on the ecological
character and habitat values of the Western Port Ramsar wetland site,
including but not limited to effects of entrainment, potential introduction of
exotic organisms, wastewater discharges, other waste streams, noise, vibration
and light.’ (A2L, 4)
Despite these inclusions, there is absolutely no review of the proponent’s assertions about
the risks and impacts pertaining to light.

3.3 Legislative and policy requirements relevant to the marine environment
Inconsistent with Environment Protection Act 1970
The issue of a works approval for the FSRU would be contrary to, or inconsistent with, one
or more applicable policies; or likely to cause, or to contribute to, pollution.
The issue of a works approval would also be likely to cause an environmental hazard and/or
likely to endanger public health (see Sections 6 and 8 of our submission).
We therefore submit that the FSRU works approval and (if works approval is granted)
licence applications should be refused.
Inconsistent with Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth)
The proposed Gas Import Jetty project will result in significant impacts on Matters of
National Environmental Significance; specifically, on the ecological character of the Ramsar
listed Westernport wetlands, listed threatened species and listed migratory species.
Accordingly we submit that AGL should not receive approval for the project.
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4. Impacts on terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity
4.1 Introduction
Evaluation Objective 4.2 of the EES Scoping Requirements for this project addresses
potential adverse biodiversity impacts on marine, terrestrial and freshwater native flora and
fauna. This section of our submission focuses on terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity.
Because of the connection with groundwater impacts, we also make submissions on this
Evaluation objective as it relates to impacts on native flora and fauna.
The two relevant evaluation objectives are:
•

‘To avoid, minimise or offset potential adverse effects on native flora and fauna and
their habitat, especially listed threatened or migratory species and listed
communities’ (4.2)

•

To minimise adverse effects on water (including groundwater, waterway, wetland,
estuarine, intertidal and marine) quality and movement particularly as they might
effect the ecological character of the Western Port Ramsar site’ (4.3)

We submit that the EES Report fails to adequately identify, avoid and minimise the impacts
of the Project in relation to native species, relying instead on offsets (paying the destruction
fee) and that, where proposed, these offsets are based on a flawed process.
We also submit that the EES Report fails to effectively minimise adverse effects on water
quality, with material impacts to Western Port, the waterways that drain to it and the
aquatic life that depends on these environments. The Project will destroy and degrade
terrestrial and aquatic habitat for native species (including species listed as threatened and
migratory), cause the death of individual animals and plants, negatively impact species
populations and amplify existing threatening processes in the short term (construction) and
long term (operation) of the Project.
It is notable how many different environments will be impacted by the Project, including
areas of native vegetation, waterways, areas of agricultural land, planted vegetation and
intertidal mudflats (Technical Report B, 2).
The area that the pipeline is passing through is very diverse and this makes it of higher value
for protection: it has diverse geologies, Ecological Vegetation Classes (EVCs) and is the
intersection of marine and freshwater environments. Instead of recognising this value and
minimising impacts through careful design and location, the Project seems to have been
designed to directly cause or enable as many of the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988
(FFG) Listed Potentially Threatening Processes150 as possible and rams straight through the
heart of high-quality habitat.

150

In alphabetical order: Alteration to the natural flow regimes of rivers and streams; Degradation of native
riparian vegetation along Victorian rivers and streams; Habitat fragmentation as a threatening process for
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The Project risk assessment as it relates to terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity and water
quality is flawed and insufficient, downplaying the risk to these values and proposing
controls that are in many cases hopelessly inadequate.
In addition, the underlying data used to make assessments is often patchy, based on
inappropriate survey methods and data sources and in several cases, completely absent.
Data and outcomes from supporting reports have also been misrepresented and glaring
errors made. The EES seems to be slapdash and insufficient and provides no confidence that
the considerable environmental impacts are fully understood or that there is a robust plan
in place to monitor and manage them.
While the Proponent attempts to demonstrate that the Project will have impacts that are
within acceptable industrial limits, the question of whether this unique and biodiverse area
should be assessed against ‘industrial’ limits remains unaddressed, and to our view, is
completely unacceptable and an inaccurate misrepresentation of the Western Port location.
As we have said elsewhere, the land for the receiving facility may be classified industrial
under the Ports Act but it has no large-scale industry and the route for the pipeline clearly
goes though vast tracts of non-industrial land.
The development itself is completely unacceptable within Western Port, which is
internationally recognised for its ecological values, posing direct impacts and unacceptable
risks to this significant, diverse and already threatened ecology.
The question also remains whether the people who live at or near Crib Point, around or in
the Bay (on French Island and Phillip Island) or along the pipeline should have to accept the

fauna in Victoria; High frequency fire resulting in disruption of life cycle processes in plants and animals and
loss of vegetation structure and composition; Increase in sediment input into Victorian rivers and streams due
to human activities; Infection of amphibians with Chytrid Fungus, resulting in chytridiomycosis; Input of
organotins to Victorian marine and estuarine waters; Input of petroleum and related products into Victorian
marine and estuarine environments; Input of toxic substances into Victorian rivers and streams; Invasion of
native vegetation by Blackberry Rubus fruticosus L. agg.; Invasion of native vegetation by ‘environmental
weeds’; Loss of biodiversity as a result of the spread of Coast Wattle (Acacia longifolia subsp. sophorae) and
Sallow Wattle (Acacia longifolia subsp. longifolia) into areas outside its natural range; Loss of biodiversity in
native ant populations and potential ecosystem integrity following invasion by Argentine Ants (Linepithema
humile); Loss of coarse woody debris from Victorian native forests and woodlands; Loss of hollow-bearing
trees from Victorian native forests; Loss of terrestrial climatic habitat caused by anthropogenic emissions of
greenhouse gases; Predation of native wildlife by the cat, Felis catus; Predation of native wildlife by the
introduced Red Fox Vulpes vulpes; Prevention of passage of aquatic biota as a result of the presence of
instream structures; Reduction in biodiversity of native vegetation by Sambar (Cervus unicolor); Reduction in
biodiversity resulting from Noisy Miner (Manorina melanocephala) populations in Victoria; Reduction in
biomass and biodiversity of native vegetation through grazing by the Rabbit Oryctolagus cuniculus; Removal of
wood debris from Victorian streams; Soil degradation and reduction of biodiversity through browsing and
competition by feral goats (Capra hircus); Spread of Pittosporum undulatum in areas outside its natural
distribution; The discharge of human-generated marine debris into Victorian marine or estuarine waters; The
introduction of exotic organisms into Victorian marine waters; The spread of Phytophthora cinnamomi from
infected sites into parks and reserves, including roadsides, under the control of a state or local government
authority; Use of Phytophthora-infected gravel in construction of roads, bridges and reservoirs; Wetland loss
and degradation as a result of change in water regime, dredging, draining, filling and grazing.
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loss of terrestrial habitat flora and fauna of such high ecological values and the amenity this
provides to serve an individual company.
We outline our concerns in more detail below and are happy to provide more context or
supporting evidence on any of the comments outlined in this document.
As local naturalists that have decades of experience surveying and observing the natural
environment in this region and we believe that we have a better understanding of the local
ecology than the consultants that relied on desktop studies and a few days of fieldwork in
the area to assess the potential impact of this substantial Project .

4.2 Broad environmental issues and concerns
4.2.1 Overview
A constant implication in the proponents’ statements is that as the Westernport
environment is already subject to various impacts, any impacts added by the project cannot
be significant (eg 7-38; 7-47–7-48).
Rather, the opposite is true – these fragile ecologies have less resilience to industrialisation
and warrant higher protection. It is also important to note that even moderately or highly
disturbed environments can provide a range of habitat values for native fauna, including
threatened species.
Local ornithologists also emphasise how important it is to apply principles of environmental
protection and conservation that take into account the long-term and ongoing impacts from
a range of previous and current incursions on terrestrial fauna, including on arboreal and
ground dwelling bird species, in the area of the proposed pipeline works.
These impacts are due to loss, degradation and fragmentation of habitat, and the growing
climate crisis. We endorse ornithologists’ view that much of the legislation that underpins
Victoria’s EES assessment process is flawed in that it fails to list many species for protection
– such as those ‘only’ listed as ‘vulnerable’ (eg 7-27) until it is too late. This approach has
resulted in countless local extinctions on the Mornington Peninsula, including along the
proposed pipeline route. One such species that was considered as common in the 1960s and
1970s was the Grey-crowned Babbler. The last verified sighting of this species in this region
was in 2002. Many other species have declined dramatically this century.
Good corporate citizens are required to do more than simply ‘tick the minimum boxes
required’ if they expect to claim a genuine social licence.
The Flora and Fauna Assessment of the Crib Point/ Stony Point Foreshore Reserve (Malcolm
Legg, 2013) is particularly relevant:
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‘Today around 18% of natural vegetation remains within the shire and small-scale
native vegetation clearing is still occurring. The remaining natural reserves are small
remnants of the once extensive bushland that encompassed the area 170 years ago.
Several Ecological Vegetation Classes (EVC’s) were identified within the study site and
are listed in this report. The quality of vegetation within these EVCs ranges from a
medium to a high rating, depending on whether weeding management practices have
been deployed recently. Some areas support high quality vegetation while others are
being invaded by habitat changing weeds which have greatly impacted on essential
available habitat. Due to high flora and fauna species diversity the foreshore can be
considered as a high biodiversity site within Victoria and the Mornington Peninsula.’
(our emphasis)
The construction practices involved in pipeline construction mostly result in excessive
amounts of particulate material entering waterways. Increased turbidity reduces light
penetration into the water column and hence encourages the growth of surface algae at the
expense of deeper growing macrophytes and algae. The result is changes in the composition
of animal communities in wetlands which in most cases will lead to significantly reduced
food supplies for insects, fish and amphibian-eating birds.
Construction along the proposed pipeline easement involves considerable land clearing,
disturbance, additional traffic, additional foreign material, soil removal and replacement.
This results in a detrimentally changed surface with the introduction of many weeds,
introduced pathogens, an increased compaction of the total area and a change in natural
water drainage.
In particular, habitat for Lewins Rail, Baillon’s Crake, Clamorous Reed Warbler, White-faced
Heron, various Egret species and Purple Swamp Hens will be destroyed.
‘It is my experience both as a civil engineer and as an ornithologist that prescribed site
rehabilitation never returns the situation to the pre-existing habitat standard. Thus
these species will undoubtedly suffer loss of valuable habitat for the long-term.
Australia has a sorry history of inadequate site restoration after both construction and
mining operations. Despite promises, supervision of this work may result in a flat parklike area at best. But replacement trees may take 50 to 100 years to replace. And no
contract is able to cover this time. With the rate of human-induced climate change
due to fossil fuel burning, the habitat will be lost for these species forever.’151
The global implications of habitat degradation must also be considered. For example, to
minimise the potential impacts of the project on birds because they are nomadic and/or
migratory (7-11) ignores the reality that other important sites for these birds elsewhere are
also under stress. This is precisely why Ramsar sites have been created – as a beacon of
151

Somers resident Roger Richards, BE (Civil); Grad Dip Ornithology.
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hope for conservation efforts. Consequently, any possible impacts of the project on
Westernport Ramsar wetlands, whether claiming to be mitigated or otherwise, are
unacceptable.
While we address more fully elsewhere in this submission the proponents’ general failure to
adequately address the potential cumulative impacts of their proposed project, their stance
on terrestrial biodiversity exemplifies their inadequate approach:
‘The potential impacts of urbanisation and growing recreational activities on
biodiversity values, in particular waterbirds in Western Port, have not been quantified
in detail and it is therefore difficult to quantify the potential cumulative impacts with
the Project. However, given the scale of forecast regional changes in the catchment
and the relatively minor impacts on terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity values from
the Project, the Project’s contribution to regional cumulative impacts is expected to
be negligible and highly localised to the immediate area around Crib Point.’ (7-66)
4.2.2 Modelling/risk assessment/errors and omissions
While we have been unable to undertake an in-depth critique of Chapter 7 Terrestrial
Biodiversity and Technical Report B Terrestrial and Freshwater Biodiversity Assessment due
to their respective 76 and 413 page lengths and our restricted resources, under the Covid19 lockdown, we have noted a number of glaring errors and omissions. These errors
demonstrate inadequate quality control and assessment from the proponents.
In addition, Chapter 7 does not cite supporting evidence to support its assertions, and even
the supporting Technical Report B repeatedly fails to correctly cite information, instead
vaguely referencing earlier studies. It is therefore a mammoth task to trawl the hundreds of
pages contained in the Chapter, Technical Report, the reports that fed into that (where
these are even available) to understand the rationale for assessments, methodology and
risk ratings to adequately critique the EES.
A sample of errors is outlined below, though it is very likely that there are more.
4.2.2.1 Problematic application of risk matrix
Despite the risk matrix and underlying likelihood and consequence ratings being defined in
the EES (5-12, 13), these have not been used in Technical Report B, despite the insistence of
the method section (Technical Report B, Section 4.2) with different likelihood terminology
being used (e.g. for A1.1 Listed flora species) that remains undefined in the report.
Risk assessment results through Chapter 6 are very subjective and seem to consistently
downplay potential impacts. These should all be reviewed by subject matter experts rather
than being automatically accepted as accurate.
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4.2.2.2 Contradictory descriptions of construction methods for waterways
Two methods are proposed to be used to lay the pipeline, the more destructive opentrenching and the less destructive (though not without its own impacts and risks) and more
expensive, horizontal directional drilling (HDD).
We have noted discrepancies between the supporting Technical Report (Terrestrial and
Freshwater Biodiversity Impact Assessment report - Biosis 2020) and the summary Chapter
7. While the Summary Chapter consistently refers to open trenching through the Western
Outfall Drain and Hagelthornes drains, the Technical Report notes that these two waterways
will be crossed with the HDD method to avoid surface disturbance to waterways supporting
habitat for EPBC and FFG Act listed aquatic fauna (Biosis 2020, 11).
The fact that both these drains support habitat for EPBC listed species should be sufficient
to warrant risk reduction through HDD rather than open trenching.
4.2.2.3 Disregard of earlier Project studies
Monarc Environmental (2018, 32) note that the FFG listed Flatback Mangrove Goby had a
‘High’ likelihood of occurrence in the Western Outfall Drain, with recent records of the
species there. This contradicts a later statement in the Technical Report B (p.118) which
states that ‘Flatback Mangrove Goby was recorded within Watson Creek, which aligns with
its preferred habitat of saline creeks and estuaries, including coastal seawater. The Pipeline
Works study area does not cover Watson Creek, as it is being avoided with HDD, therefore
this species was not recorded within the Pipeline Works study area, nor does it have any
other suitable habitat within this area (our emphasis).’
4.2.2.4 Use of inappropriate evidence base
Other examples of poor practice include the use of consultant reports (i.e. not peer
reviewed) as evidence to support the proponents’ assertion, rather than the scientific
literature.
For example, despite a wide evidence base in the scientific literature regarding the impacts
of noise on birds, the proponents have referred to a consultant report from a road project in
Western Australia152 as the basis of an assertion that it is unlikely that waders/waterbirds
would be adversely impacted by the Project (7-48). This is an incredibly weak data source,
and one that is not in the public domain to check.
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Phoenix Environmental Sciences 2011. Assessment of the Effect of Traffic Noise on Wetland Birds:
Background Study for the Roe Highway Extension Project. Unpublished report prepared in association with
AECOM for South Metro Connect. Phoenix Environmental Sciences Pty Ltd, Perth, WA.
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While another flora report is referred to153, it does not seem to be in the public domain and
its limitations cannot be critiqued.
4.2.2.6 Assessments are only snapshots
The flora and fauna assessments are a snapshot in time and do not account for the
dynamics of these natural systems. However, the project is proposing to make long term
changes to the area based on these ‘snapshot in time’ assessments.
The timing of assessments of wetlands, vegetation communities and individual flora and
fauna are crucial, as they in many cases respond to antecedent conditions (e.g. orchid
response to weather conditions; wetland response to inundation and drawdown, calling of
frog species) and often cannot be adequately captured with the one off fieldwork
conducted, requiring more detailed analysis and follow up assessments in many cases.
Examples of inadequate assessments are set out below.
EPBC Act listed Seasonal Herbaceous Wetland of the Temperate Lowland Plains
Ecology Australia (2018)154 identified an area that was potentially the EPBC Act listed
Seasonal Herbaceous Wetland of the Temperate Lowland Plains (7-27). A 2020 assessment
by Biosis confirmed this but said that it was too small to qualify as a Matter of National
Environmental Significance (MNES) as it didn’t meet the guideline minimum size.
Their assessment was undertaken in January – which is completely inappropriate timing for
assessment of a wetland that would be inundated by overland flow caused by runoff.
Wetlands express their vegetative characteristics post inundation and size and vegetative
expression will vary year to year in response to hydrology. If visited in the wrong conditions
only a subset of the values will be expressed and the size of the SHW would vary year-toyear depending on the amount of rainfall and inundation extent.
There could also be listed species (e.g. Lachnagrostis punicea subsp. punicea a FFG listed
species (now called Lachnagrostis semibarbata var. semibarbata), River Swamp Wallaby
Grass (Amphibromus fluitans) (EPBC Vulnerable), Swamp Everlasting (Xerochrysum palustre)
(EPBC Vulnerable) and others present.
This assessment of a potential Matter of National Environmental Significance (MNES) under
the EPBC Act was inadequate and further assessment, at an appropriate timing is required.
Inadequate evaluation of mangrove and saltmarsh communities
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Biosis 2019c. Crib Point Pakenham Pipeline: Flora survey report. Report to APA Group, Authors: Muchan J &
Dredge T, Biosis Pty Ltd, Melbourne.
154 A full citation to this document is not provided in Chapter 7 (7-27) or supporting Technical Report B.
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Technical Report B determined that there were no mangroves near the jetty area, giving no
consideration of the fact that mangroves may have originally occurred there or are
expanding in the area. This snapshot in time does not account for the dynamics of mangrove
systems and/or what this area could look like in 5-10 years or more, if undisturbed.
There have been significant changes in mangrove distribution in Western Port in recent
decades155 and areas where they are now recolonising must be protected from clearing,
changes in hydrological processes and soil disturbances. We note there are significant
stands of mangroves some 400m from the jetty to the west.
Mangroves are increasingly being recognised for the role they play in protecting coastlines
from erosion, sea level rise and storm surges156, threats that will become more frequent due
to climate change. Mangroves are also now recognised for their blue carbon sequestration
properties, as discussed earlier in our submission.
In addition, the large increase in shipping in Western Port, if this project proceeded, creates
another threat – that of wave action and scouring of mangroves as well as saltmarsh
undercutting the coastline in this low energy system. The Victorian Saltmarsh study maps
this area and classifies it as ‘Pre-settlement extent of Saltmarsh / Estuarine Wetland
/Mangrove Shrubland.’157 The EES represents an inadequate assessment of the mangroves
and saltmarsh and the role that they play in protecting and supporting other values.
Further assessment of likely mangrove/saltmarsh and seagrass distribution is required,
including review of aerial imagery over time, sediment cores and projections for mangrove
expansion.
4.2.2.7 Impacts of Illegal clearing at jetty site without any assessment of flora and fauna
impacts
The native vegetation that was illegally cleared by PoHDA (with the excuse that this was due
to fire season preparation) at the Crib Point Jetty, within the boundaries of the proposed
Gas Import Jetty Works, was starting to recover before it was bulldozed. The area had
returning orchids, and heathland.158

4.3 Specific changes to the environment and their impacts
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Rogers, K., Saintilan, N., Heijnis, H., 2005. Mangrove encroachment of salt marsh in Western Port Bay,
Victoria: The role of sedimentation, subsidence, and sea level rise. Estuaries 28, 551–559.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02696066
156 Western Port Sea Grass Partnership, 2017. Mangroves. West. Port Seagrass Partnersh. URL
https://seagrass.com.au/discover-western-port/regional-flora/mangroves/ (accessed 8.12.20).
157 Boon, P.I., Allen, T., Brook, J., Carr, G., and Frood, D. 2011. Mangroves and Coastal Saltmarsh of Victoria:
Distribution, Condition, Threats and Management. Department of Sustainability and Environment, Bendigo.
Map Sheet 28 – Westernport North-west French Island and Hastings.
158 Personal Communication Gidja Lee Walker, local ecologist, BSc, DipEd.
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In this section we:
•

provide some initial evaluation of the risk modelling ( noting that this was not
feasible across all areas in the time provided to respond to this EES) and

•

evaluate/critique the specific risk assessment and impacts these will have, or be
likely to have, on native flora and fauna and the terrestrial environment.

In accord with Ramsar Principles we believe the precautionary principle is paramount.
4.3.1 Noise and vibration
4.3.1.1 Noise modelling
The assessment of the risks to and impact on terrestrial and freshwater fauna for noise
relies on a model designed to assess impact on human amenity. It is telling that in the
Environmental Risk Report, impact on fauna from noise is not even assigned its own
consequence criteria (Attachment III, Appendix A).
4.3.1.2 Risk assessment and impacts on fauna
The proponents’ impact assessment of noise on fauna is unacceptably cursory. Discussion of
the actual assessment of construction noise impacts on fauna is allocated two pages (7-47–
7-48). Any impacts of noise on the endangered Growling Grass Frog and Southern Brown
Bandicoot are dismissed on the basis that these species
‘frequently occur within urban or semi-urban environments that are subject to a range
of noises and so are likely to have adapted to anthropogenic noises within the
landscape.’ (7-47)
In fact anthropogenic noise can have a range of impacts on a broad range of fauna, even if
some species are still present in the noise range and so appear as ‘adapted’. 159 Nevertheless,
the proponents focus what little attention is devoted to noise impacts solely on birds.
No literature or research is referred to except one brief reference to an assessment of the
impact of road traffic noise on Australian wetlands birds, the full citation of which is not
provided.160 Likewise, two and a half pages (one of which is a map predicting noise levels)
are devoted to discussion of operation impacts on ‘fauna’, of which one paragraph refers to
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Oded Berger‐Tal, Bob B. M. Wong, Ulrika Candolin and Jesse Barber, ‘What evidence exists on the effects of
anthropogenic noise on acoustic communication in animals? A systematic map protocol.’ Environ Evid 2019, 8
(Suppl 1):18 https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750‐019‐0165‐3.
160 The citation appears in Technical Report B and is to an unpublished report commissioned for another
project.
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a ‘review of international studies related to noise effects on birds’, the full citation of which
is not provided (7-58–7-60).
As noted in general about the EES, the proponents do not always accurately summarise, in
the Main Report, the findings in the relevant technical reports. In yet another example of
how difficult the EES presented is for the public to navigate, readers are therefore required
to spend some time comparing the relevant chapter of the EES with the technical reports.
Technical Report B allocates three and a half pages to (ostensibly) noise and vibration
impacts and at least cites five studies concerned with noise impacts and fauna.
Although it dismisses vibration impacts as not relevant, in two sentences (159), referring to
‘AECOM 2020’ (which appears to be, in actuality, Technical Report H), Technical Report B
identifies briefly that Lewin’s Rail, Baillon’s Crake, Little Egret, Intermediate Egret, Australian
Little Bittern and Chestnut-rumped Heathwren may be temporarily displaced due to both
noise and vibration (as well as light) (173-5). Despite this, Chapter 7 does not expressly
discuss any potential impacts of vibration on birds.
The risk to fauna, excluding waders and waterbirds, from construction noise and vibration is
initially assessed as ‘medium’. This is claimed to be mitigatable to ‘low’ via measure MMFF08 (7-38), which includes a ‘fully qualified wildlife handler’ inspecting ‘the habitat to be
removed immediately prior to clearance to flush out fauna and capture and relocate’ (7-71).
Given that the proponents’ field surveys only observed eight terrestrial bird species and few
wader and waterbird species within the Gas Import Jetty Works area – in comparison with
the desktop review (7-6) – it is highly likely that most birds will not be spotted during the
inspection. It is also not clear and does not seem practical that birds will able to be
successfully flushed out, captured and relocated via the method proposed.
Specifically in relation to construction noise, MM-FF08 refers to noise mitigation measures
MM-NV01, MM-NV04 and MM-NV05 (7-71). All of these measures are proposed by the
proponents for mitigation of the human impacts of noise (see 5.2), with MM-NV01 and MMNV05 concerning work practices and ‘suitable acoustic enclosures’. It is not stated whether
such claimed strategies would achieve genuine mitigation of the risks to birds. Further and
most significantly, the final mitigation measure, MM-NV04 concerns works notification,
individual briefings and respite offers – none of which can possibly apply to birdlife (13-23–
13-26).
In relation to the impact of operational noise from the Gas Import Jetty Works on waders
and waterbirds, the initial risk is assessed as ‘low’ and claimed to be mitigatable via MMFF08 (7-39), and is therefore subject to the same critique as for construction noise above.
The proponents’ assessment of low risk is also at odds with Infrastructure Victoria’s
assessment of the environmental impacts posed by developing a container port at Hastings:
‘These habitats are recognised as critical ecosystem components in the Western Port
Ramsar site. Port development at Hastings could impact directly on shorebirds
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through loss of habitat in the development footprint and through disturbance by noise
and light associated with construction and operation of the port. We have assessed
the risk to shorebirds from the Hastings concept as high.’ 161
It is also noteworthy that the proponents do not identify particular bird species in their
entries for noise in the impact assessment tables. As discussed at 3.2.5 of our submission,
the impacts of particular environmental threats on specific bird species can vary widely,
including how behavior, physiology and life cycle are affected. As a result, to simply assert
that because birds ‘utilise jetty and port structures at other locations in Western Port where
human disturbance and noise are prevalent’, birds at the Crib Point Jetty would not be
adversely impacted by this project, is misleading and incorrect (B, 162).
When readers look for what discussion there is in the EES of individual species, there is also
a different emphasis in the Main Report compared to the relevant technical report. For
example, Technical Report B states:
‘Orange-bellied Parrot has no records within the proposed pipeline alignment. There
are, however, two records for the species within 5 kilometres of the proposed pipeline
alignment in 1987 approximately 1200 metres from the proposed pipeline alignment.
The species inhabits coastal vegetation including saltmarshes, dunes, pastures,
shrublands, sewage plants, saltworks, islands, and beaches. This species was once
more common within areas of Coastal Saltmarsh along the Victorian coastline,
however a decline in the species in more recent decades has resulted in a population
of less than 60 remaining in the wild. This species now likely to be an irregular visitor
to Western Port with no records for the past 20 years (Hale 2016). The Pipeline Works
are unlikely to have an impact on Orange-bellied Parrot. It would remove a very small
area (<0.134 hectares) of potential habitat. The Pipeline Works may disturb this
species through noise, vibration or light impacts if it is present at the time of
construction.’ (168)
On the contrary, the work being undertaken by BirdLife Australia and the Department of
Environment, Land, Water & Planning identifies Westernport as one of the main Victorian
sites for ensuring the future of the Orange-bellied Parrot.162
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Advice on Securing Victoria’s Ports Capacity, Infrastructure Victoria, May 2017, 152.
Impact on Proposed Port of Hastings Expansion on the Birdlife of Western Port, prepared for VNPA by Dr
Jenny Lau, March 2014; Orange-bellied Parrots (Neophema chrysogaster): A review of current and alternative
survey methods, prepared by BirdLife Australia for Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning, June
2016; https://orangebelliedparrot1.blogspot.com/2020/06/mainland-release-trial-2020-four-week.html?m=1;
BirdLife Australia, Submission on Second Port Container, 3 April 2017;
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/endangered-orange-bellied-parrots-released/.
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In comparison, Chapter 7 of the EES Main Report, while at least acknowledging the reality
that attempts to recover the species are now taking place in Westernport, does not refer to
noise at all as a potential risk to the Orange-bellied Parrot:
‘The Orange-bellied Parrot was once more common within Coastal Saltmarsh areas
along the Victorian coastline, but a decline in recent decades has resulted in a
population of less than 60 remaining in the wild. This species is not likely to regularly
visit Western Port with no records for the past 20 years. The Pipeline Works would
unlikely impact this species, as only a small area of potential habitat (less than 0.05
hectares) would be removed. In late April 2020, 27 Orange-bellied Parrots were
released to the wild after being bred in captivity as part of the species recovery
program. A small number of these were released at a private property in Pearcedale
near North Western Port Coastal Reserve. Project construction activities are unlikely
to affect the viability of these recently released birds due to the negligible effect on
potential habitat as noted above.’ (7-52)
We note that a study by Australian National University of Orange-bellied Parrot survival
rates and released on 17 August 2020 has shown that:
‘unless all the threats a migrant species faces are addressed simultaneously,
conservation successes at a local level can be quickly erased.’163
The lead researcher, Dr Dejan Stojanovic, described the study’s results as ‘alarming’ and said
that they ‘illustrate what can happen if threatened species recovery programs are narrowly
focused rather than holistic.’ 164
Other bird species identified by Technical Report B as likely to be affected at least to some
extent by construction noise, and in addition to Lewin’s Rail, Baillon’s Crake, Little Egret,
Intermediate Egret, Australian Little Bittern and Chestnut-rumped Heathwren noted above,
are the Australian Fairy Tern, Blue-billed Duck and Caspian Tern (170). It is significant that
Technical Report B identifies that the impacts, including noise, on Lewin’s Rail, Baillon’s
Crake, Little Egret, Intermediate Egret, and Australian Little Bittern ‘are generally
unavoidable but can be mitigated. . .in order to lessen harm to individuals and to reduce
long-term impacts on populations. . .’ (173-4, our emphasis).

4.3.2 Light
See also 3.2 of our submission.
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4.3.2.1 Light modelling
Technical Report B (impact assessment on terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity) includes
lighting in the list of ‘risk pathways for impacts’ (2) and extracts from the EES Scoping
Requirements a list of factors that can result in the key issue of indirect loss of vegetation or
habitat quality, that may support any listed species or other protected fauna (B, 47).
Technical Report B also quotes from the Scoping Requirements in stating that flora and
fauna that could be disoriented or otherwise impacted by project lighting need to be
identified (B, 49), and that the likely direct and indirect effects of the project on the
ecological character and habitat values of the Westernport Ramsar wetland site need to be
assessed, including the effects of light (B, 50).
However Technical Report B relies on ‘the accuracy of models and tests outlined in other
EES technical reports’ as the basis for then assessing the impacts of light (B, 69). These other
‘models and tests’ turn out to be those in Appendix E of Technical Report I, as the basis of
the proponents’ assessment of the project’s impacts on the landscape and visual amenity
(for humans). That assessment of the lighting’s impact only on humans is the prime purpose
of the modelling is borne out by some of Technical Report I’s qualifications about the
modelling methodology and the resulting conclusions:
‘The impact of lighting upon receptors is typically assessed using a measurable
quantum such as the increase in lux levels. This assessment has attempted to describe
and estimate the impact of increased light levels from the Project upon the visual
character of the surrounding area. This is not a typical process in LVIA, and caution
must be taken in interpreting the results given the high degree of variability in both
baseline and estimated proposed conditions as set out below. The following findings
are considered to be of primary relevance to the consideration of the impact of the
lighting of the Project:
1. There are no highly sensitive publicly accessible night-time views or
viewpoints impacted.
2. The LSC demonstrates that no receptors in the surrounding area are subject
to increased lux levels from direct light sources.’ (I, 124, emphasis added)
3. ‘It should be noted at this point that LVIA typically considers publicly
accessible viewpoints and views only.’ (I, 126, emphasis added)
The EES refers to the National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife in its two proposed
light-specific mitigation measures (see 4.2.2.2 of our submission) and yet its modelling
ignores their fundamental recommendation:
‘The way light is described and measured has traditionally focused on human vision.
To manage light appropriately for wildlife, it is critical to understand how light is
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defined, described and measured and to consider light from the wildlife’s
perspective.’165
In terms of the modelling itself, as if all the cross-referencing were not inaccessible enough
to members of the public to read as one part of one of 17 technical reports in the 40
business days provided, Appendix E is incomprehensible without expert assistance, which
we have not been able to obtain in time for the submission deadline. Nevertheless, we
make a few observations about the light spill modelling in 5.3.2.1 of our submission.
4.3.2.2 Impacts on flora and fauna
The proponents assert that the construction and operation of the project will not have
significant light impacts on terrestrial flora and fauna. Once again, the empirical support for
this conclusion is missing.
Even without regard to the flaws of the light modelling, the EES does not have an adequate
basis for its assessment of the impacts. For example, the Terrestrial and Freshwater
Biodiversity Impact Assessment (Technical Report B) claims to discuss the potential risks of
light spill to seabirds and migratory shorebirds. With regard to waders and waterbirds,
Technical Report B lists factors which it states are ‘some of the natural and anthropogenic
influences that may affect the seasonal, annual and long-term variability in waterbird usage
of Western Port as a whole.’ (B, 85) The list includes ‘Industrial development, shipping and
associated disturbances (e.g. noise and light)’ (B, 86).
The Technical Report also states that these effects are ‘widely discussed in the literature’ (B,
85). Despite this, Technical Report B allocates a (generously estimated) total of three pages
to the discussion of lighting impacts on fauna, including three paragraphs which refer to five
scientific sources (one of which is more than 50 years old), and which erroneously refer to
frogs as reptiles (B, 162, 190-1). An assertion that ‘[s]pecies such as Southern Brown
Bandicoot and Growling Grass Frog may exhibit behavioural responses to artificial lighting
that alter or inhibit foraging, breeding or predator evasion in a similar to fashion to fauna in
general’ is not elaborated upon, nor supported by any citations (B, 162).
In terms of potential impacts on other fauna, this paragraph is buried away in the Marine
Biodiversity Impact Assessment (Technical Report A):
‘Artificial lighting has the potential to affect marine fauna, bats and birds by altering
visual cues for orientation, navigation or other purposes, resulting in behavioural
responses, which can alter natural distribution and dependencies. . .Lighting for an
extended period influences marine fauna including fish and other pelagic species (e.g.
zooplankton, squid, and larval fish) that are attracted to light. This can in turn,
165

National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds,
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encourages predatory fish behaviour and may assist penguins, which are visual
predators, to catch fish at night.’ (Tech Report A, 406, emphasis added)
Aside from the issue of the puzzling inclusion of bats in a marine assessment, there is no
further discussion in either the marine or the terrestrial assessment of how artificial light
might affect penguins, including any negative impacts. The trend to only mention (and then
in passing) particular species when the artificial lighting is implied to be beneficial is
continued in relation to bats with the assertion in Technical Report B that extra lighting is
known to benefit some bats (B, 162).
The proponents cite the National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife (see 4.2.2.1 of our
submission and below in this section) only when it suits them, despite the Guidelines’
recommendation that they should be applied at all stages of project proposals.166 An
application of the Guidelines which was more than cherry picking would draw on the
Guidelines’ Appendix G on seabirds and Appendix H on migratory shorebirds. The Guidelines
further recommend:
‘The way in which light affects a listed species must be considered when developing
management strategies as this will vary on a case by case basis. . . Consideration
should be given to the direct and indirect effect of artificial light on all listed species
for which artificial light has been demonstrated to negatively affect behaviour,
survivorship or reproduction.’167
It therefore appears that reference in the EES to the Guidelines is mere window dressing. As
we outline at 3.2.5 of our submission, a major concern about this project is that the lighting
deployed will be far brighter than a full moon and will mask natural lunar cycles. The
impacts on animals is likely therefore to be both behavioural and physiological. Any
statement that there is little direct evidence for the impact of light is likely due to the lack of
research rather than lack of impact. And of the research that does exist, there is far greater
evidence for a negative effect than not. As we have noted at 4.2.1.2 of our submission, an
earlier assessment by Infrastructure Victoria found that the risk to shorebirds from a
Hastings container port was ‘high’.
Construction impacts
In terms of the proposed construction phase of the project, potential lighting impacts are
dismissed as not significant, largely due to the proponents’ claims about the duration of the
construction. The EES states that lighting would be required for Project construction
activities ‘during periods of low light or where night time works are required, including
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horizontal directional drillings, works at road crossings and responding to unforeseen
emergencies’ (7-49). It goes on to claim:
‘As the majority of construction would be restricted to between 6am and 6pm on
weekdays and between 6am and 3pm on Saturdays, the requirement for artificial
lighting would be minimal. However, some construction activities, such as HDD, would
require 24-hour lighting for the duration of the activity. Construction lighting would be
task-specific and focussed on the construction works area and ancillary areas and is
unlikely to light up areas of unaffected potential habitat in the vicinity.’ (7-49)
Apart from the dubious implication of ‘areas of unaffected potential habitat’ (does this
mean that habitat already experiencing environmental harm separate from that due to the
project need not be considered?), there is a lack of clarity around the duration of artificial
lighting. For example, if construction takes place during winter, then given the stated need
for artificial lighting in periods of low light, it would be expected that during bad weather
and certainly during some of the periods after 6am and before 6pm such lighting would be
employed. The duration of the activity requiring 24-hour lighting is also not clearly specified
other than being qualified as planned to be ‘short’ and with HDD drilling estimated (only
one of various possible 24-hour lit activities) as taking around two to four weeks (7-49; B,
183-4).
Moreover, the assumption that artificial light at night for a claimed 2-4 weeks will have no
permanent or significant effects is unsubstantiated. Even if short-term, light at night may
cause population decline through fatal attraction to lights, repulsion from lights, disruption
of breeding, or through other effects of light at night that we have outlined at 3.2.5 of our
submission. Populations do not necessarily recover after such declines (for example, due to
genetic bottlenecks). At the very least, 24-hour lighting and any works associated with
lighting should avoid (at all costs) the breeding season of all local species (including, but not
limited to, short-tailed shearwaters).
A week of disrupted foraging and breeding could be devastating for a population during its
breeding season, with long-term consequences – and certainly throws into doubt the
proponents’ claims about the degree of impacts on the Southern Brown Bandicoot and
Growling Grass Frog, both endangered species.
Despite the evidence that does exist, the EES assesses the light impact on waders and
waterbirds as ‘low’. The proponents elaborate that Lewin’s Rail, Baillon’s Crake, the Little,
Intermediate and Eastern Great Egrets and the Australian Little Bittern may be temporarily
displaced by lighting due to Pipeline Works but that the ‘unavoidable’ impacts can be
mitigated ([B, 173-4] and see below).
The proponents also note that various effects from the Pipeline Works, including light, may
disturb the Orange-bellied Parrot, but add the caveat ‘if it is present at the time of
construction’ (B, 168; to the contrary, see 4.2.1.2 of our submission). The EES also states
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that the Australian Fairy Tern, the Caspian Tern and the Chestnut-rumped Heathwren all
have a low likelihood of being affected by lighting (and noise) from the Project but does not
cite any evidence to support this (B, 170, 174-5). Other species potentially impacted, like
bats and species other than vertebrates – for which there is evidence of lighting effects –
are not even mentioned.
In any case, the proponents continue their airy dismissal of the significant impacts of light
on fauna during construction on the basis that any of the limited impacts on limited species
that the EES identifies can always be mitigated. Yet there is only one risk solely linked to
light in the table of mitigation measures for construction impacts: night lighting of the
Pipeline Works causing abandonment of habitats and stress/displacement of fauna (7-39).
Risk here is initially assessed as ‘medium’ but claimed to be mitigatable to ‘low’ via the
application of MM-FF15.
In fact MM-FF15 is the only light-specific mitigation measure proposed for any light-related
construction risks. It also appears among a list of other non-light-related mitigation
measures in order to forecast a reduction of the risk to waders and waterbirds from ‘low’ to
‘very low’; and to the character of the Ramsar site from ‘medium’ to ‘very low’ and is
proposed to be applied to help reduce the risk to non-threatened fauna by the removal of
native vegetation (although here the risk remains as ‘medium’ and so the proponents are
forced to fall back on the tired and true ‘oh well, it’s already degraded environment anyway
so some more can’t hurt’ argument [7-32]).
So what is MM-FF15? In its entirety in the Main Report:
Lighting impacts to fauna
Light generated during construction will be managed in general accordance with the
guidance measures described in the National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife
Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds (7-73)
These are the same National Pollution Guidelines (now no longer referred to as a draft)
dismissed elsewhere in the EES on the basis that they mostly concern marine turtles,
seabirds and migratory shorebirds (see 3.2.5.2 of our submission). In relation to terrestrial
impacts however, they are now described as having been ‘developed with the aim of
managing artificial light impacts on wildlife’ (7-49), leaving it unclear as to whether MMFF15 will only be applied with regard to waders and waterbirds. And as we have outlined
above, the proponents cynically cherry pick from the Guidelines, with no more detail
provided about how the National Guidelines will be translated into proponent practice.
The recommended measure from one of the contractors engaged by the proponent
(Technical Report B) is slightly more fulsome, and includes development of an artificial light
management plan and an adaptive management framework (B, 204). However, it is
noteworthy that these are not mentioned at all by the proponent, let alone developed. If
these are to be deferred to the licence stage, given the limited reference in the EES to the
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National Pollution Guidelines we are not confident that the content of the proposed plan
and framework will protect biodiversity in any meaningful way.
The end result of this deeply flawed assessment is the conclusion that the overall impact to
fauna of light from project construction activities will be negligible.
Operations impacts
Here the proponent at least acknowledges some potential for light impacts from the Gas
Import Jetty project:
‘Artificial lighting has the potential to affect birds by altering visual cues for
orientation, navigation or other purposes, resulting in behavioural responses, which
can alter natural distribution and dependencies. Night-length can be very important
for birds, as it can determine the onset of the breeding season and migration. Artificial
lighting can induce hormonal, physiological and behavioural changes that can modify
breeding behaviour in birds. These types of changes would typically be experienced at
varying levels of severity depending on the scale, magnitude and duration of lighting.’
(7-60)
Nevertheless, as for construction, these impacts are significantly underestimated, largely
due to the claimed small extent of the light spill (which is criticised at 3.2.5.2 of our
submission) or the assertion that there is already some lighting in the area. It is also again
assumed that ‘short-term loss of habitat’ will have no long-term consequences. If a
population declines – even short-term – it will not necessarily recover.
And once again, there is no consideration here of invertebrates (eg insects) that are very

likely to be adversely affected by these lights and that are of important ecological value (eg
as pollinators, or as a food source).
Impacts on native flora and fauna from operation of the gas import jetty and the pipeline,
including lighting impacts, are accordingly assessed as low (7-39). Impacts on waders and
waterbirds from operation of the pipeline, including lighting impacts, are also assessed as
very low (7-39).
The EES acknowledges that the new and ‘permanent’ (7-61) sources of lighting proposed for
the operation of the FSRU and Crib Point Receiving Facility may modify or impact habitat for
migratory shorebirds and other waterbirds, and terrestrial fauna adjacent to the Facility (760). However, the proponents claim that as for any other more residual impacts of the
lighting elsewhere in the project, impacts can be mitigated out of the range of any concern:
‘Light levels would be minimised as much as practicable at the Crib Point Receiving
Facility and FSRU to reduce any potential or unidentified lighting impacts. In order to

94

limit the potential for lights to attract waterbirds from a distance, all necessary lights
would be positioned as low as is practicable.’ (7-61, emphasis added)
The vagueness of this statement is not reassuring and echoes the woolliness of statements
about mitigation of marine impacts (see 3.5.2 of our submission). What is ‘practicable’?
Would ‘practicable’ still be high and intense enough to, for example, attract short-tailed
shearwaters from a distance? We further note that the positioning of the lights as low as
possible was not referred to in relation to proposed marine mitigation.
It appears that the planned lighting as planned for the Receiving Facility is designed to
reduce the number of lights rather the actual impact of the lights on flora, fauna, and
humans. The lights proposed consist of a small number of large floodlights on 10 metre
poles (B, 190). These lights will therefore be high above the water level, produce more glare
(hazardous for both workers and wildlife), and produce more light spill, compared with a
greater number of smaller lights that are closer to the ground.
The light risks to waders and waterbirds from operation of the gas jetty works are claimed
to be able to be further mitigated via MM-FF08 and MM-FF15 to ‘very low’ (7-39). We
discuss MM-FF15 above in relation to construction. MM-FF08 – Injury and/or disturbance to
fauna – appears largely relevant to factors other than light and its lack of suitability for birds
affected by the project is discussed elsewhere (4.2.1.2 of our submission).
With regard to further mitigation of operational impacts, the proponent adds:
‘A monitoring procedure and adaptive management response would also be
incorporated into the Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) for the
Gas Import Jetty Works to detect and appropriately respond to migratory bird strikes
with lighting. Appropriate responses may include the use of red filters on flood lights,
use of green lamps, or dimming/reducing lighting at sensitive times (see mitigation
measure MM-FF12).’ (7-61)
We do not understand what ‘appropriately respond to migratory bird strikes with lighting’
means. And how will any impacts on terrestrial fauna or birds be monitored? What action
will be taken if significant impacts are found?
What if the focus on reducing light intensity or changing colour of lighting is not effective?
For example, there is evidence that changing the colour of lighting has no benefits for sleep
in some birds.168

168

Aulsebrook, A. E., et al. (2020a). "Streetlights Disrupt Night-Time Sleep in Urban Black Swans." Frontiers in
Ecology and Evolution 8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2020.00131; Aulsebrook et al. (2020b). White and
Amber Light at Night Disrupt Sleep Physiology in Birds, Current Biology,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2020.06.085.
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We note that MM-FF12 – Migratory birds – is proposed in the EES as an additional
mitigation measure to reduce the risk to the Ecological Character of the Westernport
Ramsar site from the Gas Import Jetty Works operation, and was recommended in Technical
Report B (202-3). The phrasing in the proponent’s take on it suggests that the strategies
recommended have not been well understood or even thoughtfully considered.
In addition, the original measure in Technical Report B conducts what reads like a version of
a mini-literature review within the measure itself as support for the recommended
strategies, and which contains no citations and is not found anywhere else in the technical
report.
Ultimately, all of these errors, cursory attention and lip service lead the proponents to an
unsubstantiated assessment that the lighting risks posed from the FSRU and Receiving
Facility operations to terrestrial fauna and birds and the ecology of the Westernport Ramsar
wetland are of no consequence.
We strongly disagree. As discussed above in relation to construction, any lighting that does
not reflect natural cycles can have negative effects on biodiversity. Lighting above full
moonlight has the capacity to drive behavioural and physiological changes.
For example, Short-tailed Shearwaters, which have breeding colonies in Westernport Bay
and Philip Island (acknowledged at B, 191), are attracted to lights. Research has shown that
at least 39% of fledglings that become attracted to lights die.169
We also note that this research is quoted out of context:
‘Experience with fledging Short-tailed Shearwater Ardenna tenuirostris on Phillip
Island, where significant breeding colonies are present, has shown that reduction of
light pollution can mitigate attraction to artificial lighting and subsequent mortality
from road vehicle collisions (Rodriguez et al 2014)’. (B, 191)
The wording of the statement is confusing and misleading. In the context of this study,
artificial lights and light pollution are one and the same. The study cited here revealed that
lighting was linked to increased mortality risk and the recommendation was ‘turning lights
off’. None of the mitigation strategies outlined in the proponent’s impact assessment
include turning lights off.
Even if shielded, the lights on the jetty and vessels will be visible from a vast distance and
will likely attract short-tailed shearwaters (and potentially other migratory birds) from afar.
Finally, in relation to both construction and operation impacts, there is no acknowledgment
that many fauna in the project area, including many bird species, face multiple threats –
169

Rodríguez, A., et al. (2014). "Fatal attraction of short-tailed shearwaters to artificial lights." PloS One 9(10).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0110114 .
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including from noise (see 4.2.1.2 of our submission) as well as light – and the implications of
that for the risk rating.
4.3.3 Contaminated Soils
Coastal and estuarine floodplains and wetlands are also commonly underlain by sulfidic
sediments and coastal acid sulfate soils (CASS). These soils are relatively harmless and
benign when oxygen is excluded, such as under waterlogged conditions. However, when
these soils are exposed to oxygen, such as with falling water levels caused by drainage or
drought, or via dredging or dewatering, these soils oxidise to produce sulfuric acid and
mobilise heavy metals in surface- and groundwaters.
Once mobilised, acidity and heavy metals can be easily transported to the upper horizons of
the soil profile by evapotranspiration from vegetation, and laterally to adjacent waterways,
causing declines in both soil and water quality. Low pH water can result in mobilisation and
transport of soluble aluminium, which is toxic to most aquatic organisms. At low soil pH,
heavy metals such as cadmium, copper and zinc can become soluble and mobile. Following
rainfall events, these metals can be transported from the land to adjacent waterways to
adversely affect aquatic organisms. There could also be greater risks to the Pipe integrity
from this acid, with additional maintenance and risk of failure.
We submit that there are a number of unacceptable omissions, methodological errors and
incorrect assumptions in the EES with regard to the assessment of matters pertaining to soil
contamination. This produces various uncertainties that undermine the proponent’s
conclusions about the nature and level of relevant risks, including those concerning the
ultimate impacts on the environment from acid sulfate soils.
4.3.4 Vegetation removal
4.3.4.1 Modelling of removal
There are several examples of reliance on modelled data that is insufficient and/or known to
be patchy and inadequate and must be supported by sufficient ground truthing at an
appropriate timing, and spatial and temporal scale. For instance:
•

Records of flora and fauna species from the Victorian Biodiversity Atlas (VBA) are
notoriously out of date and inadequate as the basis of an assessment of the
presence of threatened species.
As noted in an earlier Flora and Fauna report for the Project,170 records can take
years to be added into the system. They are ad hoc, being entered only if someone

170

Jacobs (2018), AGL Gas Import Jetty Project Flora and Fauna Assessment, Client report for AGL Wholesale
Gas Ltd.

97

has done a previous survey in the area and entered the data. They do not in any way
represent a comprehensive assessment of what flora and fauna are present.
In addition, a comprehensive review of the species that may use the site was outside
the scope of the EES Report: ‘fauna species were recorded with a view of
characterising the values of the site, not to provide a survey of fauna with potential
to utilise the site over time’ (7-3).
•

Modelled EVCs and offsets were determined using the Native Vegetation
Information System (NVIM), which uses modelled EVCs as its basis. This is not a
sufficient guide to what vegetation communities are present and what their quality
is. For example, it has provided habitat offsets for species that are inappropriate for
this site (such as Coast Twin-leaf, Coast Helmet-orchid, Coast Wirilda and Coast
Bitter-bush), with none of these species occurring anywhere near the cleared
locations.
The use of these modelled EVCs as the basis for assessment has been successfully
challenged in a VCAT case concerning the Tootgarook Swamp, where the Member
noted ‘we express concerns about the efficacy of the underlying NVIM system that
underpins the [Biodiversity Impact and Offset Requirements] BIOR report and the
support of the permitted clearing guideline process’171 and that ‘the BIOR report is
not the final statement of biodiversity values’ where a Proponent attempted to rely
on these assessments and disregard other data sources. We note that a 2013 (and
subsequent 2018172) ecologist’s report of the values of the Crib Point area notes
additional EVCs and species and does not seem to have been referred to in the
Technical Report B.173

•

The Proponent has used short-term surveys to make sweeping statements regarding
the use of the site by mobile species. For example: ‘Surveys carried out for the
Project found very few shorebirds or other waterbirds in the vicinity of the Crib Point
Jetty. However, up to 22 species of waders/water birds have the potential to use the
area surrounding the Crib Point Jetty, although the assessment indicates this area is
not significantly used by these species’ (7-47, our emphasis).

•

Western Port has been a Ramsar listed wetland since 1982. It is the subject of
extensive wader bird surveys by the Victorian Department of Environment, Land,
Water and Planning (DELWP) and the Arthur Rylah Institute (ARI).174 There are
decades of bird survey results in this area in the public and research domain. Instead
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Watermark v MPSC VCAT REFERENCE NO. P2704/2015, p.21.
Legg, M (2018), Post Wildfire Flora Survey & Weed Management Plan for Crib Point- Stony Point Foreshore
Reserve Crib Point. Report to Crib Point Stony Point Foreshore Committee of Management Inc.
173 Legg, M. (2013). Flora and Fauna Assessment of Crib Point Stony Point Foreshore Reserve. Client report for
the Crib Point Stony Point Foreshore Committee of Management Inc.
174 DELWP (2019) Waterbird surveys in a large, tidal bay Western Port, Victoria.
https://www.ari.vic.gov.au/research/field-techniques-and-monitoring/waterbird-surveys-in-a-large,-tidal-bay
172
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of accessing these extensive resources to inform their assessment, it seems that they
are referring to the Monarc (2018) and Jacobs (2018) to support this statement.
Neither of those assessments included targeted bird surveys, instead they include a
list of incidental bird observations.
The Jacobs (2018, 8) report specifically notes that ‘the field survey was conducted
over six hours and thus the only recorded species were those that can be readily
identified at that time, heard or have distinctive signs, such as tracks, scats, diggings,
etc. In regards to fauna, many cryptic, nocturnal and mobile species would not have
been observed during the survey.’
The Monarc report (2018, 10) notes that targeted surveys for birds were not
undertaken, being an afterthought instead: ‘A list of observed bird species was also
documented’. Note that we are unable to concretely assess the survey method
because Chapter 7 does not cite which studies they are referring to in this
assessment beyond a general list of reports in the methodology.
4.3.4.2 Impacts on Flora and Fauna
There are many examples of the Pipeline alignment and construction footprint (laydown
areas etc.) ploughing straight through high value habitat, without any attempt to minimise
ecological impacts. This contradicts the Victorian Guidelines for the removal of native
vegetation, which are to avoid, minimise and then offset any vegetation loss. These
Guidelines should not only be considered for Planning Permit applications, but should also:
‘be applied or considered, as appropriate, in decision making under approval
processes for the removal of native vegetation that fall outside planning schemes. For
example, approval processes that allow exemptions from requiring a planning permit
to remove native vegetation to be relied on, or approvals under the Pipelines Act
2005.’ 175
Major incursion into high value areas
Examples of major areas that should have been completely avoided through alternative
alignment of the Pipeline include Warringine Park and Watson Creek, both examples of
where the Pipeline passes within the Ramsar boundary.
Watson Creek is a tidal creek crossing the broad saltmarsh and mangrove zone on the
western shore of Quail Island. Watson Inlet was identified in 1974, in the Shapiro Study,176
as one of 6 places of major ecological Importance in Westernport Bay and has been
175

Guidelines for the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation, Victorian Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, East Melbourne, 2017, 3.
176 A preliminary report on the Westernport Bay environmental study: report for the period 1973-1974 /
Director: Professor Maurice A. Shapiro.
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protected at every level since. Features of particular significance include the Yaringa Marine
Park, refuge for Southern Brown Bandicoot on Quail Island and geomorphic values 177 and
there has been a Biosphere project happening in Watson’s Creek for a decade.
It is completely inappropriate for the Pipeline to pass through this high value area. There are
also areas of Coastal Saltmarsh that correspond to the EPBC Act listed (Vulnerable)
subtropical and temperate coastal saltmarsh ecological community at these sites; the
Pipeline is proposed to pass through this vegetation at Watsons Creek.
Failure to minimise impacts at the local site scale
Rather than judicious placement of the Pipeline, there are many examples of the Pipeline
seeking to offset vegetation and habitat losses, rather than avoid or minimise. While the EES
mentions a few examples of attempts to avoid impacts (such as narrowing the right of way
(ROW) and putting laydown areas in already disturbed locations) (Technical Report B, 11),
there are numerous instances where these principles have been completely ignored; a
selection is outlined in Table 1 below.
Note that this does not represent a comprehensive summary of vegetation removal that has
not been minimised or avoided, instead it is a snapshot of the types of impacts in just a
small subset of the 56 km length. Further detail can be provided if required and a thorough
review of the extent to which habitat impacts have not actually been avoided and
minimised should be undertaken.
Table 1 Local scale habitat loss that could be easily avoided
Description of habitat to be
removed

Location

Reason

Alternative option to
consider

Patches of native
vegetation (Swamp Scrub
and potential bandicoot
habitat)
Patches of native
vegetation

KP 20 (Mapsheet 11)

Open trench and access
track(?) – not listed as for
rehabilitation

Avoid alignment, HDD, or
rehabilitate

KP 18 (Mapsheet 10)

Open trench – not listed
as for rehabilitation

Avoid alignment, HDD, or
rehabilitate

177

Excerpt from Victorian Resources Online (Agriculture Victoria) for Watson Inlet and Quail Island:
Significance: State. This is the least disturbed mangrove and salt marsh area on the mainland shore of
Westernport Bay. It is a major site in Victoria to study the nature of sedimentation in a mangrove environment
and the role of the mangroves in prompting sediment accumulation. The area of Cranbourne Sands
topography is one of the largest of these areas left undisturbed in the Westernport region.
Management: Class 1. High priority must be given to preserving the entire tidal drainage system of Watson
Inlet including the salt marsh, mangrove, inter-tidal and sub-tidal areas. Further dredging and deepening of
tidal creek systems should be prohibited and control must be exercised on extending land drainage and
wastewater outlets into and across the mangrove and salt marsh zone. The development of any harbour or
launching facilities inside the area of the site should be prohibited.
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Description of habitat to be
removed

Location

Reason

Alternative option to
consider

Potential frog and
bandicoot habitat, potential
Eucalyptus fulgens
Trees and shrubs

Open trench – not listed
as for rehabilitation

Avoid alignment, HDD, or
rehabilitate

Construction laydown
area

Move laydown area to a
nearby patch of paddock
grass.

High quality, intact
vegetation

KP16 (Mapsheet 9) near intersection of
Lumeah Road
KP10 (Mapsheet 8) 178
– South of Denham
Road near the corner
of Mckirdys Rd
KP10 (Mapsheet 8) –
corner near

Review alignment to
avoid impacts

Paddock trees – provide
outsize habitat value

KP10 (Mapsheet 7)–
South of Denham Road

Not explained – pipeline
extends into high quality
bushland at a right angle
from the pipeline
Pipeline (open trench)
passes straight through)

Riparian, instream
vegetative habitat

Multiple, including
Olivers Creek, KP10
(Mapsheet 7)

Trenching, rather than
HDD

Shift alignment a few
metres to avoid or
reduce corridor width, as
has been done for a
power pole immediately
adjacent.
HDD

The cleared active pipeline easement between KP 1 and KP 1.9 also qualifies as native
vegetation due to the composition of the regenerated ground layer vegetation. Pockets of
native vegetation and scattered trees are also proposed to be removed throughout the
Project study area.
While many patches of native vegetation are moderately or highly disturbed, they provide a
range of habitat values for native fauna. Impacts on fauna are likely to extend beyond the
mapped native vegetation used in the NVRR calculation as predominantly introduced
vegetation, including invasive species such as Blackberry and Kikuyu, is known to provide
habitat for cover-dependent native species such as the Southern Brown Bandicoot (EPBC
Vulnerable).
4.3.5 Groundwater
4.3.5.1 Groundwater modelling
Save Westernport did not have sufficient time to address the groundwater modelling.
4.3.5.2 Impacts on flora and fauna
Groundwater dependent ecosystems

178

Attachment VII Map book
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The pipeline runs through a significant list of groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs)179,
including eleven waterways: Warringine Creek, Olivers Creek, Kings Creek, Watson Creek,
Langwarrin Creek, Rutherford Creek, Western Outfall Creek, Cardinia Creek, Lower Gum
Scrub Creek, Deep Creek and Toomuc Creek (AECOM 2019, cited in Technical Report B, 133).
The GDE Atlas180 also identifies the following relevant medium or high-potential Type 2
GDEs within the Pipeline Works study area: Swamp Scrub, Heathy Woodland, Coastal
Saltmarsh (EPBC listed Vulnerable), Damp Heathy Woodland, Grassy Woodland, Swampy
Riparian Woodland and Damp Sands Herb-rich Woodland.
It is also likely that the EPBC listed (Critically Endangered) Damp Grassland of the Gippsland
Plain is present, as noted elsewhere in the Submission.
We also note that the Proponent erroneously maps several areas as ‘potential’ GDEs
(Chapter 9, Figure 9-4) when they are actually ‘known’ GDEs (see Figure 2). The Proponent
also claims that ‘risks [to woody vegetation along waterways] are considered to be localised
and minor’ as HDD is being used in heavily vegetated waterways and that risks to GDEs are
‘anticipated to be negligible’ (7-50) as dewatering of trenches is only planned to be done
over two the span of a few days.
However, the proponents have ignored or downplayed several risk pathways in this
assessment. The Project is being undertaken in areas with groundwater close to the surface
(<4 m; Technical Report B, 166) and ecosystems directly reliant on it, with either open
trenching or Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) construction methods. Both methods have
the potential to impact localised groundwater flows, through continuously drawing water
from the local groundwater systems during construction (for dewatering of the trench) and
through major compaction of the soil from earthworks, track construction along the top and
the insertion of a large pipeline and associated infrastructure.
Drilling could also puncture impermeable layers that support perched wetlands, thereby
draining them.
These works could have both short and long term implications for groundwater dependent
wetlands, vegetation and waterways that support native species (threatened or otherwise),
179

Ecosystems where a supply of groundwater is required in order to maintain the biota and ecological
services and processes that they support. This includes:
• Type 2 - Ecosystems dependent on the surface expression of groundwater (includes wetlands, lakes,
seeps, springs, river baseflow, coastal areas and estuaries that constitute brackish water and marine
ecosystems. In these cases, the groundwater extends above the earth surface as a visible expression).
• Type 3 - Ecosystems dependent on subsurface presence of groundwater (includes terrestrial vegetation
that depends on groundwater fully or on a seasonal or episodic basis in order to prevent water stress.
Groundwater is not visible on surface, and these ecosystems can exist wherever the watertable is within
the root zone of the plants).
180 Bureau of Meteorology. Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems Atlas,
http://www.bom.gov.au/water/groundwater/gde/map.shtml
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especially in summer when groundwater has a more important role in the system. This
could result in the permanent loss of high ecological values.
The Proponent asserts that there is unlikely to be impacts to GDEs as a larger dewatering
project on the other side of the Mornington Peninsula were not assessed as having large
impacts to the GDEs (Technical Report B, 166). This statement ignores the fact that the two
areas differ in geology and groundwater flows and are in different groundwater provinces
and should not be considered an acceptable base for an assessment that there is no impact
to GDEs in this project.
Two maps are provided below to demonstrate how extensive these ecosystems are in the
Project and surrounding area (noting that impacts may extend outside of the footprint).
The potential impacts of the Project on GDEs were not properly identified and assessed.
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Figure 2. Aquatic Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems in the Project footprint and surrounds (Bureau of Meteorology).
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Figure 3. Terrestrial Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems in the Project footprint and surrounds (Bureau of Meteorology).
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4.3.6 Specific species of concern, including EPBC flora and fauna
4.3.6.1 Direct loss of native vegetation and threatened flora
Technical Report B (p. 3) identifies a long list of threatened flora species and communities
likely to be present and impacted in the footprint of the Project:
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (MNES):
• Individuals or populations of Southern Brown Bandicoot, Growling Grass Frog, River
Swamp-Wallaby-grass, Latham’s Snipe, Crested Tern and Double-banded Plover
• Habitat for Grey-headed Flying-fox, Lesser Sand Plover, Greater Sand Plover, Eastern
Curlew, Bar-tailed Godwit, Broad-billed Sandpiper, Curlew Sandpiper, Sharp-tailed
Sandpiper, Red Knot, Great Knot, Pectoral Sandpiper, Red-necked Stint, Arctic
Jaeger, Caspian Tern, Little Tern, Fairy Tern, Swift Parrot, White-throated Needletail,
Fork-tailed Swift, Rufous Fantail, Satin Flycatcher, Australian Grayling and Dwarf
Galaxias
• One Vulnerable ecological community: Subtropical and Temperate Coastal
Saltmarsh, totalling 0.134 hectares
• One Wetland of International Importance: Western Port Ramsar site.
Victorian Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988:
• Individuals or populations of Merran’s Sun-orchid.
• Habitat for Austral Crane’s-bill, and Creeping Rush.
Victorian Advisory lists for threatened species:
• Individuals or populations of Merran’s Sun-orchid, Gaping Sun-orchid, Pallid Sunorchid, Southern Brown Bandicoot, Blue-billed Duck, Hardhead, Australasian
Shoveler, Eastern Great Egret, Lewin’s Rail, Latham’s Snipe, Southern Toadlet,
Growling Grass Frog, Flatback Mangrove Goby.
• Habitat for Marsh Sun-orchid, Pallid Sun-orchid, Gaping Sun-orchid, Crested Sunorchid, Crimson Sun-orchid, Grey-headed Flying-fox, Musk Duck, Baillon’s Crake,
Eastern Curlew, Whimbrel, Ruddy Turnstone, Grey-tailed Tattler, Common
Sandpiper, Curlew Sandpiper, Pectoral Sandpiper, Common Greenshank, Marsh
Sandpiper, Lesser Sand Plover, Greater Sand Plover, Red Knot, Great Knot, Caspian
Tern, Little Tern, Fairy Tern, Powerful Owl, White-throated Needletail, Swift Parrot,
Chestnut-rumped Heathwren, Swamp Skink, Glossy Grass Skink, Australian Grayling,
Dwarf Galaxias.
• Modelled habitat for Tiny Arrowgrass, Coast Helmet-orchid, Coast Fescue, Creeping
Rush, Coast Twin-leaf, Coast Wirilda, Coast Bitter-bush and King Quail.
A total of 16.955 hectares of native vegetation is also proposed to be removed for the
Project, comprising: 15.352 hectares (Pipeline Works) and 1.603 hectares (Gas Import Jetty
Works).
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The Project would impact 115 habitat zones which comprise 11 EVCs. This includes loss of
13.903 hectares of patches of native vegetation (115 habitat zones, 11 EVCs), the
bioregional conservation status (BCS) of which is: 6.012 hectares Endangered, 1.395
hectares Vulnerable, 6.495 hectares Least Concern.
The Project will also directly result in the removal of trees of high habitat value (including to
threatened species such as the Powerful Owl (FFG listed). Fifty large trees (classified as over
2.5 m diameter at breast height over bark) are proposed to be removed for the Project.
These trees are irreplaceable habitat for threatened and other species, only replaceable
over a timeframe of hundreds of years.
Additionally, 29 large scattered trees and 50 small scattered trees would be removed, as
well as the removal of individuals of, and habitat for, significant flora species (Technical
Report B, 4). Most native vegetation loss will occur in the southern half of the pipeline
corridor around Crib Point, Warringine Park and around waterways, areas of high value to
native flora and fauna.
These figures represent a significant and unacceptable loss of vegetation and habitat of
regional and state significance.
4.3.6.2 Impacts on specific species of flora and fauna
The EES repeatedly fails to identify potential values as well as to adequately assess the
potential impacts from the Project. The EES process relies on a full identification of the
values, the risk pathways and the likely impacts. We have described a selection of ecological
risks to listed species and communities that that we believe have been erroneously ignored
or downplayed below. Whether this is due to a lack of understanding of the local values,
cost cutting in assessment or malfeasance is unclear, but must be remedied.
In addition, the Project documentation often relies on data that is patchy, based on
inappropriate survey methods or in several cases, completely absent. Use of these data to
underpin risk assessments completely undermines the assessment process. These data gaps
must be filled prior to any approval being considered for the project, rather than assuming
that a knowledge gap equals no impact.
Natural Damp Grassland of the Victorian Coastal Plains
While desktop studies indicated the potential for the federally listed vegetation community
(EPBC Critically Endangered) Natural Damp Grassland of the Victorian Coastal Plains as
having the potential to occur within the Project footprint, Technical Report B (p. 80)
dismisses this potential without describing the basis for that assessment. It is not clear
whether any fieldwork was undertaken to ground truth this assessment despite it being
clear that a targeted survey is warranted prior to approving any Pipeline alignment or
construction method.
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From review of aerials and local knowledge, it seems likely that there is an area of this
threatened community that will be impacted by the Pipeline just north of Hodgins Rd (and
just south of King’s Creek), with tussock grasslands visible from the aerial, particularly in
aerials from the few years. For further discussion of the potential for this federally listed
community to be present, please see the Southern Peninsula Indigenous Flora & Fauna
Association (SPIFFA) submission which has addressed this issue in more detail and which
Save Western Port supports.
Note that due to COVID restrictions, we are not able to send our own botanist to confirm
this assessment – another example of how the community has been disadvantaged by
ramming the community consultation process through despite the Victorian State of
Emergency (see 1.3.2 of our submission). The proponent gets to say whatever they like
about the ecological values that are present (or not present) in the areas to be destroyed,
yet we are not permitted to confirm the accuracy of their statements, even in matters of
national environmental significance.
Subtropical and Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh
Technical Report B maps Subtropical and Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh (EPBC Vulnerable) as
present in an area the Pipeline is proposed to intersect. Open trenching is the construction
method proposed and 0.134 hectares of this federally listed community to be lost (Technical
Report B, Figure 2.12) near South Boundary Road East, Pearcedale (KP 20.2) (Technical
Report B, 94).
Coastal Saltmarsh is listed as contributing to the Ramsar Listing Criterion 2181 and is habitat
for several threatened species (Orange-bellied Parrot, Lewin’s Rail, Australian Little Bittern,
Swamp Skink) (Technical Report B, 115-117). While Technical Report B notes that federally
listed communities are not considered as MNES if they are listed as Vulnerable, this listing is
sure to be upgraded in the not too distant future, given sea level rise projections due to
climate change and the threat this poses to coastal saltmarsh.
In addition, the Commonwealth conservation advice for this community urges that buffer
zones should be created around this community for its protection, with listed threats
including: clearing and fragmentation, acid sulfate soil disturbance and anthropogenically
altered hydrology.182
It is also not acceptable that the Proponent identifies an area as a federally listed
community, notes how significant it is to a range of threatened species, notes how it
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Hale 2016. Cited in Technical Report B.
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities (2013). Conservation
Advice for SUBTROPICAL AND TEMPERATE COASTAL SALTMARSH. Canberra: Department of Sustainability,
Environment, Water, Population and Communities. Available from:
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/118-conservation-advice.pdf. In
effect under the EPBC Act from 10-Aug-2013.
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contributes Western Port’s Ramsar listing then notes that as they are not compelled to refer
this to the Commonwealth under the guidelines, then they will just destroy it and pay the
offset fee. Once again, the Proponent is demonstrating their lack of care for the region’s
significant ecological values.
On top of this, there is at least one other area in which this community is present that has
been missed by the proponent. This is despite the Victorian Saltmarsh Study,183 considered
the most authoritative reference on saltmarsh in Victoria (and referred to elsewhere in
Technical Report B) identifying EVCs that make up this vegetation community as present
within the Project footprint and Commonwealth mapping that shows that Western Port is a
hotspot for the community (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Map of Subtropical and Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh Ecological Community
(excerpt from larger map 184).
The Commonwealth Conservation Advice for subtropical and temperate coastal saltmarsh
notes that ‘The Subtropical and Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh ecological community
corresponds with two EVCs that are limited to the coastal bioregions in Victoria:
● EVC 9 Coastal saltmarsh aggregate; and
● EVC 10 Estuarine wetland.’ 185
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Boon, P.I., Allen, T., Brook, J., Carr, G., and Frood, D. 2011. Mangroves and Coastal Saltmarsh of Victoria:
Distribution, Condition, Threats and Management. Department of Sustainability and Environment, Bendigo.
184 Map of Subtropical and Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh (Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water,
Population and Communities (DSEWPaC), 2013) [Indicative Map].
185 Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities (2013). Conservation
Advice for SUBTROPICAL AND TEMPERATE COASTAL SALTMARSH. Canberra: Department of Sustainability,
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The Victorian Saltmarsh Study maps one of these EVCs as present (estuarine wetland) right
where the Pipeline crosses Watson’s Creek (Figure 5). Once again, Save Western Port is
disadvantaged in this assessment by being unable to conduct field surveys to confirm the
error due to Stage 4 COVID lockdown. Surveys must therefore be undertaken by a trusted
third party prior to any approval being considered.

Environment, Water, Population and Communities. Available from:
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/118-conservation-advice.pdf. In
effect under the EPBC Act from 10-Aug-2013. P.32
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Figure 5. Map of saltmarsh EVCs in Western Port north arm. Area circled in red is location where Pipeline is proposed to cross an EVC that is
part of a federally listed community (our emphasis)186

186

Boon, P.I., Allen, T., Brook, J., Carr, G., and Frood, D. 2011. Mangroves and Coastal Saltmarsh of Victoria: Distribution, Condition, Threats and Management. Department
of Sustainability and Environment, Bendigo. Map Sheet 29 – Westernport Northern Coast
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Risks to federally and Victorian listed flora species
Dense Leek-orchid (EPBC Vulnerable) was modelled as present in the area, has close records
and potentially suitable habitat. However, the potential for this species to be present was
downgraded to low as it wasn’t found during survey (Technical Report B, 226) and is completely
ignored in Chapter 7.
The dynamic nature of these ecological systems and species (even more so for orchids!) is
addressed elsewhere in this submission, but not accounted for in the Technical Report. It is very
possible that the site visits weren’t timed perfectly to the antecedent conditions and that the
species was missed. Indeed, the Dense Leek-orchid was not even one of the species being
targeted during survey (Technical Report B, 61).
The supporting evidence for the ‘low’ likelihood is a vaguely referenced report that does not
seem to be in the public domain to enable it to be critiqued. We ask that the underlying
evidence to justify these claims is provided for community review and that the potential
impacts to Dense Leek-orchid are properly considered.
We also note that the maps of the threatened species locations in relation to the construction
zone can be misleading (Technical Report B, Figures 11.1-11.5), as they represent VBA records,
not the result of comprehensive targeted surveys (as implied by the title ‘significant flora within
the project search area’). The limitations of the VBA dataset are critiqued elsewhere in this
document. By presenting these isolated records it can seem like the Pipeline is unlikely to
impact several threatened species, rather than making it clear that there are large knowledge
gaps in threatened species location.
The proponent also fails to identify proximal threatened flora that may be impacted by the
project – notably Green Scentbark (Eucalyptus fulgens) (Victorian Rare or Threatened Species
(VROT) List – rare) near where the Pipeline passes Yaringa Road when following Whitneys Road.
Risks to listed fauna species
Risks to the threatened Dwarf Galaxias (EPBC Vulnerable) are downplayed, with open trenches
proposed across four waterways that have suitable species habitat for this species. (Craigs Lane,
Western Outfall, Tooradin Inlet and Hagelthornes Drains) (7-24).
Habitat for Dwarf Galaxias includes dense aquatic macrophytes and emergent plants. Trenching
would result in removal of this vegetation in a wide band and the sedimentation associated
with construction would deteriorate water quality; construction may also result in the direct
loss of individuals.
112

The National Recovery Plan for the Dwarf Galaxias187 lists threats to the species these include:
reduction in riparian vegetation and associated detrimental water quality impacts such as
increased nutrients, light and water temperatures as well as erosion and sedimentation – each
of these threats will be directly caused by the Project.
The Recovery Plan also notes that while virtually all populations of Dwarf Galaxias are under
threat to some degree, the Bunyip River basin is one of the strongholds of the species. This
species is short lived (annual life cycle) and has a poor dispersal ability. Therefore, the
degradation of habitat can have long lasting impacts on populations with local extinctions
possible. This is especially important given that the Project is proposing to undertake works
(either open trenching or HDD) across 15 waterways in this important region for the species,
with likely impacts for the metapopulation. Failure of the pipeline or an explosion in the
pipeline could have devastating impacts for one of this threatened species’ most important
populations.
We note that the Western Outfall Drain also supports habitat for the threatened Growling
Grass Frog (EPBC Vulnerable).
Field assessments for the Growling Grass Frog (GGF) (EPBC Vulnerable) were undertaken in
March 2018, outside of the primary calling period of November to December. In addition,
despite the Monarc Environmental report noting that GGF breeding is generally triggered by
local flooding and a marked rise in water levels and that outside of this season the animals
disperse away from the water (taking shelter beneath ground debris and in deep soil cracks),
surveys were undertaken when the preceding months had below average rainfall and there was
‘no or low water flow within most drainage lines’.188
The Monarc report notes there were 190 records within a 5 km buffer of the corridor between
1999 and 2016; however, they were only able to record one GGF over four nights of survey,
most likely due to their inappropriate timing.
We also note that the DEWHA guidelines were incorrectly quoted in the Monarc Report as
calling primarily happening between November and February; in addition, it seems that the
appropriate guidelines for surveying were not used.189
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Saddlier, S., Jackson, J., and Hammer, M. (2010). National Recovery Plan for the Dwarf Galaxias. Victorian
Government Department of Sustainability and Environment. East Melbourne.
188 Monarc Environmental 2018. Growling Grass Frog Targeted Survey Report. Client Report for APA Transmission
Pty Ltd. P.13.
189 DEWHA 2009, EPBC Act Policy Statement 3.14: Significant impact guidelines for the vulnerable growling grass
frog (Litoria raniformis), Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts, Canberra was used instead
of DEWHA 2010, Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened frogs - Guidelines for detecting frogs listed as
threatened under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999EPBC Act Policy Statement
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Field assessments for the Growling Grass Frog were thus inadequate and inappropriate, and
have therefore not been adequately considered in the proposed Pipeline alignment,
construction method or mitigation.
We also note that the threatened fish species, Australian Grayling (EPBC Vulnerable) rely upon
the Western Port Wetland for migration between fresh, estuarine and marine waters as part of
their life cycles190, as do other aquatic species (e.g. black bream, short-finned eel).
These species are not only impacted by construction of the Pipeline through their freshwater
habitat but will also need to pass by the FSRU and its mixing zone in the Bay. This zone of
altered temperature and dissolved oxygen, as well as contaminant input would create at the
very least a partial barrier to movement of the species as it attempts to complete its lifecycle,
or far worse.
The Swamp Skink (Lissolepis coventryi) is listed as Vulnerable in Victoria 191 and threatened
under the FFG Act. Although the Victorian Biodiversity Atlas has records of 69 sightings of the
Swamp Skink in the project area in the last 20 years, the Monarc Environmental survey did not
sight or record any swamp skinks. For further discussion of the failings of the survey approach
undertaken, please see the WPCC submission which has addressed this issue in more detail and
which Save Western Port supports.
4.3.7 Other impacts on flora and fauna
4.3.7.1 Proposed Pipeline maintenance
The pipeline easement is proposed to be up to 30 m wide, 56 km long and in place for 60 years.
There will be significant impacts from construction in the short term as well as ongoing impacts
from maintenance and repair. Significant ecological values will remain at threat over the life of
this project and its subsequent remediation, including from contaminant spills and the risk of
leaks and explosions.
In addition, vegetation will be cleared and not be allowed to re-establish over the pipe for a
width of 15m (presumably over the areas of HDD as well). This means that vegetation

3.14: Significant impact guidelines for the vulnerable growling grass frog (Litoria raniformis), Department of the
Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts, Canberra.
190 Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (2017). Western Port Ramsar Site Management Plan.
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, East Melbourne.
191 Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning, November 2019, Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988
Threatened List. East Melbourne, Victoria.
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maintenance (i.e. herbicide application and manual removal), would be required in an ongoing
fashion over the 60 year life of the asset, including where it crosses waterways.
Additionally, it is likely that maintenance and repairs would be required over this time, resulting
in additional removal of vegetation and massive soil disturbance. There is likely to be continued
loss of vegetation beyond the initial footprint indicated in the EES, as well as degradation of the
remaining surrounding vegetation.
4.3.7.2 Open trenching of waterways
While the Proponent notes that they will try to undertake open trenching during low flow or no
flow conditions (MM-FF02) they have acknowledged that construction will take place during
the months of heaviest rainfall and have left themselves a significant loophole to ignore their
proposed approach. They state: ‘Where this [trenching during low or no flow] is not practical’,
measures have been proposed such as flow diversion via pumping (7-68). This will constitute a
large impediment (albeit temporary) to the movement of fish and other aquatic fauna and will
likely result in a large increase in turbidity as the sediment slug moves down the waterway, with
deadly impacts to some fauna species and smothering of the flora and benthos that is their
habitat.
The Proponent notes that these measures have been proposed to mitigate impacts to Dwarf
Galaxias and Australian Grayling, even though they elsewhere assert that no trenching will take
place in waterways with Australian Grayling. They also claim that waterways will be reinstated
with jute mat, rock armouring, hydromulch and or geotextiles. This is contrary to claims
elsewhere that vegetation will reestablish quickly (jute mat and rock armoring will suppress
vegetation, hydromulch is unstable and inappropriate in areas of flow).
Recommendations for protection of habitat during open trenching of waterways as part of
earlier studies for the Project192 have been ignored when developing the Aquatic Fauna Impacts
Mitigation193 (MM-FF02).
Once again, we note that the Proponent is cost cutting with risk to the environment, proposing
cheaper construction methods and downplaying the associated risks with that method as well
as with the unnecessary crossing of so many waterways.
192

Recommendations ignored by the Proponent include: installation of flume pipes to minimise damage to the bed
and banks of the waterway; installation of steel plates to block flow; salvage of aquatic fauna; diversion of water
through a filtration system to reduce turbidity; implementation of suitable sedimentation control measures (e.g.
silt curtains) to minimise impacts to water quality and re-establishing vegetation as soon as possible.
193 Monarc Environment 2018. Flora and Fauna Assessment Crib Point Pakenham Pipeline Project. Client report for
APA Transmission Pty Ltd. p.5.
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The Proponent has also left themselves a significant loophole to ignore the cornerstone of their
impact ‘minimisation’ with the phrase ‘Subject to further detailed geotechnical investigations
confirming suitability’ (MM-SW05; 8-19). If detailed geotechnical investigations are required to
confirm that this method can be used, then these should be undertaken prior to considering
any approval for the project. If not, then the risk should be assessed as though no HDD is being
used until such time that the method is confirmed as appropriate for the site. We note that
there are further examples of these loopholes in the proposed groundwater mitigations.
4.3.7.3 Spread of Cinnamon Fungus and Amphibian Chytrid Fungus
The risk of spread of Cinnamon Fungus and Amphibian Chytrid Fungus to local ecosystems, both
FFG listed threatening processes, has barely been acknowledged and poorly mitigated in the
EES. For further discussion of the failings of the mitigation approach proposed by the
Proponent, please see the Westernport and Peninsula Protection Council (WPPC) submission
which has addressed this issue in more detail and which Save Western Port supports.

4.4 Legislative and policy requirements relevant to the terrestrial and
freshwater environment
Inconsistent with Pipelines Act 2005
In order for the applicant to obtain a licence for construction and operation, the application
must include a Safety Management Plan, Environmental Management Plan, and Consultation
Plan. The Plans provided are inadequate.
Accordingly a licence should not be granted.
Inconsistent with Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth)
The project will result in significant impacts on Matters of National Environmental Significance;
specifically, the ecological character of the Ramsar listed Westernport wetlands, listed
threatened species and listed migratory species.
Accordingly, approval should not be granted.
Inconsistent with Environment Protection Act 1970
The project is inconsistent with various statutory policies and guidelines.
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5. Impacts on amenity
The EES acknowledges that the project would ‘result in permanent changes to the amenity of
the areas in close proximity to the Works’ (Technical Report M, 59). Save Westernport submits
that this is only partly correct: these permanent changes apply, at the very least, to any
viewpoint within 15 kilometres of the FSRU, including French Island, northern Phillip Island,
northern Westernport Bay, the waters south of Crib Point and all the waters in between.
Noise and light pollution will also affect residents and others well beyond the narrow range
identified by the proponents. The EES states:
‘AGL has identified five residential properties as near neighbours who are expected to
experience change as a result of the project or may be exposed to potential new hazards
and amenity impacts as a result of the Project.’ (26-8)
Again, this narrow depiction of the FSRU’s social effects omits all other Crib Point residents who
would experience the visual, light and noise effects of the project. Dust and noise from pipeline
construction will also be substantial. Quiet walking tracks will be affected, as will aged care
residents at Hastings and other residences along the pipeline route. Up to 900 trucks delivering
nitrogen each year will impact Crib Point residents and others, depending on the roads used.
Local communities should not suffer these consequences for a project they do not want and
that offers little if any local benefits.

5.1 Noise and vibration
The chapters in the EES that address noise impact on amenity (Chapters 13 and 18) provide
only a selective view of the impacts modelled and assessed in Technical Report H. For example,
it is not clear anywhere in the chapters that over 1000 residences in Hastings will be affected by
noise rated as medium risk. We regard this as misleading members of the public who are
confronted with such a large and complex set of documents to address in a limited time frame
and under conditions of COVID-19 lockdown.
5.1.1 Noise modelling
We have had the opportunity of reading the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council’s submission,
and we concur with its view that there is inadequate information in the EES to assess noise
modelling of FSRUs and LNG carriers. In addition, existing conditions are in effect used to
ameliorate the project’s impacts ie ‘it’s already noisy’, rather than seeing it as itself already
something to mitigate.
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The study area is generally only 2km out from proposed works and pipeline (13-3). This is too
small a range. One sensitive receptor is set on French Island, only, it appears, for the purposes
of dismissing any impact.
who lives
the proposed Crib Point Receiving Facility) reports:

(approximately two kilometres from

‘Depending on the weather, we can hear from inside our bedroom the pump station at
Crib Point Jetty when the United Petroleum ship is unloading fuel. We can’t hear the
United ship itself – just the pumping station near The Esplanade. The constant humming
noise is more noticeable in our backyard – especially after 9:00pm at night.
The noise is not as noticeable during the day unless you drive to Crib Point jetty and park
at the Victorian Maritime Centre. I have recorded noise levels around 70dBA from the
Maritime Centre carpark with a noise meter pointing at the pump station across the road
(50m away).
My concern with the EES is the Crib Point Receiving Facility which would have plant,
pumps and equipment emitting noise up to 100 dBA. It looks like the unloading of
nitrogen from trucks and liquid nitrogen pumps would be very loud.’
In an email of 6th August 2020 to United Petroleum, the Port of Hastings and others,
writes:
‘Good morning,
I live in Crib Point around 2km from where United Petroleum ships unload fuel at Berth 1
on Crib Point Jetty.
In the past, United ships have unloaded fuel and there has been industrial noise heard
from Crib Point Jetty. The noise appears to originate from the pumping station near the
gates to Crib Point Jetty on The Esplanade, Crib Point.
I have previously spoken to EPA Victoria regarding the noise from the United Petroleum
operations. The noise levels appear to increase or decrease depending on the time of day
and type of weather.
I am writing to inform you that the noise last night from Crib Point Jetty was the loudest
in the past few years. I was awake at 1:00am listening to the constant humming from the
United ship unloading fuel at Crib Point Jetty.
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Could United Petroleum please conduct acoustic studies at Crib Point Jetty to determine
methods to reduce the amount of noise generated by the unloading of fuel at Berth 1?
There would be many local residents around Crib Point upset and annoyed by the level of
industrial noise at Crib Point Jetty last night.
Any measures to reduce this constant noise from Crib Point Jetty in the future would be
greatly appreciated.’
The proponent’s noise modelling only includes the residence at
(approximately 700 metres from the proposed receiving station) as a ‘sensitive receptor’ but
current port activity can be clearly heard more than twice as far away, and indoors. And the
proponent does not report baseline background noise levels that far away.
and every Crib
Point resident should be concerned about the potential noise from the proponent’s proposed
project. AGL’s idea to get accurate measurements if and when the project is in operation is of
little consolation.
It is also not good enough that the proponents’ modeler, AECOM, simply decides it is not
practical to apply the nighttime ‘inaudibility in residences’ criterion (H-26).
5.1.2 Risk assessment and impacts
Construction
Noise risk from pipeline works construction during normal hours is assessed as ‘medium’ even
after initial mitigation measures (13-7).194 The proponent claims this can be reduced to ‘low’ via
measures such as works notification and individual briefings (MM-NV04). Neither of these
‘mitigation’ measures actually reduce the noise, but rather rely on residents having to move
away from the area or find some way to endure the noise.
The EES identifies that residents in Hastings and rural areas will be affected, including Hastings
Primary School. Residents at the Hastings Cove Retirement Village and Bays Aged Care Facility
may also be intermittently affected by elevated noise levels during construction. The
proponents note that these residents may be more susceptible to the noise ‘as a result of
lifestyle patterns’, which we interpret as ‘far less likely to be able to leave’ including for ‘respite’
measures. The amenity provided by walking in Warringine Park will also be compromised (1811). Residents within 50m of pipeline construction risk being highly affected (13-12).
194

Using the proponents’ risk matrix (Attachment III, 8), ‘medium’ may be likely or almost certain to happen with
minor consequences, possible or likely with moderate consequences, rare or unlikely with major consequences, or
rare with severe consequences.
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The ‘amelioration’ proposed is almost laughable – as for above, works notification and
individual briefings, together with ‘offers of respite’ such as pre-purchased movie and
restaurant vouchers. Again, these ‘mitigation’ measures do not actually reduce the noise, but
rather rely on residents having to move away from the area or find some way to endure the
noise.
Residences or amenities within 130m of the pipeline, including in Hastings, risk noise from
hydrostatic pressure testing. (13-17). Rural residents up to 200m from the pipeline works are
also likely to be particularly affected, by noise and dust.
The risk of noise from pipeline construction after hours, especially at night, is assessed as high
even after initial mitigation measures (13-8).195 The proponent claims this can be reduced via
measures including measures as for the pipeline construction noise during normal hours,
above, and a complaints system. Even if these were to be effective, the noise risk is still then
assessed as medium. The EES states that Hastings residents within 500m of the pipeline works –
more than 1000 residences – will be affected (Technical Report H-77).
Intermittent noise from construction of the GIJW is acknowledged to be a risk to nearby
residences, outdoor recreational land and public open spaces such as Woolleys Beach Reserve
and HMAS Otama Lookout Beach, particularly at night. (13-11) Before initial mitigation,
Technical Report H assesses the potential noise impact of the Gas Import Facility (= Gas Import
Jetty + Crib Point Receiving Facility) on Woolleys Beach Reserve and HMAS Otama Lookout
Beach:
‘It is therefore expected that there would be periods where the noise level is both above
the construction noise criteria and over 20 dB above the existing ambient noise levels. It is
likely that there would be a significant reduction in acoustic amenity at Woolleys Beach
Reserve and HMAS Otama Lookout Beach during periods of noisy works. The potential for
noise levels to be 10 – 15 dBA above the existing ambient levels could temporarily change
the local noise environment and be annoying to the users of these spaces.’ (H-68,
emphasis added)
When construction of the pipeline and the Gas Import Jetty Works are concurrent, the noise
risk is assessed as medium even after initial mitigation measures (13-8). The noise will affect
residents near the jetty works, community buildings such as the Victorian Maritime Centre,
outdoor recreational land and public open spaces such as Woolleys Beach Reserve and HMAS
Otama Lookout Beach. Kayakers, fishers and boaters are also likely to be affected. The
195

Using the proponents’ risk matrix (Attachment III, 8), ‘high’ may be almost certain with moderate
consequences, possible or likely with major consequences, or unlikely or possible with severe consequences.
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proponent claims the noise risk can be reduced to low via measures including collaborating
with the operators of other noisy projects. We are unconvinced that this strategy will be
adhered to or effective.
Further, as with the EES more generally, the contribution of the project to as assessment of
cumulative impact on the environment and amenity is poorly addressed. While cumulative
construction noise impacts are acknowledged, there is no incorporation of how the overall
noise level would also be simultaneously contributed to by existing operations of other
projects.
Operation
Noise risk is assessed as medium when tugboats are bringing LNG carriers in to the FSRU and
there is nitrogen injection at the Crib Point Receiving Facility, especially at night. Again, the
proponents claim that this can be mitigated to low via measures such as giving residents 24
hours’ notice, and waiting to see if compliance is not forthcoming before considering further
mitigation (13-9). We are not persuaded.
There is no assessment of cumulative impacts due to combined noise from the Project and
other nearby industrial activities not associated with the Project, despite a brief
acknowledgement that an increase in noise could result (13-18, Technical Report H, 98).
Vibration from construction works causing human disturbance is also only considered in a very
cursory fashion:
‘The activities that could have the greatest impact on human amenity are hydraulic
hammering (rock breaking) and the vibratory roller/compactor. These activities would
both be required at times during Pipeline Works.
The areas with the highest number of potentially affected residences are located within
Hastings and along the pipeline route between Hastings and Pakenham. Buildings
occupants in these areas may be perceive [sic] vibration if they are situated in close
proximity to the construction works site.
In some locations it may not be possible to maintain the setback distances that have been
derived for human annoyance during construction works. In these cases, additional
mitigation would be required to manage the impacts to human amenity caused by
vibration.’ (Technical Report H, 100)

5.2 Landscape and visual
5.2.1 Landscape and visual changes
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This section comments on the proponents’ assessment of visual and landscape value, and of
the significant effects and impacts of the AGL/APA project, focusing on boundaries within the
Mornington Peninsula Shire.
While the section focuses on visual and landscape impacts, it also relates to and interfaces with
other assessments of social impact and of impacts on amenity, including from lighting and
noise. As in other sections, we question some of the methodology and underpinning
assumptions of the EES; and as a result, dispute many of its findings.
We also the Committee to Attachment 2 in our separate Attachments document.
5.2.1.1 Cautionary comments
The artificial separation of visual and landscape from other sensory features
Separating the impact of visual and landscape change from noise, light and other amenity and
social impact runs the risk of minimising the impact of each category. Human beings operate
with a range of sensory receptors, which together form a response to their environment, and
that is how, in turn, their environment impacts on them. While a subjective experience,
increasing bodies of research inform us of the importance of an accessible experience of the
‘natural world’ in all its senses – landscape, colour, smell, sound, and perceived safety. When
these aspects are in balance, our mental health and wellbeing increases – which is critical at a
time of national mental stress, such as in a post-COVID world.196
Interrelationship between environmental, visual and landscape features
Sections 3 and 4 of our submission address the fragility of Western Port’s marine and terrestrial
life, including most of the environment’s Ramsar status; but it is impossible to comment in this
Section on the landscape and visual impact of this project without at times referring to its
environmental impact.
We believe that the Environmental Significance Overlays within the scope of the proposed
project have not been given due rating in regard to visual and landscape impacts, where drilling
and other pipeline laying activities are likely to impact more broadly on the landscape, including
not only within the works sites but also the flow on effects of soil disturbance on water and
landscape outside of the works areas.
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https://www.dea.org.au/why-we-need-forests-and-native-vegetation-for-our-health-fact-sheet/.
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For example, the Watson Creek area (Technical Report B, Appendix 1, Figure 2.11; Technical
Report B, Appendix 5, Appendix 6, Figure 10) has high environmental significance, and the
potential impact of works here could create considerable water and landscape changes. There
is no mention of this potential impact.
There is significant tidal and sediment movement interplay between the Bay’s diverse
landscapes, flora, and fauna, with at times unpredictable outcomes. What might appear as a
landscape change on the northern lower arm of the Bay may well result in significant visual
impact to the eastern side of the Bay in a relatively short time, through sediment movement
from degradation of wetlands or coastal erosion that subsequently kills seagrass and
mangroves; or via various tidal movement, waves and water quality changes.
Another example of this oversight is the rating of foreshore landscape significance as ‘high’, but
landscape ‘susceptibility change’ as ‘moderate’ (Technical Report I, 65), due to existing
infrastructure (in some sections). This fails to consider the impact of building and increased
operational works in environmentally sensitive areas.
The impacts of industrialisation have already been shown by agricultural and other land use
changes. Inland as well as coastal works can create sediment or water flow change that impact
on the Bay’s ecosystem and appearance. The need to address this intricate balance, conduct
continued research, and apply caution in further industrialisation, was initially documented in
1975 by the Shapiro Report197 and continues to be stressed today.198
The report only provides hypotheses about isolated visual and landscape impact in the
immediate area in which works are conducted. It is the responsibility of AGL and APA to more
thoroughly investigate and report on the broader landscape and visual implications of their
proposed activities on the whole of Western Port, due to the movement of tides, sediment
created from works and its local impact, as well as the impact of inland drainage to the sea;
from an environmental, visual and landscape perspective.
5.2.1.2 Crib Point (and Bittern) population and its relevance to the project
The 2020 population forecast for Bittern-Crib Point is 7,497, forecast to grow to 8,755 by 2036,
at 16.7% growth. Approximately 1,000 families and individuals live in Cerberus naval base.
In 2011, the municipality had a higher proportion of under-18 residents than anywhere else
across the Mornington Peninsula Shire (MPS). In 2016, Bittern-Crib Point had a higher
proportion of children (under 18) and a lower proportion of persons aged 60 or older than the
197
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Mornington Peninsula Shire as a whole; parents/ homebuilders (1409) with primary (692) and
secondary school aged children (568) being the highest bracket, followed by retirees (1031).
Each of these populations is higher than the Shire average, confirming Crib Point and Bittern’s
role as a slowly growing, affordable residential settlement where people chose to bring up
children or enjoy retirement.199
While planners for the locality in the 1960s and 1970s viewed Crib Point (and Hastings) as an
opportune area for industrial growth, population growth and typology has since changed. The
MPS Crib Point township plan (2011), developed and recently updated with community
consultation, responds to the request of residents to ensure that the Crib Point village retains
its character, with increased opportunities for recreational and green space:
‘Crib Point will continue to have the look, feel and function of a country town on the
coast, closely connected with its natural environment, with well treed streets and roads
and a mix of old and new dwellings.’200
5.2.1.3 Cumulative effect of the works on landscape and visual impact
The EES report refers on several occasions to existing Port infrastructure, with the proposed
works seen as an ‘add on’ to existing infrastructure; therefore, the impacts are minimised. We,
along with many residents (who will submit their own responses), believe this is not an
appropriate way to deal with the intent of the planning and policy frameworks that serve to
protect and preserve the Westernport’s ‘natural’ and environmental feel.
A precautionary approach should be taken that as first priority considers the intent of these
planning and policy frameworks, rather than minimising the impact of further industrialisation
due to existing infrastructure located nearby. We submit that this EES does minimise the
impact, especially the cumulative impact of these proposed works on the overall landscape.
For example, Appendix A (Technical Report I) provides a series of maps that outline the course
of the proposed pipeline works, and the existing landscape value where changes are to be
made have been classed as low, moderate, or high. These values are considered in terms of the
individual value and, later, impact of each patch of vegetation to be removed, in some context
with localised visual landmarks that impact that space:
‘The roadside vegetation in the foreground of the above visualisation is proposed to be
cleared to accommodate the pipeline alignment as mapped in Appendix A as A3. This is
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low value vegetation and the visual effects of the clearing would result in a perceptible
magnitude of change and it is considered that the additional clearing would not
significantly add to the magnitude of change of the Receiving Facility as it becomes visible
along The Esplanade, with the combined effects considered to remain noticeable. This
results in an assessment of minor impact significance.’ (Technical Report I, 106, emphasis
added)
The above is hard to follow, but it appears that the assumption is: given there is already a
perceptible change, the additional clearing would not add any further change. This does not
take into consideration how the next clearing, and the next, relate together to create gradual
but overall significant landscape change, as cumulative visual (and environmental) impacts.
Similarly:
‘In addition, the nitrogen storage tank associated with the Crib Point Receiving Facility
would break the skyline and contribute to this scale of change. It should be noted that
this is a change consistent with existing use of the site and therefore is considered
reasonable. There are existing ships docking at Berth 1 of the Crib Point Jetty on a semiregular basis, ensuring that the presence of large ships or carriers is not unprecedented or
out of character.’ (Technical Report I, 108, emphasis added)
We submit that the overall cumulative impact of vegetation removal and the construction of
new, visually significant industrial works, with an increase in ship size and movement would
combine to produce a significantly changed landscape impact, both in the construction and
operational phases.
This would be particularly observed in Crib Point, Bittern, and Hastings, due to roadside
vegetation removal and Port works (Appendix A, Maps 1-8).
5.2.1.4 Lack of clarity on the visual impacts
Clear visual impacts of the proposed works are not fully identified. For example, ‘viewshed’
vantage points to determine the visual impact of works are underscored by limitations.
One illustration:
‘A key limitation of this viewshed analysis is that it cannot determine the magnitude of
impact that the proposal has on the views of the area. In addition, this viewshed analysis
is generated using ground elevation data and does not incorporate the heights of surface
elements such as trees and buildings.’ (Technical Report I, 101)
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AGL and APA need to clarify the visuals and impacts of some of the works, including properly
addressing all of the sites potentially impacted. For example, the EES claims that there will be
no visual impact perceived from the Jacks Beach to Hastings boardwalk. Given the popularity
and tourism value of the boardwalk, a visual of impact from Jack’s Beach itself, looking south,
should have been included together with a representation of a gas carrier coming into the port.
Several of the visuals also require clarification or rectification. For example, Figures 60
(Wireframe positioning of the Receiving Facility from Viewpoint 6(b), Victorian Maritime Centre
Facing North-East) and 61 (from the same point), appear to show different impacts (Technical
Report I, 113). As an illustration, in Figure 60 it appears that the pipeline will require the
removal of a screening tree, while Figure 61 shows that tree still intact.
Figures 64 (Wireframe positioning (western boundary) of the Receiving Facility from Viewpoint
7(a), Woolleys Beach North Facing North) and 65 (Wireframe positioning (eastern boundary) of
the Receiving Facility from Viewpoint 7(a), Woolleys Beach North Facing North) both appear to
show significant visual impact on Woolleys Beach Reserve (Technical Report I, 117). Yet this has
not been shown in any other maps, or discussed in any detail in the EES.
A visual from Fairhaven Beach on French island should also be included, due to its resident and
tourism value. Indeed, the visual impact should be considered over a much broader range than
that used by the EES –see the Figure overleaf.
One reason to define visual impact over the area indicated in that Figure is that the FSRU is big
– very big. It is 300 metres long and 50 metres high at its highest point. In fact, it is longer, and
higher, than the MCG. And we must include the ships that would supply it, which are equally
massive. These ships would be by far the dominant visual feature from any line-of-sight vantage
point – day and night. Boaters of all kinds, visitors, walkers, cyclists, residents and others who
enjoy the area for its natural character, would suffer greatly diminished amenity under the
proponent’s plan.
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Approximate line-of-sight range of views to Crib Point, not including shore-based views in the vicinity of
Crib Point jetty. (Image: Google Earth)

Another omission regarding the FSRU’s visual impact concerns this statement in the EES:
‘Detailed information regarding the Crib Point Jetty Infrastructure including marine
loading arms (MLAs) and gas piping to transfer the gas from the FSRU was not available
for inclusion in the initial modelling. This is not considered to be of consequence as this
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infrastructure is visually insignificant when compared to the significantly larger visual
effect of the immediately adjacent FSRU.’ (Technical Report I, 41)
Our brief research shows that marine loading arms do add significant visual impact,201 being
significantly higher than the deck of the FSRU, and therefore should therefore be included in
visuals.
5.2.1.5 Landscape value ratings
Tools used to determine high, moderate, or low visual or landscape value are based on
subjective assessments, several of which we submit are subjective, inaccurate or confusing.
Subjective assessments
For example, views of the foreshore are determined ‘high’ value but vegetation is not
necessarily seen in the same way, unless it is fully intact or serves as a barrier to port related
activities:
‘The coastal foreshore is home to a number of high social and cultural value receptors in
the open space foreshore areas, including Warringine Park and foreshore areas. Key
viewing corridors exist along Woolleys Road and The Esplanade, adjacent to the pipeline
alignment, though these receptors are generally separated from the foreshore areas by
stands of coastal scrub and woodland and considered to be of low landscape significance.’
(Technical Report I, 65, emphasis added)
‘The area also includes low to moderate value vegetation roadside that does not
substantially contribute to the overall character of the landscape.’ (Technical Report I, 73)
‘Higher value wetland vegetation exists within the foreshore reserves and includes
endangered and disturbed flora species. However, this vegetation is considered to be of
medium significance as it is located within an area that has been previously disturbed by
pipeline works in an existing cleared easement, and does not provide any significant
screening opportunities or similar visual characteristics.’ (Technical Report I, 73)
For many locals and field tour groups aware of the vanishing and unique nature of local flora
species, the remaining flora is considered as having high visual and landscape value; for some,
higher than foreshore/sea views. Local vulnerable species occur among roadside vegetation.
Spotting native orchids and other indigenous plants in accessible areas is a pastime of an
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increasing number of locals, supported by school and other educational facilities, websites, and
social media groups.
Confusing assessments
An example, referring to coastal foreshore works, is the discussion of Table 7-2:
‘An initial mitigation measure is planned to reinstate all groundcover vegetation and
make good ground surfaces following installation of the pipeline. However, trees and
large shrubs cannot be reinstated following installation of the pipeline, and the ongoing
loss of these features is considered to be an ongoing yet reversible, minor change over a
wide area and represent [sic] a noticeable magnitude of change within the medium
sensitivity Coastal Foreshore. Therefore, there is considered to be a minor post-mitigation
visual impact from the pipeline installation within this landscape.’ (Technical Report I, 74,
emphasis added)
The assessment of a ‘minor’ visual impact makes no sense, as it is previously acknowledged that
these trees and large shrubs cannot be reinstated.
5.2.1.6 Underestimated visual impacts
Woolleys Beach
The impact of the FSRU and visiting LNG carriers is assessed as follows:
‘Whilst the viewpoint is located in an area of high landscape sensitivity with a view across
Western Port, the sensitivity of this viewpoint is considered to be medium, given the
existence of current maritime activities and infrastructure. It has potential for a moderate
number of visitors, signposting and good vehicle and pedestrian access.’ (Technical
Report I, 116)
Figure 63 (Wireframe Positioning of the FSRU and LNG carrier from Viewpoint 7(a), Woolleys
Beach North Facing East), shows the massive size of a petroleum tanker. The FSRU and the LNG
carriers will be at least 90m longer than this. Current maritime activities do have a visual impact
on the area, but the scale of work and size of the FSRU and LNG carriers is far greater compared
to the current infrequent arrival of much smaller ships carrying steel and LPG.
The Independent Peer Review appears to agree with us:
‘Woolley’s Beach – I think “Major change over a restricted area” could be equally
justifiable, resulting in “considerable”, rather than “noticeable”, “Magnitude of Change”. I
say this again because of the visual mass and the height of the ship in the midst of the
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horizontal elements in the view over shoreline, sea and jetty.’ (Technical Report I,
Appendix G, 3).
The proponent seems to have accepted these suggested amendments (Technical Report I, 97).
The visual impact of the FSRU and LNG carriers would be to significantly reduce the scale of
outlook from the most easily accessible section of Woolleys Beach reserve and picnic area.
Seniors, disabled people, and young families who access this section of the reserve would
especially suffer from this significant intrusion on the visual sense of space and place in a
disability-accessible area.
Coastal Flora
Weighting of the impact of removal of flora along pipelines and other areas impacted by the
works is not consistent with recognised science in regeneration. For example, the impact of the
pipeline installation on the Coastal Foreshore landscape is initially assessed:
‘The primary visual effect arising from the pipeline installation within the Coastal
Foreshore is the clearing of vegetation and ground surfaces, including roadside and
wetland vegetation. The clearing is considered to have a considerable magnitude of
change due to the major visual change over the wide area of the pipeline alignment.’
(Technical Report I, 73)
However the EES claims that while the unmitigated change would be ongoing, it would be
reversible (Technical Report I, 73), and so, having also assessed the sensitivity of the landscape
as medium, the significance of the impact is rated as moderate (Technical Report I, 74).
We dispute the proponent’s claim that this change is reversible. Once weed invasion occurs
after widespread clearing, even when older trees and various fauna are (eventually) replaced,
works are not able to be reversed to the original landscape form. There is already evidence of
weed invasion from clearing not directly in the foreshore, but slightly further inland, and
significant areas need to be protected.
Furthermore, the EES’s own assessment gives the lie to claims of reversibility, because it states
that trees and large shrubs will not be able to be reinstated. Nevertheless the proponents still
cling to their ‘reversible’ claim and indeed, ‘double dip’ by assessing the ultimate impact as
minor due to, it appears, the replacement of trees and shrubs by smaller specimens – which
itself is debatable, as we submit above.
As another example of impacts on coastal flora, Figure 56 (Wireframe positioning of Crib Point
Receiving Facility from Viewpoint 6(a), Submarine Lookout Facing South) highlights the visual
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impact and extent of damage that would be created to the local foreshore flora, including
removal of unique Coastal Dune Grassland, found along sandy beaches of the Mornington
Peninsula (Technical Report I, 109). This grassland is considered widespread, but rare within the
Gippsland Plain Bioregion and endangered in Victoria.202 This would be replaced with steel
railings, and lights along the stretch of beach adjacent to the jetty.
As well as a complete change of visual landscape from a grassed beach to an industrial outlook,
this will very likely contribute to erosion of the foreshore and woodland immediately adjacent
to the current grassland that relies on the grassland as a buffer between sand and soil.
Combined with rising sea levels,203 king tides and storms already experienced across the
Peninsula, this will create significant impacts to the landscape, both environmentally and
visually. It will also likely contribute to the carriage of sediment further eastwards in the Bay,
which in turn has capacity to kill off mangroves and seagrass.
When the area in Figure 56 is viewed in combination with Figure 57 (Visualisation of the Gas
Import Jetty Works (inclusive of FSRU and LNG carrier) from Viewpoint 6(a), Submarine Lookout
Facing South-East) we can see the significant ‘high’ impact on the local landscape, which will be
changed from one of a quiet foreshore area to an indisputable industrialised zone (Technical
Report I, 110). This area is frequented by fishers, kayakers and families who observe the
submarine, walk the coastline, and sunbake, picnic, or swim their dogs in summer. The added
impact of noise (5.1 of our submission) will further render this site completely changed.
5.2.2 Light
5.2.2.1 Light modelling
Appendix E of Technical Report I refers to a ‘3D model of the FSRU obtained from a third-party
provider nominated by AGL as recognised industry standard working design practice for all
lighting design calculations’ (4). There is no other reference to this model and no specification
or discussion of the industry standard, including how that might relate to considerations of
impacts on marine and terrestrial biodiversity.
It is claimed that ‘[a]lthough there are a significant number of inter-reflected surfaces possible,
it was determined that the impact on the measuring physical surfaces was negligible, and
therefore the inter-reflected light calculation was not considered (4). There is no explanation of
how that determination was reached.

202

Legg, Malcom, Flora and Fauna Assessment of Crib Point Stony Point Foreshore Reserve, 2013.
Melbourne Water, Understanding the Western Port Environment A summary of current knowledge and
priorities for future research, 2011.
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It is further stated that after the model of the proposed FSRU was set in the ‘water’, the height
of the surfaces (above sea level) were raised to the total height of their location on the FSRU
(with the FSRU in the sea) (4). It appears that no allowances were made for the fact that the
FSRU and LNG carrier would presumably sit at various heights above the water due to load
variations (eg as the carrier emptied its gas into the FSRU).
In the assumptions and limitations relating to the light spill calculations for the FSRU, it is stated
that luminaire specifications for the FSRU and LNG carriers were not available (5), and the light
spill calculations are simply assumed to be the best available benchmark of data. This is clearly
not good enough in a project of this complexity and potential impact. Nor is the fact that the
entire list of References consists of one web link aimed at designing lighting (17).
Finally, the ‘Independent Peer Review’ (Appendix G) has been undertaken by a landscape
architect, not a light specialist – underscored by the fact that this review makes absolutely no
reference to light, let alone to the modelling.
5.2.2.2 Light impacts
Technical Report I’s identification of visual effect types includes direct light spill and secondary
light source associated with the Crib Point Receiving Facility, the FSRU and visiting LNG carriers.
Despite acknowledgment that the Crib Point Receiving Facility, the FSRU and the LNG carriers
would all be impacting on an ‘environment of relatively low light levels’ (I, 125), almost all of
the lighting impacts are largely assessed in the EES as negligible or minor. However as noted in
4.3.2.1 of our submission, the proponent’s own technical report suggests caution should be
used in interpreting the results of the modelling.
Even so, Technical Report I states that the effects of lighting from the Gas Import Jetty Works
on residences at Jacks Beach would be ‘moderate’, due to secondary light from the FSRU:
‘Specific visual effects are estimated to be the illumination of the FSRU surfaces,
illumination of the water, and potential skyglow. Occupying the primary focal point of an
otherwise dark panorama, the change is estimated to be a major change over the
restricted area of the Jetty. . .’ (I, 127)
As Chapter 18 (on social impacts) summarises:
‘The works would introduce a permanent light source into a mainly dark setting. The light
would be noticeable from a small number of dwellings, specifically one dwelling in
particular. The affected dwellings may no longer meet the amenity expectation of their
occupants.’ (18-14, emphasis added)
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Despite the above, Technical Report I reduces the significance of the lighting impacts on Jack’s
Beach residences to ‘minor’ due to its claim that only a few private views will be potentially
impacted (I, 12, 126). Even if the modelling was accurate, this is cold comfort to those
residents.
Two other viewpoints selected, from the submarine Otama lookout and from Woolleys Beach
‘North’ (a designation unfamiliar to locals), would have received a similar rating except for the
proponent’s claim that they are not generally used or viewed at night-time. This makes no
allowance for activities such as stargazing or wildlife spotting, although even then the claimed
limited numbers of such activities (without evidence) is used to downgrade the risk, as with the
assertion about the light impacts on French Island (I, 136-7). Alternatively, selection of these
viewpoints begs the question of why more relevant viewpoints were not chosen (I, 129-134).
The significance of impact on a third viewpoint, 7(b), is rated as minor, but this viewpoint is not
identified (I, 135).
At least four of the six recommended mitigation measures are not relevant to the proposed
FSRU and LNG carriers (I, 13). One possible exception is MM-LV01 – although it is difficult to
imagine landscape screening that would be sufficient to screen the FSRU from all viewing
points, and the visual and landscape impact of LNG carriers are not proposed to be mitigated,
or even accepted as the responsibility of the proponent. The remaining possible exception is
MM-LV05, minimising reflective surfaces on infrastructures – although this requires
elaboration; for example, is this minimisation to be built into the FSRU design? This is highly
unlikely given that the proponent will not own or even operate the FSRU, which is also borne
out by the weak phrasing of the proposed mitigation measure:
‘The exterior finishes of the proposed FSRU vessel is [sic] understood to be similar to that
depicted in Figure 85 below and is considered to be appropriate to the maritime context
of the Crib Point Jetty. It is recommended that any works involving the exterior finish of
the FSRU avoids bright and reflective finishes, and preferably maintains the existing
colour scheme and finishes.’ (I, 138, emphasis added; see also I, 139)
There is a complete lack of specificity about what degree of light minimisation would result, and
again, the LNG carriers are not considered to be part of AGL’s mitigation responsibility.
The proponent further claims that lighting ‘has been designed to avoid direct light spill beyond
the immediate surrounds of the FSRU/LNG carrier, Crib Point Receiving Facility and Pakenham
Delivery Facility and hence avoids direct light spill impacts upon adjacent receptors’ (I, 139).
Unless this is what the detail in Appendix A to Appendix E refers to (which seems unlikely given
Appendix A is described as comprising all the background material used for light spill
calculations (I, Appendix E, 18)), where is the design and the evidence of its efficacy? Who
undertook the design?
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5.3 Legislative and policy requirements relevant to amenity
Inconsistent with Environment Protection Act 1970
The issue of a works approval for the FSRU would be contrary to, or inconsistent with, one or
more applicable policies; or likely to cause, or to contribute to, pollution.
The issue of a works approval would also be likely to cause an environmental hazard and/or
likely to endanger public health (see Section 6 of our submission).
We therefore submit that the FSRU works approval and (if works approval is granted) licence
applications should be refused.
Inconsistent with other legislation and policy
The project is also inconsistent with other legislation and policy, including the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, the Planning Policy Framework (PPF) and the Marine and Coastal Act
2018.
We therefore submit that the Pipeline and Gas Import Jetty applications should be refused.
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6. Impacts on safety
6.1 Overview
Any assessment of safety must consider both hazards and risks. A hazard can be defined as
something that can cause harm. A risk is the chance that any hazard will actually cause harm,
and is comprised of two components – the likelihood that the hazard will occur, and the
expected impacts should it occur.
Where public safety is concerned, it is critical that assessment is informed by professional skills
and experience. Section 6 of this submission has been prepared on behalf of Save Westernport
by three former professional Firefighters with 90 years’ experience among them:
Keith Adamson
Former Deputy Chief Officer (DCO) of the Metropolitan Fire Brigade (MFB). Mr Adamson
was in charge of responding to the Coode Island fire and explosions which occurred over
two days in 1991. Together with Mr Knowles (below) he participated in a lengthy debrief
of all Firefighters who attended that disaster.
Michael Whelan
Former Country Fire Authority Chief Superintendent and adviser to Minister for
Emergency Services in the Victorian State Government.
Rod Knowles
Former MFB Leading Firefighter, former National President of the United Firefighters
union, and Inquiry Commissioner into the ACT Fire Brigade in 1986.
Each of the three people above is clearly positioned to provide advice on what it takes for an
enterprise to end in disaster, particularly fire and explosion.
Assistance in the preparation of this section was also provided by:
Keith Old
Managing Director of ERM Focus Services Inc. (Canada) and Riskwide Consulting Services
(Australia). Mr Old is an enterprise risk professional with 40 years’ experience in
developing enterprise-wide risk programs in Canada and Australia.
The proponents assess the potential safety of the project (Main Report, Chapter 16; Technical
Report K) and conclude that ‘these facilities do not present an unacceptable or disproportionate
risk to any of the adjacent land uses.’
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Our review leaves us with considerable concerns with the lack of appropriate candour and
rigour by the proponents in preparing the EES, and we cannot agree with the conclusion they
have reached.
Accordingly, we submit that the EES fails to adequately assess the public safety risks, and that
the potential public safety risks arising from the project are unacceptable.
Our prime areas of concern with the proponents’ EES are detailed below.

6.2 Pipeline safety
While we largely focus on safety issues related to the FSRU, LNG carriers and Crib Point
Receiving Facility, it should not be assumed that the proposed pipeline works are without their
own hazards and risks.
The proponent rates pipeline safety concerns as ‘negligible-minor/negative’ (Technical Report
M, 63), all but dismissing the potential significant impacts. No mention is made of the many
pipeline related disasters that occur regularly throughout the world (see Attachment 3 of our
submission), and certainly no analysis has been put forward of the causes of previous disasters
and how APA will mitigate against those causes. Indeed, such a review of these disasters may
be disturbing to those living close by the pipeline, as it appears that disasters involving
underground pipelines are more regular than the proponents would like the general public to
think.
Safety and risk analysis aside, residents and business owners are also entitled to their natural
fears about the pipeline just as much as they are regarding the FSRU, LNG carriers and the Crib
Point receiving station.

6.3 Whose risk is it anyway?
The proponents, and particularly AGL, have choices in terms of where they choose to locate
such a facility. We assume that because AGL and APA are corporations, their choices will largely
be dictated by financial considerations. Similarly, when assessing the safety hazards and risks
associated with the project and the extent to which they are prepared to mitigate the risks,
financial consideration will be a significant factor for the proponents. Indeed, language such as
‘affordability’ and ‘reduced so far as is reasonably practicable’ are used many times
throughout the EES and also in the conclusion on safety.
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AGL conclude that ‘Industrial activities can never be entirely free from risk’ (Technical Report K,
16). Proponents of industrial projects then rely on the concept of ‘so far as is reasonably
practicable’ (SFAIRP) to conclude that any proposed mitigation measures simply need to claim
to reduce the risk assessed to levels that are not ‘unacceptable’ or ‘disproportionate’.
Judgments about ‘unacceptable’ or ‘disproportionate’ invariably factor in consideration of the
cost of additional risk reduction measures compared to the risk reduction achieved.
In doing so, this EES seems to apply a standard that is lower than that applied in similar studies
in the USA, and one that is certainly more convenient for corporate proponents.
The SFAIRP principle was applied in assessments of the Coode Island Major Hazard Facility prior
to the disaster that occurred on 21 August 1991. 204 At approximately 2.17 pm, an explosion
occurred when a 600,000 litre chemical storage tank filled with acrylonitrile exploded and
caught fire. The fire burned various hazardous chemicals including acrylonitrile, phenol, methyl
ethyl ketone and benzene, forming clouds of potentially toxic black smoke up to 30 km from
the site, and prompting the evacuation of Footscray Primary School, nearby buildings and ships,
and closure of roads. People were advised to stay inside with windows and doors closed to
avoid smoke inhalation. Testing conducted later showed that the smoke was not a chemical
hazard largely due to the heat of the fire and the high winds that helped to dissipate the smoke
from the area.
Mornington Peninsula residents (especially, but not exclusively those at Crib Point) and the
many recreational users of the area will have no choice but to accept the safety risks associated
with this project and the resultant consequence of any risk events, while at the same time
having no ability to affect the likelihood of those risks. Only the proponents will have the ability
to reduce the risk likelihood, and even they will only reduce the likelihood to a level that they
deem ‘reasonably practicable’.
The Victorian Government also has choices in how it may choose to resolve any perceived
short-term energy shortages that Victoria may have. There are other options proposed where it
could be argued that the potential for safety risks and impacts to any residents or casual users
of an area are much less likely than at Crib Point.
AGL’s response to concerns is to acknowledge that the community may be ‘taking one for the
team’.205 A better response in order to reduce community concern and stress would have been
to at least conduct a very thorough and complete assessment of the safety risk inherent in this
project. In our view this has not been done.
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6.4 Analysis deferred is analysis not scrutinised
The proponents’ analysis is peppered with terms such as ‘selected for further evaluation’,
‘estimated risk’, ‘to be finalised at a later date’ and ‘preliminary risk assessment’. Further
analysis is frequently deferred to some stage following approval of the project.
For example:
•

Quantitative Risk Assessments (QRA) of explosion dangers for the FSRU, Crib Point
Jetty and the Crib Point Receiving Facility are listed as preliminary assessments.

•

Explosion dangers to the public located at Woolley’s Beach, Picnic Point and the
Maritime Museum are listed as preliminary. It is estimated that these sites would
eventually comply with safety regulation HIPAP4.

•

A Pipeline Environment Management Plan is required under the Pipeline
Regulations 2017. It appears that this plan will also be completed after the EES.

In our view, this is simply not acceptable. The proponents have had more than sufficient time to
prepare and deliver a full and complete analysis of all the safety hazards and risks relating to
this project. Instead, they are essentially asking the community to trust them that ‘it will all
work out in the end.’

6.5 Proponent track record
Given AGL’s track record in particular, we have little trust in the proponents’ assurances. AGL
has been fined over $7 million in recent years for a range of offences that also involved three
deaths (see 1.5 of our submission). In 2018 the Victorian Essential Services Commission
threatened a review of ‘whether AGL had the technical capacity to operate in accordance with
its licence to operate in Victoria’. 206
AGL’s record documents an attitude and culture that demonstrates AGL is unfit to run a Major
Hazard Facility. To an outside observer, it appears that AGL views paying fines as a cost of doing
business rather than an indication of problems that need resolution.

6.6 Proponents’ approach to the EES
206

https://www.theage.com.au/business/consumer-affairs/get-your-house-in-order-victorian-regulator-puts-aglon-notice-over-dodgy-data-20180917-p5046s.html.

138

The same attitude and culture implied by AGL’s track record appears to shape how the
proponents have approached the safety aspects of the EES.
6.6.1 Lack of preliminary assessments
We note that the proponents did not provide the full preliminary assessments as part of the
EES but only included extracts. Although copies were requested some time ago, we have only
just received the 163-page preliminary QRA for the Crib Point Jetty with less than a week to
submission deadline – despite the fact that the report was published in 2019.
On a quick scan, that QRA’s findings appear to conflict with credible research in key areas such
as blast impact and heat stress zones. Consequently, we wished to review the QRA in detail.
This is not possible in the short time available, and consequently could be viewed as a
deliberate attempt by the proponents to prevent scrutiny of their conclusions.
6.6.2 Hazards and risks not fully discussed
The proponents identify and discuss several hazards based on previous data, experience or
their judgment. Some hazards have simply not been considered. Obvious omissions include:
•

A tanker / FSRU collision

•

An extreme weather event:
There is mention that the FSRU may leave Western Port during an extreme
weather event, however no discussion is provided as to what type and level of
weather event would put the FSRU at risk and how much advance warning would
be required to remove it from harm’s way.

•

St Elmo’s Fire:
The Coode island explosion in 1991 was caused by a lightning-like electrical
event (St Elmo’s Fire). The EES has not considered this as a potential hazard in
relation to the FSRU and/or the Jetty.

Excluding some hazards or a full appreciation of other hazards in the identification phase means
that the proponents will not perform a proper analysis of the risks of those hazards. A sound
safety risk evaluation should therefore always begin with a comprehensive hazard identification
process. No hazards should be excluded at this stage. As we outline below, some industrial
disasters were triggered by hazards that were not adequately considered, and consequently
were not risk assessed or mitigated.
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We submit that the EES is clearly inadequate to enable any credible assessment to be made
about the likely safety risk events.
We would have expected a very thorough examination of the safety risks associated with this
project, given the potential impacts and understandable community concerns. Instead we find
ourselves disappointed that much of the discussion lacks detail and is often not geared towards
worst case outcomes. Our view of high impact safety risk analysis is that you should always
analyse and prepare for the logical worst case even if you consider it unlikely.
We needed to look elsewhere for honest, thorough and well-regarded analysis of LNG safety
risks. We found that when we did so, the conclusions frequently differed significantly from that
of the proponents’ own analysis.
By way of example, in 2012 the USA Department of Energy funded an exhaustive study of LNG
vulnerability to a terrorist attack.207 This comprised multiple reviews by specialist bodies and an
expert panel to review and summarise the findings. One of the findings was that a good
estimate of the heat hazard distance would be about 1 mile. This contrasts with AGL’s own
assessment of the degree of intensity at the end of the range.
The EES is also silent on the possibility of simultaneous risk events. This ignores reality. Major
industrial disasters are often complex in nature, and in our view to ignore this complexity is
tempting fate.
As experienced firefighters we expect to be able to deal with well-considered and final plans. It
would be reasonable to openly assess the full spectrum of hazard and risk and to have that
drive the design rather than an iterative process that responds to design.
6.6.3 Poor quality risk assessment
The quality of the proponents’ analysis of some risk events does not align with the standard we
would expect when assessing risks with such potentially devastating consequences. Flaws
include:
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•

A general failure to factor in potential exacerbating conditions, such as wind
strength and direction, and the cumulative effect of risk consequences, when
estimating potential impacts.

•

Incorrect assumptions that are either naive or used for convenience to support
the proponents’ case. An example of this is the proponents’ assurance that ‘[f]oam

https://www.energy.gov/fe/downloads/lng-safety-research-report-congress.
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use on the jetty will be minimised as far as practicable to avoid environmental spill
of firefighting foam’ using Jetty kerb bunding. This assurance that the bunds will
retain the foam used in any response is not valid, especially in a larger developing
incident.
Throughout this EES, the proponents often tell only the one half of the story that benefits their
objective. One example of this is the following claim about the safety record of LNG tankers:
‘Over the last 50 years, LNG ships have covered more than 205 million kilometres without
a major accident and with no collisions, fires, explosions or hull failures resulting in a loss
of containment in ports or at sea. None of the spills resulted from a failure or breach of a
containment system. LNG carrier spills have never resulted in loss of life.’ (Technical
Report K, 29)
We are asked to assume that this a true statement, but the proponents do not mention that
LNG tankers are regularly involved in collisions with other large ships such as oil tankers and
cargo ships, and that, quite often, the other ship’s hull is breached or even the ship sunk as a
result of these collisions.
The EES also fails to mention incidents where other vessels are not involved, such as an LNG
Tanker fire in Jordan that injured 12 people, including firefighters. Attachment 3 of our
submission contains relevant examples of LNG tanker-related accidents.
By omitting relevant information, the proponents paint a rosier picture of LNG tanker safety
than is warranted. In doing so, they are also ignoring the possibility that one of these collisions
will eventually result in an LNG containment system breach. It is therefore of concern that the
EES continually assures the community that LNG facilities have a strong industry safety record
worldwide, and that the presence of LNG ships in Westernport, at dock alongside the FSRU,
together with the pipeline, present little risk to the community now or into the future.
6.6.4 Root causes
Tracing root causes of these major safety risk events reveals that they are generally caused by
one or a combination of the following:
•

Risks or risk event chains that were not predicted or deliberately ignored by the
operator (eg maybe considered by the operator too low in likelihood or not
‘practical’ to mitigate).
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•

Poorly designed control frameworks and/or a lack of education on their
application.

•

Operators deliberately not following accepted or agreed risk mitigation protocols
(both prevention and response). Typically, this would be for financial/efficiency
reasons.

•

Error on behalf of operator staff, often due to complacency or a lack of
competency.

•

Breakdowns of the operator’s equipment such as alarms, response mechanisms
etc.

We see no reason to believe that history will not repeat at some stage if the proponents’
proposal is approved.
6.6.5 Missing a safety chain
The quality of the proponents’ EES submission, especially given the amount of time that they
have had to prepare it, combined with their very poor safety and regulatory track record, leads
us to having no confidence in their commitment and competency to manage a major industrial
installation on our doorstep.
The following extract from a decision about the performance of AGL made by the Industrial
Relations Commission of NSW encapsulates our concerns:
‘This evidence put beyond doubt that the risks here in question, were not only
foreseeable, but foreseen, yet the defendant [AGL] still failed to ensure that they were
properly dealt with, through means readily available to it.’208
There are many examples of major industrial disasters – both within Australia and
Internationally – in recent history. Many of these are LNG and pipeline-related disasters. Below
is one example in more detail.
When the Piper Alpha oil and gas platform exploded in 1988, 167 people were killed, including
two crewmen of a rescue vessel. Thirty bodies were never recovered. We should remember this
event and other major disasters, because they give insight into the elements that, taken in
isolation, may appear to be insignificant, but taken as a whole – as a culture – lead to disaster.
208

WorkCover Authority of New South Wales (Inspector Maltby) v AGL Gas Networks Limited [2005] NSWIRComm
188, [49].
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As Ed Punchard explains, that is just what occurred on the Piper Alpha platform. Mr Punchard
was the Diving Coordinator and one of just 61 workers who survived the explosion. In video
footage he speaks of his terrifying experience on the platform and contemplates the causes of
the explosion:
‘I think on a corporate level it’s essential to have a safety culture – an appropriate safety
regime – be honoured, respected and required from the very highest level of
management. My own personal opinion of the oil company involved is such that I would
say that didn’t exist. I think it was absent – in fact I think it’s fairer to quote one of the
Assessors at the inquiry who said that with most incidents like this you find a link missing
from a chain and he actually said in this case the chain was missing. It was that serious on
a corporate level.’209
Why should we remember such events? Because the safety chain on the Piper Alpha was
missing, and history repeats itself. Piper Alpha’s circumstances are relevant to AGL’s application
to build this FSRU at Crib Point. AGL’s poor compliance record demonstrates a continuing
disregard for rules and regulations, and leads to the comparison with Occidental Petroleum, the
owners of the Piper Alpha platform, whose poor safety record led to the 1988 disaster. We are
concerned that AGL’s track record is evidence that, as for Occidental Petroleum, the ‘safety
chain’ is missing. That AGL’s compliance record rings alarm bells with us is made more poignant
given that in this instance the risk we see is to the area in which we have chosen to live.
As senior Firefighters, the words of Mr Punchard also ring in our ears. We have dealt with the
aftermath of cavalier and even corrupt practices that show a disregard for proper practice and
for the environment and that have resulted in serious fires and hazardous incidents that have
put lives of firefighters, plant workers and the public at risk. We know that failure is avoidable
only with the greatest adherence to rules, procedures and regulation and that this must be
sustained over the life of the hazardous facility. The failures we have seen in our careers reflect
that a break in the link of the safety chain and a poor safety and compliance record leads to a
context where disasters occur.
At AGL’s 2018 Annual General Meeting the following comment was put to the Chairperson by a
Save Westernport member:
‘Over the past ten years AGL have been fined over $5 million dollars for gas leaks at its
Spring farm operations in NSW, sulphuric acid and diesel leaks up near their NSW
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https://www.flightsafetyaustralia.com/2018/07/fire-and-fury-the-destruction-of-piper-alpha/ (emphasis
added).
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Bayswater plant, where leaks totalling 51,000 litres went into a creek, a gas explosion
killing 2, and also fined for. . .misleading and deceptive behaviour.’
Chairperson Graeme Hunt responded:
‘I am not apologising for past poor performance, but we need to do better.’
At the time that Mr Hunt made this comment AGL’s total fines amounted to $5 million. They
now total over $7 million.
This makes a mockery of AGL’s undertaking to ‘do better’. The project should not be
undertaken by an organisation that is constantly falling foul of the law and being fined for poor
performance, and that cannot keep across the details of its operations. On this basis alone AGL
should be disqualified from building and managing the regassification project at Crib Point.
But gas storage and regassification is also inherently dangerous. There can be no confidence
that AGL can be trusted with managing an environmentally risky project in a sensitive Ramsar
listed wetland or with managing a project with such lethal potential to the surrounding
settlement area.
In the wrong hands this project is explosively dangerous and environmentally toxic. AGL are the
wrong hands. Their project proposal should give great concern to people living near the
proposed facility and to all people who value the Westernport environment.

6.7 Legislative and policy requirements relevant to safety
Inconsistent with Environment Protection Act 1970
The issue of a works approval would be likely to cause an environmental hazard and/or likely to
endanger public health.
We therefore submit that the FSRU works approval and (if works approval is granted) licence
applications should be refused.
Inconsistent with other legislation and policy
The project is also inconsistent with other legislation and policy, including the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 and the Victoria Planning Provisions; the Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004 and Occupational Health and Safety Regulations 2017; and the Gas Safety Act 1997
and Gas Safety (Safety Case) Regulations 2018.
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Accordingly approval should not be granted.
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7 Impacts on business and our economy
7.1 Overview
In Chapter 19 of the EES, Business, together with the relevant attachments and documents, the
proponent has concluded that ‘no substantial impacts’ have been identified for non-agricultural
businesses for the construction and operation of the Project. The impact assessment focuses
mainly on three commercial areas of Hastings – northern, central and southern. The
proponent’s assessment also stated that ‘the residual risk of impacts on business is low.’ The
construction and subsequent operation of the pipeline and Gas Import Jetty at the Crib Point
site is also considered to have little impact on the Maritime Museum.
Upon review of this assessment the impacts identified have been diffused and the breadth of
investigation, consultation and scope is either extremely narrow or entirely absent - a whole
raft of issues has not been taken into account. The proponent’s assessment focuses mainly on
construction dust, noise and access, and foresees no long-term negative business impacts.
Furthermore, the proponent does not discuss the possibility of any detriment to local or
regional economies of the ongoing operation of their proposed project.
The following analysis demonstrates that the proponent’s assessments do little more than pay
lip-service to this section of the EES. It reveals an ignorance of the vital importance of a healthy,
thriving and attractive environment to local and regional economies.
It is not only the local impacts of this project that concern us because the negative influences
and risks extend well beyond the Ramsar and Western Port boundaries. Existing and future
opportunities for Western Port and Victoria lie in protecting the region’s extraordinary
biodiversity and ecosystems so that they can continue to produce market and non-market
benefits.
‘Ecosystems that fringe our coastlines – saltmarshes, mangrove forests and
seagrass meadows – provide a bounty of benefits for Australians. These oftenneglected ecosystems support livelihoods, provide a wonderland for recreation
and enable mitigation and adaptation to the perils of a changing coastline.’
(Mapping Ocean Wealth Australia: The value of coastal wetlands to people and nature. 2020)
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7.2 Business evaluation objectives
The proponent’s response to the Scoping Requirements is to take the narrowest possible view
of the impacts to local businesses. To simply comment on the scant information provided by
the proponent and no more, would be a severe injustice to the communities of Western Port.
This part of the EES is meant to deal with their day-to-day existence; their future job
opportunities and that of their children, the socio- economics and liveability of their locale. It
has the potential to set the course for their village or town and surrounds; one that conflicts
with their vision of an ideal community. This has been alluded to in the proponent’s overview:
‘communities value their local businesses for their contributions to economic and social
activities and to neighbourhood character.’ (19-1)
However, beyond this reference there is little evidence to convince the reader that the
proponent fully comprehends the meaning of that statement. The following sections refer to
the Proponent’s headings in Chapter 19.

7.3 Critique of 19.5.2
The proponent states that the Port of Hastings has an annual capacity of 2,000 vessels. This
creates a false impression of shipping traffic in Western Port Bay. Currently, the Port’s annual
shipping figure is around 150 and declining. (EES Technical Report M, figure 6-1.)
The proponent states that the Port is working with AGL so that Berth 2 would be ready for the
Project. This is premature given the EES process has not concluded and other regulatory hurdles
remain.
The proponent states that in consulting with businesses in Hastings it found that clients of
those businesses mainly planned their visits and were not drop-ins. According to the proponent
this means disruptions could be managed. This is not generally the nature of local businesses in
the focus area. Furthermore, the nature of, and actual communication with, owners and
operators is questionable.
An informal random telephone survey of shops and businesses directly beside the proposed
pipeline route revealed that not one of the survey recipients had had direct contact with the
proponent.

7.4 Critique of 19.7.2
The proponent states that noise and/or vibration impacts to businesses would be minor due to
construction occurring to the rear of properties. It is difficult to see how such a large
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construction project would cause only minor inconvenience. And we note that a minor impact
for one person or business might be major for another.
Finally, it is impossible to determine the adequacy of the proposed mitigation measures
suggested to manage disruptions to business operations due to the lack of sufficient detail. Any
reference to a Stakeholder Engagement Management Strategy as a recommended mitigation
measure should be approached with scepticism given the doubts about the thoroughness and
scope of the proponent’s previous stated communications with businesses.

7.5 Existing conditions and impacts of the project
The many aspects which should have been taken into consideration are, but not limited to, the
following topics. They affect local and regional economics, they are integral to local
communities around Western Port, and they all depend on complex natural systems as well as a
clean, green image.
In order to put this project in perspective, it helps to examine Western Port’s industrial history
during which misguided visions and subsequent planning established precedents and
entrenched points of view that remain well past their expiry date (see also 1.4 of our submission).
The outdated idea of Western Port as a heavy industry hub is not commensurate with the
aspirational strategies, policies and decisions of the Mornington Peninsula and Bass Coast
Shires. Both have chosen to invest in a clean, green, sustainable future because they are acutely
aware of the economic advantages in doing so.
Attachment 4 lists past, failed, current and declining industrial activity and contrasts that with
research that demonstrates the inestimable value of healthy, thriving Western Port
ecosystems, which are fundamental to healthy, thriving communities.
As the timeline demonstrates, Western Port’s international significance (1981 Ramsar listing)
was not recognised until after the completion of the Shapiro report (1975) which debunked
former Victorian Premier Sir Henry Bolte’s belief that the intertidal bay’s worth could only be
realized by establishing massive industrial activity. And it was less than two decades ago that
the Mornington Peninsula and Western Port were proclaimed a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve yet another recognition of the outstanding natural values of Western Port Bay.
Perhaps more importantly, its abundance and productivity may not yet be fully understood as
we learn more about the complexity and highly sensitive ecosystems that are within and
dependent upon this unique bay. For example, the bryozoan reef, which was only recently
mapped (2016), is now the subject of a macrofauna biodiversity study.
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7.5.1 Ecosystem services
Coastal wetlands are the first line defense against climate change and protection of coastline,
and add the value of seagrass and carbon sinks (blue carbon).

The report Mapping Ocean Wealth Australia - The Value of Coastal Wetlands to People and
Nature210 describes the critical importance of wetlands upon which we rely:
Coastal wetlands are Australia’s most efficient carbon sink, storing carbon for millennia
and providing natural climate solutions to address elevated atmospheric CO2. They
provide powerful nature-based solutions to the climate challenge and sustainable
development.
Carbon sequestration in coastal wetlands in Victoria and New South Wales store 36,000
tonnes of CO2 per year, equivalent to removing 7,826 cars from our roads.
Australia’s blue carbon stocks have diminished since European settlement yet restoration
is a powerful method of recovering blue carbon. For example, restored mangroves in the
Richmond River, NSW, are capturing an impressive 11.5 tonnes of CO2 from the
atmosphere per hectare per year in the first 25-40 years.
Allowing coastal wetlands to naturally retreat with sea-level rise in Victoria could sequester 1.6
million tonnes of carbon by 2050 with a value of $65 million.
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Reporting on a Western Port Environment Research Forum held in March 2019, the Bass Coast
Post newspaper quoted Blue Carbon Lab’s Professor Peter Macreadie:
‘From an economic perspective, Western Port could become an important part of the
global carbon capture market, said to be worth $90 billion dollars or more. For while
vegetated coastal ecosystems “occupy less than 1 per cent of the sea floor, these
ecosystems hold onto around half the ocean’s carbon – and they can capture and store it
up to 40 times faster than tropical rainforests.” ‘211
Professor Macreadie also pointed out:
‘Even better for the long-term climate change game, blue carbon ecosystems can trap
carbon in a watery grave for thousands of years – far longer than trees can manage.
Australia has more blue carbon ecosystems than anywhere else in the world.’
The United Nations Environment Programme report, Out of the Blue, The value of seagrasses to
the environment and to people, found:
‘Seagrasses are one of the most valuable coastal and marine ecosystems on the planet,
providing a range of critical environmental, economic and social benefits. They provide
food and livelihoods to hundreds of millions of people, and they support rich biodiversity,
with their sediments constituting one of the planet’s most efficient stores of carbon.
However, coastal development and population growth, rising pollution and climate
change, are threatening the survival of this vital ecosystem.’ 212
‘Seagrass ecosystems are important for climate change mitigation, with emissions from
global seagrass degradation potentially reaching 0.65 GtCO2 per year (Hoegh-Guldberg et
al. 2018), which is roughly equivalent to yearly emissions from the entire global shipping
industry. Seagrasses are also used for a wide range of goods and services, from
pharmaceuticals to materials and food.’ 213
Seagrasses can also:
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Control diseases by removing pathogens from the water. Seagrasses can remove
microbiological contamination from the water, thus reducing exposure to bacterial
pathogens for fish, humans and invertebrates.
Support diverse, unique and threatened marine biodiversity. The provision of shelter,
feeding and nursery grounds are critical ecosystem services delivered by seagrasses
worldwide, as evidenced by the high diversity and abundance of fauna within seagrass
meadows.
Purify water from nutrients, particles and contaminants. Seagrasses can improve water
quality by filtering, cycling and storing nutrients and pollutants through uptake by their
leaves and roots. Their capacity for purifying water could potentially help in managing
emerging contaminants, such as microplastics or chemicals that leach from plastics,
though research on this topic is still in its infancy.
Mitigate the effect of ocean acidification. The high productivity of seagrasses affects the
carbonate chemistry of the surrounding seawater due to the large quantities of dissolved
inorganic carbon taken up during photosynthesis.
However, it is important to note that while these beneficial coastal systems provide a multitude
of mitigations against the risks of human impacts, they are not impervious to degradation. As
described in Assessment of the Values of Victoria’s Marine Environment (May, 2019):
‘Seagrass beds, tidal mudflats and mangroves are amongst the most vulnerable habitat
types as they are at increased risk of erosion from storms and high seas, and from
catchment runoff and pollution. These specialised habitats are critical for all or some life
cycle stages of many marine species.’ (7)
The coastal protection service that seagrass meadows provide is particularly important in the
context of climate change, considering that the frequency and strength of waves and storm
surges are expected to increase. Seagrass meadows may adapt to sea level rise through soil
elevation or inland migration, if they are not hindered by any coastal infrastructure. 214
7.5.2 Fishing and aquaculture
Fishing in Westernport Bay includes commercial, charter and recreational fishing and
aquaculture.
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Duarte et al. 2013.
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Over recent years, the State Government via the Victorian Fishing Authority has been actively
promoting recreational fishing with a plan to grow participation in Victoria to one million
anglers by 2020. To get more people fishing, more often, the plan invested over $35 million.
Some of the commitments within this plan are to:
Abolish all boat ramp parking and launching fees at Victorian boat ramps
Ensure every cent of licencing and registration fees is spent on improving boat ramps,
boating safety and facilities
Establish a Better Boating Fund to get to work immediately on urgent boat ramp upgrades
across the state including Mordialloc, Queenscliff, Point Richards, Hastings and Rhyll
Undertake critical maintenance at Cowes Jetty
Review management of boating infrastructure in Port Phillip and Western Port
Establish a dedicated boating infrastructure authority.215
The value of coastal wetlands to fishing and of fishing to the economy can be found
summarised in the latest research on this topic - Mapping Ocean Wealth Australia 2020, The
Value of Coastal Wetlands to People and Nature. 216 It states:
Recreational fishing is one of the most popular pastimes in Victoria, with an estimated
three million trips per year on Port Phillip and Western Port alone.
Seagrass beds are particularly important to fishing. Species of flathead, whiting and
calamari squid can be found in abundance in and adjacent to seagrass areas. Our analyses
found that recreational fishing catch is positively associated with seagrass abundance,
with seagrass areas highly valued by recreational fishers.
As would be expected, when given the option, fishers prefer to fish in areas closer to
home. Yet we found recreational fishers were also willing to travel further to reach areas
with abundant seagrass because catch rates may be higher compared with areas closer to
home. This results in a higher economic value for seagrass meadows, as fishers expend
more resources travelling and accessing these areas.
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https://vfa.vic.gov.au/recreational-fishing/targetonemillion2
The Australian Mapping Ocean Wealth project represents three years of marine ecosystem service research,
spatial mapping and communication for coastal wetlands in south-eastern Australia by several of Australia’s
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A section of the Mapping Ocean Wealth 2020 Report is titled: ‘Coastal wetlands power
Australia’s fisheries’.217 The following points summarise that research:
Coastal wetlands provide food and habitat that are essential for the survival and growth
of important commercial and recreational fish and marine invertebrates, supporting
coastal livelihoods and businesses.
Coastal wetlands in south-eastern Australia contribute $35.5 million per year to
Australia’s nearshore commercial fisheries.
Coastal wetlands provide 61% of the food that sustains and grows fish species targeted by
commercial and recreational fishers.
Seagrasses in south-eastern Australia produce on average 207 kg more fish per hectare
compared to areas without seagrass. With an estimated 72,000 hectares of seagrass in
south-eastern Australia, this equals an estimated average of 14 million tonnes more fish
produced by seagrass each year.
Seagrasses are a haven for fish targeted by recreational fishers.
In terms of the actual economic value of fishing The recreational value can be estimated per fishing trip - up to $13 in Port Phillip and $85
in Western Port (Figure 1 Fishing - Economic Benefits per Trip, emphasis added).
With an estimated three million recreational fishing trips in Port Phillip and Western Port,
this adds up to over $33.1 million per annum: $7.6 million per year in Port Phillip and
$25.5 million per year in Western Port.

217https://www.natureaustralia.org.au/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/australia/MOW

Report Web.pdf
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Figure 2 Fishing - Economic Benefits per Trip

Aquaculture – existing and potential
The proponent mentions the Western Port aquaculture industry (Flinders Aquaculture Fisheries
Reserve - FAFR) but concluded that its distance from Crib Point Jetty resulted in no foreseeable
impact. We do not accept this conclusion but as with the famous land-based food and wine
sector, aquaculture is equally sensitive to public perception. The food and hospitality operators’
reputations are hard to earn and easy to lose.
Below is the Victorian Fisheries Authority summary of the current state of aquaculture as well
as its substantial potential for Western Port and the state: 218
‘Victoria, Australia, boasts some of the world's finest and most sought-after seafood. It
has an excellent reputation, both domestically and internationally, based on its reliable
supply of quality produce for over 150 years, clean waterways and developed
infrastructure.
218

Source: Victorian Fisheries Authority https://vfa.vic.gov.au/aquaculture/crown-lease-allocation
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With more than 30 years of history, aquaculture is poised for growth as one of the most
innovative and prominent growth industries in Victoria. The bivalve shellfish sector
(mainly mussels) is expected to increase substantially with access to new sites in marine
waters.
At present the mussel industry is utilising 469 ha of water in Port Phillip Bay and Western
Port. Production from the abalone sector has been steadily increasing and is continuing to
grow rapidly as existing facilities expand.
Private sector investment in Victorian aquaculture today is estimated at more than $150
million and includes world-class examples of coastal abalone, offshore shellfish and
freshwater finfish production facilities.
Why invest in Port Phillip Bay and Western Port?Port Phillip Bay and Western Port contain
all of Victoria’s aquaculture operations. The industry has been established for over three
decades and has a proven track record of producing premium quality seafood.
Worldwide, these two bodies of water are renowned for blue mussels and abalone. In
2014/15 the Victorian mussel aquaculture industry produced 1,014 tonnes of mussels
worth over $3 million. Today, it is one of the largest mussel production areas in Australia
with considerable scope to expand.
The key benefits of investing in aquaculture in Port Phillip Bay and Western Port are:
Clean oceanic and bay water
Protected waters and coastal temperatures that are well suited to growing shellfish
Ideally located to supply the strong domestic demand for seafood in Victoria
Close proximity to research facilities and a successful commercial shellfish hatchery
Sophisticated service industry and an extensive transportation network via road,
rail, sea and air
A skilled local labour force
Nationally competitive prices for access to energy, and
Best practice commitment to maintaining environmental standards.
Victoria is one of few places in Australia that has areas of water available of this quality
and size, which are close to markets, employment and infrastructure.’
7.5.3 Tourism
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Western Port lies between two of Victoria’s tourism hotspots – the Mornington Peninsula and
Bass Coast. Both these shires are heavily dependent upon tourism (local, interstate and
international) as well as food production.
For Phillip Island and the Bass Coast, projections show visitor numbers increasing by about four
per cent annually, reaching some four million visitors per year by 2035. Similar projections of
growth are projected for the Mornington Peninsula.219
Mornington Peninsula
In 2018, the Mornington Peninsula visitor economy generated $1.07b in direct expenditure and
7,386 direct tourism jobs in the Shire Direct tourism jobs up 8625 up 66% since 2012
Direct expenditure $1.2bn up 67% since 2012
*Above includes Frankston

Growth in Visitor Numbers

Growth in Expenditure

Northern Peninsula +24%

Northern Peninsula +186%

Western Port +88%

Western Port +121%

Hinterland +50%

Hinterland +84%

Southern Peninsula +35%

Southern Peninsula +23%

Bass Coast
Bass Coast is located approximately 90 minutes south east of Melbourne and offers a unique
affordable lifestyle in beautiful natural surrounds – city opportunities with a relaxed, coastal
lifestyle. Bass Coast has demonstrated consistent growth over the past decade. As the region
grows, so do the opportunities to invest, live and work.
With a population of over 35,000 people, Bass Coast covers over 860 square kilometres
spanning rich farmland, stunning coastline and tranquil hinterland. The traditional industries of
agriculture and tourism are complimented by growing construction, retail, health, education
and emerging technology sectors.
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This region is most well-known for the Phillip Island Penguin Parade but it is also popular for its
nature parks and the Island Whale Festival in winter. Recreational activities include surfing,
cycling, swimming, boating and more.
In Bass Coast, tourism supports an estimated 1,356 jobs, which is 12.5% of total
employment. The largest sub-sector is Accommodation & Food Services with 897 jobs
supported by tourism.
By comparison:
7,214 jobs are supported by tourism in Gippsland Region from a total of 105,677 jobs
(6.8%)
162,938 jobs are supported by tourism in Victoria from a total of 2,730,332 jobs (6%)
666,745 jobs are supported by tourism in Australia from a total of 10,683,322 jobs (6.2%)
In 2019, Bass Coast Shire announced its Tourism 2035 Strategy which set out the long-term
vision for Phillip Island and San Remo’s visitor economy with sustainable growth its central
focus.
The Strategy aims to ensure the long-term viability and sustainability of this important sector
and recognises the importance of both the community and the natural environment in
achieving this outcome. This is reinforced by the goal of achieving Bronze status as part of the
process of obtaining Global Sustainable Tourism Council certification. 220
Nature based and eco-tourism
‘Ecotourism is ecologically sustainable tourism with a focus on increasing environmental

and cultural awareness. Popular activities include swimming with and viewing marine
mammals, surfing and paddling. Compared with more traditional tourism, ecotourism has
a lesser environmental impact.’221
‘Nature-based tourism is tourism based on the natural attractions of an area. Examples

include birdwatching, photography, kayaking, hiking, hunting, fishing, and visiting parks.
In Victoria, around $7.4 billion is spent each year on nature-based outdoor activities, with
much of this directed to regional towns. There is also added benefit in avoided healthcare
220
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system cost of at least $265 million a year, and $455 million in other recreation
benefits.’222

Figure 3_Protecting Victoria's Biodiversity 2037

The flourishing tourism economies of both of these internationally renowned destinations has
been built on the human desire to connect to nature.
The little penguins of Phillip Island’s Penguin Parade are perhaps the most iconic species of
Victoria:
Penguin Parade Visitor Centre – Tourism bonanza Penguins bring in $500m 223
“THE new $58.2m Penguin Parade Visitor Centre will see visitor numbers skyrocket to
2300 people per day, on average, by 2030.
That’s 840,000 visitors per year – up from around the 700,000 figure currently.
Premier Daniel Andrews described it as a world-class facility which brings in half a billion
dollars’ worth of tourism into Victoria.
“This is not just important in terms of biodiversity in our local community, it’s not just
about animal welfare and environmental protection and all those other very worthy aims;
222VEAC
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but this is about economic development, it’s about jobs, it’s about $500m worth of
economic benefit to our state every single year.”
Whale watching is the lesser known attraction but extremely popular, and growing. Few people
are aware that the waters around Phillip Island have experienced record numbers of whale
visitations in the past couple of years with whale sightings in Western Port Bay including at Crib
Point, Stony Point and beyond. This increase in whale visitations could be attributed to the
concurrent reduction in ships entering the bay and its recovering health from the damaging
practices of last century – unchecked farm run-off, heavy industry, older ships and shipping
procedures, lack of monitoring and more.
The VEAC Marine Environment Report 224 states:
‘The coastal tourism regions (excluding Melbourne), which contribute about 15 per cent

of the gross state product, have a strong dependence on the natural values of the marine
and coastal environment for attracting visitors and tourism investment. ’ (164)
‘Marine tourism is a large and growing part of Victoria’s tourism sector. It is strongly

dependent on marine natural values such as popular or appealing (‘charismatic’) animals
and pristine landscapes.
The Victorian Visitor Economy Strategy supports further development of nature-based
tourism, with emphasis on developing regional destinations. However, the strategy makes
no direct reference to marine-based tourism or ecotourism. There is no evidence to
suggest that current growth rates in ecotourism will decline soon.
Rather, it is more likely to outgrow more traditional tourism that is associated with higher
rates of environmental degradation, which will increasingly be viewed negatively in the
marketplace. For some destinations, ecotourism can provide a more sustainable
alternative.’ (170)
7.5.4 Food and wine

Food and wine includes restaurants, farmgate sales, production, agri-tourism, and
complementary businesses/value adding services.
Crucial to the reputation of both of these world-class destinations is the image of sparkling
clean waters supporting an abundance of seafood, green fields of calmly grazing livestock and
seasonal produce, clean air, sustainable agriculture, yields based on quality rather than
224
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quantity, and low food miles – in short, the ideal of health and well-being. This is reflected in
the rise of regenerative agriculture and the huge success of farm gate sales.
Food, wine and accommodation offerings in the region are known for their award-winning
quality. Some of the most prestigious eateries (including vineyards) overlook Western Port.
To make the most of their glorious situation, they have installed sculpture trails where visitors
can make the most of the scenery, perhaps while enjoying a chef-designed picnic hamper.
The Mornington Peninsula Shire Council is committed to supporting the growth of the local
agriculture and food industry and building resilience to climate change through sustainable
farming practices. To achieve this aim, the Shire is undertaking research and consultation to
develop a five-year Food Economy and Agroecology Strategy.
The project will examine the region’s Agriculture, Food and Beverage Industry at economic,
social and environmental levels and will consider the impact of recent shocks, such as the
bushfires and COVID-19, on the industry.
Mornington Peninsula Shire Mayor, Councillor Sam Hearn, has said: ‘Mornington Peninsula’s
Agriculture, Food and Beverage sector is worth an estimated $1.3 billion and is a key
contributor to the Peninsula’s economy’. 225
Future of tourism for Western Port
Tourism (including all aspects – food and wine, general recreation, fishing, eco-based activities
and so on) is a major part of the economic future of all shires around Western Port but
particularly Bass Coast and the Mornington Peninsula.
As a result, both areas have implemented strategies and policies to safeguard and promote this
key industry. Especially pertinent is the focus on encouraging more Mornington Peninsula
visitors to Hastings, Crib Point and surrounds.
One exciting new proposal for the area is the Mornington Peninsula Bay Trail - a 111 kilometre
trail for European-style walking and cycling holidays. (Figure 4 Proposed MP Bay Trail).
Mornington Peninsula Shire mayor Sam Hearn said the proposed trail would attract visitors
from around the world and showcase the region’s diverse landscapes, coastlines and local food:
‘ “It would be a big boost to our tourism economy,” he said. “We’ve got some great trails
and hikes ... but we think this offers something unique and fits with the global market for
225
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those holidays that combine an epicurean, physical recreation and environmental
experience.” ‘226
Figure 4 Proposed MP Bay Trail

Another project designed to improve the tourist experience and create a world-class touring
route is the Stony Point to Cowes car ferry. This proposal would connect coastal destinations
during the off-peak period, increase transport options and when combined with the existing
Queenscliff to Sorrento ferry service, link the Great Ocean Road, Bellarine Peninsula,
Mornington Peninsula, Phillip Island and the Bass Coast.
Another local feature that has enormous potential and is currently untapped is mangrove
tourism. Mapping Ocean Wealth – Mangrove tourism describes this quiet achiever:
‘With a global spread, mangrove tourism is much bigger than most people would imagine,
worth billions of dollars with tens of millions of visitors.

226
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Active exploration comes, most commonly, in the surging popularity of kayaks and
paddleboards, offering the opportunity to explore the unexplored, to drift in mirror-calm
channels, shaded and mysterious, glimpsing fish below, or resting birds in the branches
overhead. Everyone who visits comes away with a story, an experience, and a smile.
Mangroves provide a unique selling point: visitors are transported momentarily to a world
that few even dream about – mysterious, tranquil, thought-provoking, and exciting. This
also makes them compelling for local people to conserve; bulldoze the mangroves for one
more in a line of beachfront hotels and your coastline becomes no different from anyone
else’s.’227
7.5.5 Other recreational activities
In addition to the thriving tourism attractions previously noted, there are a myriad of other
activities enjoyed by residents and visitors alike. All of them provide business income and
possibilities for additional revenue streams. Since the opening of Peninsula Link, the Western
Port coastal towns of Mornington Peninsula have seen an increase in traffic and popularity.
As populations grow and urbanisation spreads, demands on remaining green spaces and coastal
places will test our ability to conserve and protect the limited natural resources within our periurban areas.
The coastal wetlands are recreational hotspots. There is a variety of ways to exercise, unwind
and enjoy being out in nature – kayaking, surfing, hiking, exploring, boating, sailing and
discovering indigenous and maritime history.
The mangroves and saltmarshes provide recreational values for birdwatchers at an average of
$158 per visit in non-market value (time and travel), which can vary spatially from a value of
near-zero in areas with no saltmarsh or mangrove to extremely high (as much as 12 times the
average) in areas with coastal wetlands. 228
An iconic walk of Hastings is the mangrove boardwalk. Visit Mornington Peninsula describes this
attraction:

227
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‘This popular boardwalk showcases the southern-most mangroves in the world, with
plenty of bird-life and good views to French Island. The trail is shared by cyclists and
walkers and runs from Western Port marina in Hastings to Jack’s Beach in Crib Point.’ 229
This trail passes through Warringine Park. Warringine has a wide variety of ecosystems,
including mangroves, coastal wetlands, riparian vegetation and healthy woodlands. It is also
home to over 100 different bird species, 13 species of reptiles, 12 species of fish, 22 species of
mammals, and many invertebrates. Several interpretative signs exist along the boardwalk that
describe features of the Wetlands and their inhabitants. The walk has a rating of 4.5 on
TripAdvisor:

A Floating Pathway Over The Wetlands (TripAdvisor)
A hidden pathway that leads to unknown turns and wooden pathways over the mangroves,
Marsh lands and a wide selection of bird life. We walked about 3.5kms and turned around.
We didn’t complete the whole circuit which was another 2kms. A wonderful walk through
the quiet lands away from everything. About 3/4 if the walk is on boardwalk, amazing how
they built it.

The landscape dominance and noise of the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project would spoil
this treasured and unique attraction. Currently, traversing this boardwalk in the southerly
direction is to view a landscape that one can imagine being unchanged for millions of years. A
permanently moored floating gas import terminal would destroy this special vista. The upper
levels and visiting tankers would be seen from the boardwalk (upper sections) and the noise
could also drown out the sounds of nature and shatter the peace and quiet. Cumulative noise
from the 900 nitrogen trucks per annum plus waste removal vehicles and odorising deliveries
directly past Jack’s Beach would ruin the atmosphere completely.
Much of the sailing in Victoria occurs within Port Phillip Bay and Western Port and is mainly for
off-the-beach yachts. There are many sailing activities that occur within the bay including two
annual yacht races around French Island. The gas import terminal would significantly impact
these and other sailing activities both visually and from potentially from a safety perspective :
Around French Island Catamaran Challenge – Cowes Yacht Club
Warneet-Around-French-Island-Race – Warneet Motor Yacht Club

229https://www.visitmorningtonpeninsula.org/PlacesToGo/Walks/MediumWalks/tabid/902/View/5b025ab62c100

5047bc75ee6/Warringine-Park--Bittern-Coastal-Wetlands-Boardwalk/Default.aspx

163

‘The thing which really distinguishes Western Port from its neighbour Port Phillip (that
other bay, as the Western Port locals call it) is that it feels like a place rather than just a
body of water. People who live and sail there are very proud and a little protective of
their bay. They love it, and with good reason.’230
7.5.6 Health and wellbeing
Good physical and mental health for a growing population is crucial.

The availability and accessibility of areas for recreation and relaxation play a crucial role in our
physical and mental wellbeing. It is therefore imperative to consider the Gas Import Proposal
and how it might detrimentally affect general enjoyment of place and sense of wellbeing.
There are four local municipalities with boundaries that connect with Western Port Bay. They
are the Mornington Peninsula Shire, the City of Casey and the shires of Cardinia and Bass Coast.
Parts of the South Gippsland and Baw Baw shires are also found within the region’s catchment.
According to the official state projection (DELWP report, (Victoria in Future Report (VIF) 2019,
Population and household projections to 2056), Victoria is the second largest state but growing
by more than any other Australian state.
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Two municipalities bordering Western Port (Casey and Cardinia) are set to experience the
second highest annual average growth rate of the state and as the visitor survey below shows,
the greatest number of day trippers originated from the south-east. Casey and Melbourne LGAs
are both in the top five for population growth. The Bass Coast Shire population forecast for
2020 is 35,534 and is forecast to grow to 46,429 by 2036. 231 (Bass Shire website as at August
2020)
Noting this population trend helps to understand the cumulative pressure on our environment
as more and more people seek to relax and unwind.

231

https://www.basscoast.vic.gov.au/ accessed August 2020.
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Source: Mornington Peninsula Tourism Visitor Economy 2019

Access to areas for recreation is equally necessary for residents as it is for visitors. Western Port
towns from Somerville to Balnarring hold the second greatest number of residents and
according to a prominent local real estate owner, the housing trend is now favoring Western
Port since road access to Melbourne was greatly improved via Peninsula Link. Creating new
options for recreation also aligns with objectives of the Mornington Peninsula’s Health &
Wellbeing Plan (2017 - 2021).
Victoria’s predicted population growth places enormous pressure on accessible areas for
people to escape from the city and suburbs. It is also becoming increasingly difficult to find
areas that are less impacted by development and industry.
There is very limited beach access from Somerville to Bittern. While Hastings has adequate
open space next to the shoreline and the fine boardwalk through the mangroves, it is only Crib
Point that has a very accessible and quiet foreshore. The proponent’s project would severely
impact the amenity of Crib Point beach goers.
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Figure 5 Proposed Bay Trail and Population Spread 2019

The Mornington Peninsula’s much-loved coastline is under incredible strain, particularly during
the summer months. More recently, (as is confirmed by the visitation numbers and expenditure
below) day trippers and overnighters have discovered the peace and serenity of Western Port.
Growth in Visitor Numbers 2012-2018
Northern Peninsula +24%
Western Port +88%
Hinterland +50%
Southern Peninsula +35%

There are two strong economic arguments for the conservation of natural spaces for human
benefit. First, access to the natural environment reduces illness and is shown to improve
productivity (see Section 8 of our submission). Second, access to the natural environment can help
address the looming medical emergency related to escalating climate change.
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Declining mental health is on the rise, exacerbated by the climate emergency and currently the
pandemic. It’s estimated these impacts will result in a fivefold increase of the cost of public
health by 2050. This is a result of higher temperatures that increase the risk of conditions like
heat stroke and respiratory problems.232
We do not yet know what the longer term implications are but it would not be unreasonable to
assume that climate-related problems will have a profound and damaging effect on
productivity and society and place untold pressure on public funding and the medical system.
There is a compelling argument for prioritising amenity and liv eability:
‘ “We have entered the urban century, with two-thirds of humanity projected to be living

in cities by 2050,” said Gretchen Daily, director of the Natural Capital Project at Stanford
University and a senior author of a recent paper233 arguing that the cognitive and
emotional benefits of nature should be factored into economic ecosystem service models.
“There is an awakening underway today to many of the values of nature and the risks and
costs of its loss. This new work can help inform investments in livability and sustainability
of the world’s cities. Studies show that the effects of nature may go deeper than
232
233
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providing a sense of well-being, helping to reduce crime and aggression. A 2015 study of
2,000 people in the United Kingdom found that more exposure to nature translated into
more community cohesion and substantially lower crime rates.” ‘234
‘Climate grief’ is becoming a recognised phenomenon, as these excerpts from a recent news
item show:
‘Climate grief — or eco anxiety/despair — is a strong psychological response to the

current and future loss of habitats, species and ecosystems…
We can stop using fossil fuels but so far we've completely failed to do so...it feels
completely out of control and it's depressing.
It's recognised by the Australian Psychological Society (APS) and sufferers may feel
emotions like fear, anger, guilt, shame, grief, loss and helplessness.
. . .the latest research says that if you're between 15 and 24-years-old you are at higher

risk of feeling climate grief, with almost half of young Victorians feel extremely frustrated,
fearful, sad and outraged about climate change.’235
A press release from the UK Government states titled “Marine and coastal areas linked with better

health and well-being” (18 July 2020) it says:
‘A new study suggests that exposure to coastal environments can play a significant role in
boosting human health and well-being, due to the “therapeutic effects” marine and

coastal landscapes have.
The report highlights the important role of marine conservation work as visits to marine
and coastal areas with designated or protected status and those with higher levels of
biodiversity were associated with higher levels of calmness, relaxation and revitalisation,
compared to locations without this status.
Our research demonstrates that marine and coastal areas play an important role in
supporting people’s well-being. However, we have also shown that these benefits are
threatened by marine pollution, coastal development, climate change and exposure to
extreme weather.’

234

Ecopsychology: How Immersion in Nature Benefits Your Health, Yale School of Environment, January 2020
https://e360.yale.edu/features/ecopsychology-how-immersion-in-nature-benefits-your-health
235 https://www.abc.net.au/news/science/2020-08-19/the-danger-of-climate-grief-lies-in-the-fact-its-oftenignored/12563930
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The studies point in one direction: nature is not only nice to have, but it’s a “have-tohave” for physical health and cognitive function.’ 236

7.6 Business Risk Table

Risk

Description

Consequences

Ecosystem-based disaster risk
reduction

The risk of impacting the
defenses provided by intact
coastal wetlands systems
against natural disasters.

• Potentially significant
budget allocations to build
coastal defenses against
climate change impacts.
• Damage to infrastructure,
businesses and private
property.

Ecosystem services impaired

Coastal wetlands are already
under enormous pressure from
human impacts including run off
from food production, existing
industry, urbanisation, pressures
from fishing and recreation.

• Loss of revenue due to
degraded habitat.
• Considerable resources
required to address
habitat damage and to
reinvest in the economy
due to loss of natural
assets.
• Failure to realize
economic potential.

Recreational areas limited or
degraded

Public spaces negatively
affected by gas import project

• Detrimental to health and
well-being.
• Increased medical costs.
• Places pressure on other
available areas.
• Liveability of region
declines.
• Limited recreational areas
may be further impacted
by climate change
resulting in added anxiety.
• Biodiversity 2037 states
that a healthy natural
environment underpins
our way of life without
which our economy and
wellbeing will suffer.
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Potential of tourism, fishing
and other strategies and
proposals to be negatively
affected

E.g. Proposed scenic route –
Stony Point to Cowes car ferry
spoiled by view of gas terminal

• Expected strategy
outcomes not realized –
economic downturn.
• Victorian recreational
fishing licence target
slowed or stopped.

Industry vs environmental
research funding

Cannot reasonably reconcile the
resources allocated to
environmental studies while at
the same time approving
incompatible, fossil fuel
industry.

• Ineffective funding
allocations. Public
dissatisfaction with
government budgeting.

Reputation damaged

Clean and green image impacted
by Gas Import Proposal if
approved or by an accident if
proceeds

• Agriculture and tourism
declines or stagnates

Unforeseen impact on bay’s
health by gas import proposal

Damage to ecosystem

• Aquaculture, tourism,
fishing or other revenue
stream affected

Population
growth/urbanisation and FSRU
approval

Cumulative pressures on bay
ecosystem from development
and industry

• Ecosystem services
damage resulting in
decline of economy from
potential effect on fish
stocks, tourism decline,
etc.

Pipeline construction results in
building damage

Proximity of buildings to
pipeline route results in damage
via vibration, subsidence etc.

• Businesses suffer financial
loss

Potential damage to structures
caused by ground vibration from
construction works often
involves other contributing
factors. These include poor
foundation conditions,
differential foundation
settlement, reactive soils and
changing weather patterns,
differential thermal expansion,
inadequate structural design,
deficient construction methods
and structural overloading.
Generally, no single factor is
usually solely responsible for the
onset of damage and all can be
exacerbated by the presence of
vibration. 237
237

Australia Pacific LNG Project Narrows Crossing Pipeline Environmental Management Plan Attachment 6 Noise
and Vibration, Lighting and Air Quality Assessment Report
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Pipeline constrains
development

Construction of pipeline route
through townships, private
property and farmland could
prevent future development

• The restrictions presented
by buried pipelines,
easements and other gas
infrastructure could
hinder progress and other
plans that potentially
would have greater
benefits for local
communities, especially as
there are other pipelines
already in existence.

Pipeline safety incident

Potential for leaks, explosions,
or other serious accidents next
to businesses in southern,
central and northern Hastings

• The close proximity of the
proposed pipeline route
to businesses could result
in significant and lengthy
disruption to businesses
should a problem occur.

Pipeline route

Railway transport disrupted
and/or constrained.

• Railway line requires
repair and it is out of
service.
• Construction activities and
traffic loading from road
and rail traffic create
vibrations that travel
through the ground as
stress waves. When these
vibrations encounter
underground
infrastructure such as
pipelines, part of the wave
is absorbed by the
infrastructure while part is
reflected. Over time this
can have a detrimental
effect on pipelines,
reducing service life and
increasing maintenance
costs.
• Pipeline safety incident.
• Stress waves created by
vibration results in
dynamic stress (fatigue)
on pipelines, causing
misalignment, and
damage such as crack
propagation, which can
result in the failure of a
pipeline.

Pipeline route next to and under
train line.

172

• Future transport options
to support growing
population prevented.
• People injured or killed.
Presence of FSRU and tankers

The ongoing operation of an
FSRU at Crib Point would create
a very different atmosphere due
to size, noise and very nature of
the vessels involved.

• Annual sailing races, trips
to French Island and
passenger ferry trips could
all be altered due to less
attractive area resulting in
reduced visitor income.
• Charter fishing boats, boat
hire and other
recreational activities may
not have the same
premier and natural
experience. One of the
attractions of Western
Port is its pristine
appearance yet proximity
to urban areas and major
metropolis.
• Lowered real estate
values.
• Real or perceived safety
threat may deter visitors
and investment in the
area.
• Anxiety and mental health
issues resulting in lower
productivity and
investment in community
by residents.

Community funds

During the stakeholder
engagement certain clubs,
organisations and events were
given donations by the
proponent.
Another community fund has
been proposed by the
proponent subject to approval
of the project. This fund is to be
distributed by a community
committee. Meetings on this
topic have already taken place
as arranged by the proponent.

• Community cohesion and
unity threatened by the
divisions created by the
proponent during
stakeholder engagement
(see 8.2 of our
submission).
• Allocation of further
community funds may
spark disharmony again.
• Funds received may be
well invested, provide a
good return and benefit
the community.
• Funds received may not
be well invested, produce
poor results and anger
residents not involved in
decision-making.
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• Any funds received are
likely to have a “sugar hit”
effect and not be as
beneficial as strong
strategic and sustainable
growth that is service
intensive (i.e. provides
jobs).
Popular fishing spots
unavailable

FSRU, transiting tankers or
exclusion zones mean fishers
have to move to another fishing
spot.

• Concentration of fishing in
other areas could be
detrimental.
• Western Port Bay can get
extremely busy. If the high
yield fishing spots are
reduced others may
become too busy. The
fishers may choose to go
elsewhere. Loss of income
for Western Port.
• Charter fishing businesses
could also be
disadvantaged and the
client experience may be
diminished.
• Other choices of fishing
spots within the bay may
have special
characteristics e.g.
Bryozoan Reef which
could cause localized
extinction.

Government does not
adequately monitor and report
on Western Port Ramsar sites

Federal nature laws (EPBC Act)
do not seem to provide the
protection necessary for Ramsar
listed wetlands.

• The potential of Ramsar
listing status has not yet
been fully realized for the
local economy.
• Protections offered by the
international listing may
also help protect fishing
stock and other ecosystem
services.

They do not reflect the public’s
attitude and do not seem to be
reflect the latest research about
the importance of wetlands.
Government agencies not
properly resourced to manage
Ramsar sites

A previous Ramsar management
audit report identified a failure
of government agencies to
implement, monitor and report
according to Ramsar
management plans.
From the report:
The audit found there was not a
robust governance framework
or procedures to help

• While the systemic issues
identified by the report
have been addressed, if
the agencies assigned with
the management of our
internationally recognised
and valuable natural
capital fail to properly
meet Ramsar obligations
the economic
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implement Ramsar management
plans in a risk-based, prioritised
manner.

consequences could be
widespread.
• Government agencies
must assure the public
that if industry is given the
go ahead, damage does
not go unnoticed and
unreported.

Approval of the proponent’s
project could re-establish
heavy industry in Western Port

Gas import project approval
may set a precedent and “tone”
for the region.

• Business morale declines
due to future uncertainty
of region and lack of
vision.
• Deters progressive and
sustainable investment.
• A return to outdated
practices.
• Signals to communities
that government is not
serious about
environment, tourism,
climate change.
• Disempowerment of
residents.

Additional 900+ trucks

The proposal requires deliveries
by approximately 900 trucks
(primarily nitrogen) to Crib Point

• Increased wear and tear
on local roads that already
carry many trucks.
• Greater risk of serious
accident and disruption to
traffic impacting local
businesses.
• Truck traffic already an
issue for the small coastal
towns – detracts from the
general ambience of coast
and rurality for visitors,
residents and future
investors.

As Minister for Water Lisa Neville has stated:
‘Western Port is listed as a Ramsar site of international importance because of its

outstanding saltmarsh, mangrove and seagrass habitats, and the number and diversity of
waterbirds.’
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‘We have worked with the community to put a new management plan in place to ensure
Western Port is a thriving, healthy environment for generations to come.’238

Figure 6 Protecting Victoria's Environment - Biodiversity 2037

7.7 Conclusion
Protecting Victoria’s Environment - Biodiversity 2037 (above) states that a healthy natural
environment underpins our way of life without which our economy and wellbeing will suffer.
In light of that statement and the overwhelming proof provided in this submission to support it,
it is abundantly clear that In order to accurately evaluate the impacts of the Project on
business, it needs to be considered within the context of the Western Port region as a whole
and not just the immediate surrounds of the FSRU and along the pipeline. The interwoven,
interdependent and multiple functions of this iconic region with its diversity of existing and
238
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8. Impacts on community
8.1 Social Impact
While of course much of what follows in this section applies as much to Aboriginal as to nonAboriginal members of our community, the project’s risk to Aboriginal cultural heritage is of
particular concern and is discussed separately in Section 9.
8.1.1 Assessing Social Impact

The Figure above, from the International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA),240 describes
the steps at which stakeholder engagement should occur. According to the IAIA:
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Vanclay, Frank et al, April 2015, Social Impact Assessment: Guidance for assessing and managing the social
impacts of projects, 6 at
https://www.socialimpactassessment.com/documents/IAIA%202015%20Social%20Impact%20Assessment%20guid
ance%20document.pdf .
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‘a social impact is considered to be something that is experienced or felt in either a
perceptual (cognitive) or a corporeal (bodily, physical) sense, at any level, for example at
the level of an individual person, an economic unit (family/household), a social group
(circle of friends), a workplace (a company or government agency), or by
community/society generally. These different levels are affected in different ways by an
impact or impact causing action.’241
The Planning Institute of Australia advises that a Social Impact Assessment should cover:
‘their [people whose lives will be affected by a proposed project] fears and aspirations –
their perceptions about their safety, their fears about the future of their community, and
their aspirations for their future and the future of their children’. 242
The local Westernport community first became aware of the proponents’ plans for a gas import
terminal at Westernport Bay via a media release issued by the Premier’s department on 10th
August 2017 – after the site was chosen. This means that the proponents left local communities
out of the loop for the first three critical stages of stakeholder engagement. In fact, in
documenting its site selection process, the proponents make no mention of social impact as it
relates to the proposed project (Main Report, Chapter 2).
Had the proponents engaged in better preliminary research, they would have discovered with
little effort how passionately Westernport Bay has been protected by locals, and others, for
over five decades (see our Attachment 1). Save Westernport suggests that such research would
have informed the site selection process, at least once it had been narrowed down to the final
three location candidates – Port Kembla, Port Adelaide and Crib Point. Instead, the proponents’
site selection criteria ignores social impact entirely.
The IAIA states that ‘the environment’, should be defined broadly to include social and human
dimensions, and in such inclusion, care must be taken to ensure that adequate attention is
given to the realm of the social.243 We submit that the proponents have not adequately
examined this aspect in the EES.
One example of this is that in an 11,000 page document, the social impact chapter of the EES is
a scant 16 pages and its associated technical report is 81 pages – 96 pages in total, or less than
1% of the EES. This cursory treatment of social impact in the EES is unacceptable for a project
that stands to harm the character, amenity and environment of Westernport Bay.

241https://www.socialimpactassessment.com/documents/IAIA%202015%20Social%20Impact%20Assessment%20g

uidance%20document.pdf, 2.
242 https://www.planning.org.au/documents/item/287, 2.
243 https://www.iaia.org/pdf/Sections/SIA/IAIA%20SIA%20International%20Principles.pdf.
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The IAIA also states:
‘Development projects should be broadly acceptable to the members of those
communities likely to benefit from, or be affected by, the planned intervention’. 244
As a result of Save Westernport’s public engagement activities, and our knowledge of actions
that defeated other similarly inappropriate heavy industry proposals in the region, we say that
the project is unacceptable. The vast majority of our community tell us that it is the wrong
project in the wrong place.
Further, the proponents use an arbitrary assessment framework to rate social impacts (18-2)
and an extremely basic matrix to assess significance of social impacts that measures impact
solely by ‘capacity to cope’, and does not refer to psychological states, emotion or cumulative
impacts (Technical Report M, 21).
8.1.2 AGL and social licence
AGL says that social licence is one of its main corporate principles and that social licence, ‘is
about meeting and exceeding community expectations.’245 On another web page the company
states, ‘Our aim is to create positive social, environmental and economic outcomes as our
business grows’.246 As far as putting a gas import terminal in Westernport Bay is concerned, we
say that locally, and state-wide, the proposed project fails any possible social licence test. We
note that AGL resisted similar, intense community pushback that ultimately (after a 10-year
battle) resulted in the shelving of its Gloucester, NSW coal seam gas project.
These violations of its own social licence policy raise vital questions about the company’s
corporate citizenship. Further, this also applies to the company’s environmental policy – lofty
words that fail the reality test as evidenced by the company’s abysmal environmental record
(see 1.5 of our submission).
The scale the proponent uses to measure social licence focuses on two aspects - lower and
higher degrees of acceptance, and lower and higher degrees of approval, neither of which
capture any measure of resistance to their project. That is saved for the lowest rung on the
scale called ‘withdraw’. The scale defines ‘withdraw’ as:
‘When social licence is withdrawn the community wants to stop progress on the Project.
Blockades and protests can result.’ (see our Attachment 5, AGL’s section 1.2.1)
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The proponent states that its minimum standard for a project is ‘low acceptance’. Many
blockades and protests have happened to stop this project (including at two of the proponent’s
annual general meetings) and therefore clearly meet the ‘withdraw’ criterion; but far from
halting the project, the proponent has called for the approvals process to be sped up. 247 The
proponent therefore selectively applies its own social licence policy, which means it is really no
policy at all.
Despite the above, the proponent concludes that, ‘the community are waiting to see the
outcome of the EES before deciding if they approve or disapprove of the project’. We can say
categorically the community has not been waiting. The proponent is well aware of the many
actions the community has taken to demonstrate opposition to its project. These actions have
been widely reported in the media and petitions have even been tabled in State Parliament.
The proponent will also be well aware that virtually all political representatives from the area
have expressed their opposition to the project. The Mornington Peninsula Shire Council has
made its position clear, as have Bass Coast and Cardinia Shires – no. The council for the fourth
municipality that will directly be affected by the project, the City of Casey, has also raised
serious concerns. The proponent’s conclusion that the community is ‘waiting’ is a denial of
reality.
Save Westernport and many others were shocked on learning that AGL pushed to fast-track the
EES process during the coronavirus pandemic. On 7th May 2020 The Age newspaper reported
the proponent’s CEO as saying:
‘A great example right now is Crib Point – that's been working its way through the
regulatory approvals process and information gathering for a good year or two now. Its
time has come.’248
We note that the proponent asked for, and received, a further year to prepare its EES. Once the
EES was prepared, the only possible way to speed everything up was to reduce the time the
public had to have a say. We say that this call to fast-track, under cover of the pandemic, for a
process that has resulted in the perhaps the biggest and most complex EES document ever
produced in Victoria, is an example of corporate behaviour at its worst.
AGL’s call to fast-track the approvals process echoes a comment by one AGL representative
who told ABC news on 27th February 2019 that Westernport communities would be ‘taking one
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for the team’.249 Save Westernport’s immediate reaction was one of disbelief. This was a
blatant statement that said, in other words, that ‘there will be negative impacts but let’s just
get on with it.’ We submit that it also sums up the proponent’s attitude to environmental
protection regarding its Crib Point proposal.
The proponent states its project rationale in terms of gas supply and energy security (see
Section 2 of our submission). But as a public corporation its first objective is to maximise return
on investments. It is unstated in the EES but this proposal would not exist without the prospect
of financial gain. This should have been stated clearly as a project rationale.
In its summary of the potential [social] impacts, the proponent rates only one aspect as
‘positive’ – the community fund that is proposed to be attached to both the Gas Import Jetty
Works and Pipeline Works (Technical Report M, 3). AGL’s rationale for the fund acknowledges
the lack of benefit for the local community (‘taking one for the team’):
‘We recognize that we need to share some of the benefits with the local community and
we hope that sharing the benefits will make it a fairer outcome for them.’ (Attachment V,
February-March, 12)
We submit that such a fund has the potential for more harm than good. It could stimulate
division about who decides how the fund is dispersed and what would get funded.
However, some version of a community fund has already been distributed. The proponent
reports that organisations associated with Westernport have been gifted the following:
Crib Point Football Netball Club
Peninsula Athletics Association
Peninsula Film Festival
La Trobe University (Westernport research)
Mornington Peninsula Schools Environment Week Committee
Westernport Fire Brigades

$82,500
$26,000
$60,000
$120,000
$2,000
$30,000250

Nevertheless, when funds were offered to one potential recipient by the proponent over a year
ago, they declined:
‘Organisers of the 50th Western Port Festival at Hastings say they have knocked back
potential sponsorship from AGL despite being short of money. . .A unanimous vote [of the
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Email to Save Westernport secretary Julia Stockigt from Kelly Parkinson, Senior Manager-Project Engagement,
AGL, 4th August, 2020.
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committee] was passed to not accept any AGL money, event manager Yvens Ferraz De
Camargo said, citing community concerns over the power provider’s plans to moor a
floating gas import and processing terminal at Crib Point.
Feelings are running high at Western Port over concerns the project poses health and
safety risks to people and the bay’s environment. Mr De Camargo said AGL’s potential
involvement had touched a nerve with festival committee members.
[Rejecting a possible AGL offer] was a no-brainer, he said. After three committee
meetings and despite being desperately in need of funds we voted to refuse. It wasn’t a
hard decision.’251
We believe that these gifts were made to quell community resistance to, and/or buy support
for, the AGL’s Crib Point proposal. The only alternative interpretation is that the proponent
regularly gifts amounts of $300,000 or more to randomly selected communities, and that it is
pure coincidence that these gifts coincide with the proposed project sites.
8.1.3 It’s a bad idea
According to Sustainability Victoria, 78% of Victorians support the 2050 net zero emissions
target, and believe climate change needs urgent action now. 252 In polling locals and other
Victorians, the proponent found that 77-87% of respondents were either ‘fairly’, ‘somewhat’, or
‘very’ concerned about the project (26-14). The EES does not say how the project was framed
to survey respondents. Did the proponents describe the Ramsar wetlands and Biosphere
Reserve, the obvious non-industrial nature of Crib Point and surrounding areas, or the
enormous size of the FSRU and the ships that would deliver LNG? In Save Westernport’s
experience, the more people learn about the project, the more they think it is a bad idea.
Westernport locals and Victorians in general have made themselves clear – we want action on
climate change. Local concerns were made official when in 2019, the Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council declared a climate emergency. As elsewhere, the effects of climate change
threaten the Westernport environment and the communities that surround it. This vulnerability
is deeply felt, and the double whammy of the potential for a fossil fuel import terminal in a
Ramsar wetland induces a response of shock and disbelief.
In addition, locals and the wider public understand that should the proponents’ plan succeed,
fracked gas can be imported via Crib Point. This is fracking-at-a-distance and violates the will of
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the clear majority of Victorians, as the fracking ban will shortly become enshrined in the State’s
Constitution.253
The EES states:
'Some in the community may continue to hold concerns regarding the project and its
potential environmental impacts, until such time that the Project can demonstrate a safe
and effective operational history. These concerns may cause worry and stress and for
some may motivate active opposition to the proposed project.' (Technical Report M, 53,
Table 8-1)
This dry assessment does not reflect reality. Many citizens are highly distressed and extremely
angry that this project exists. They are aware of the proponent's deplorable environmental
record and have no reason to believe that this project will operate to a higher standard. And
they say Westernport Bay is no place for more heavy industry.
Furthermore, the EES section asserts that ‘receptors’ (local communities and recreational
fishers) have 'capacity to cope' with stress and worry and that environmental impacts are a
‘minor-moderate negative’ concern (Technical Report M, 53, Table 8-1).
Such statements, when translated into common language, mean, 'people will get over it'. While
we acknowledge that people routinely survive bad things, this is not without consequences.
Emotional distress, anxiety, and depression will be widely experienced should this project
proceed. Indeed, this is happening due to the prospect of it. And these conditions will have a
cumulative impact by exacerbating any pre-existing conditions. For many 'receptors', their
commitment to a safe environment is foundational – it reflects deeply held values and it is
central to their self-perception and their world view. Instead of ‘minor to moderately negative'
we say 'devastating' is the appropriate term.
8.1.4 Health, wellbeing and Westernport Bay
Drawn from 46 peer-reviewed research papers, one British study concludes that 'exposure to
marine and coastal environments has positive effects on human health and well-being.’254 We
submit that an enormous gas import terminal would severely detract from the positive effects
people experience in such environments.
The proponent makes no attempt to define social wellbeing as it pertains to the Westernport
environment, communities and visitors. Nevertheless, others have done this in great detail. A
major 2019 report by the Victorian Environmental Assessment Council states:
253
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'[Marine] Recreation, whether it be on-water, in-water or beside water, is an important
social value as it contributes to physical and mental wellbeing.’255
The World Health Organisation says:
'There is increasing recognition of the value of coastal waters in promoting better mental
health through decreased vulnerability to depression. Better physical and mental health is
also gained through exercise, such as swimming, walking and sailing.'256
A University of Surrey study found that marine and coastal environments were rated higher
than urban green settings in their capacity to promote psychological benefits. 257
A 2016 study entitled Effects of the Coastal Environment on Well-being lists just some of the
beneficial human experiences that marine and coastal environments provide, including: peace,
tranquillity, freshness, mystery and wonder, awe, timelessness and a sense of grandeur.258
Heavy industry in Westernport, as sought by the proponent, would severely degrade the
capacity of Westernport Bay to engender such experiences, and represents what many locals
and visitors hope to escape from.
The phrases 'blue health' and 'blue care' are now in common use. Sociologists, social
psychologists and environmental psychologists use it as shorthand to describe the positive
effects that aquatic and coastal environments have on human health and wellbeing. One
literature review found:
'blue care interventions, such as a beach activity, swimming, sailing, fishing or canoeing,
were used to treat individuals with specific mental health problems – including PTSD,
addiction and depression – and people with physical disabilities. Overall, these studies
found that blue care interventions delivered direct benefits for health, especially mental
health and social well-being.'259
A DELWP report, Siting and design guidelines for structures on the Victorian Coast, states,
'Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with nature.' This
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Assessment of the Values of Victoria’s Marine Environment, May 2019, 173 at
https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/file uploads/VEAC Marine Environment REPORT mXzynpzm.pdf.
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echoes passages from many other Victorian Government planning documents that exist to
protect the environment for the sake of human wellbeing and our natural world. 260
Save Westernport has extensive records of comments by people who are against this project
(see our Attachment 6). They cite many reasons; from protection of Ramsar wetlands to climate
change. From a social and community point of view, below are some examples that best
capture the community’s opposition to the project:
‘We need to do everything we can to protect our Ramsar wetland and the place we call
home.’
‘We love our coast - we have chosen to live here for all it's beauty - not your greed.’
‘You can't eat or breathe money. We are about to have a baby and projects like this make
us fear for the future of our son.’
‘I want to leave a planet better than I found it, for my children and grandchildren. I live
here because of the magic environment and it's incredible people.’
‘This project is not forward thinking and threatens everything I love about where I live.’
One high-profile lover of Westernport Bay was the late, great, comedian and satirist John
Clarke. Recently the Clarke family donated, in John’s name, an eight hectare section of Ramsarlisted wetland on Phillip Island to the conservation organisation Trust for Nature. Clarke’s
daughter Lorin says:
‘It's quite an incredible area, Western Port Bay, and my mum and dad were quite
involved, they ended up learning quite a lot about that area and why it's particularly
special and needs to be protected.’ 261
These comments, and hundreds of others like them, are testament to the depth of connection
to place that many locals and visitors feel. It is visceral – and nowhere in the EES do the
proponents acknowledge it. Again we can summarise these hundreds of comments by saying,
‘it’s the wrong project, in the wrong place’. Many of these locals and visitors are also well aware
of critically endangered species, the fragility of the Westernport environment, and fossil fuels
and their impact on climate change. The proposed project greatly magnifies these well-founded
fears and so represents an emotional and psychological burden. In no small part these fears
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have prompted fierce opposition to the project, and indeed the formation of Save Westernport.
The project’s negative social impact has already been immense.
While the proponents ignore the deep opposition to their project, they also seek to minimise
the number of people who feel this way. For example, AGL conducted information sessions in
townships around all of Westernport Bay – referred to as 'spatial range' (Technical Report M,
2). Yet the company narrowly defines its social impact 'study area' (18-3), and so omits French
Island, Phillip Island, Bass and Cardinia Shires, the City of Casey and at least two thirds of the
Mornington Peninsula – all of which contain some part of Westernport Bay’s coastline, and are
home to many thousands of people who are mentally and emotionally distraught as a result of
the proponents’ plans.
For many locals who live in Crib Point and surrounding areas, the danger inherent in the project
is further cause for intense stress and anxiety. The proponent’s discussion of risk management,
safety and calculation of the likelihood of a serious incident, does nothing to alter the fact that
the FSRU can hold up to 170,000 cubic metres of LNG.262 Local people have every right to trust
their instincts which tell them that this project does not belong in their backyards, and the
potential hazards are discussed in Section 6 of our submission.
The proponent claims:
‘a monitoring program would be developed to ensure that the assumptions [related to
safety and environmental impacts] used in the EES investigations are justified’ (26-53).
We take this comment to mean that these assumptions will be proved right (or not) once FSRU
operations begin. Perhaps this is a common position when assessing large scale projects, but it
offers little confidence to those who are anxious about these effects on people and the
environment.
For the many residents whose main asset is their home, the fear that the proponents’ project
would devalue their properties is real, and another cause for worry and stress. This is a
particular concern for people who live on The Esplanade closest to the jetty. Their tranquil
views will be interrupted by a monstrous industrial facility (made no less so because it floats)
and their amenity contaminated by noise, artificial lighting and dust from the construction and
operation of the nearby receiving facility (see Section 5 of our submission).
8.1.5 Where the jobs are
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Under the Scoping Requirements the proponents must describe the demographic and social
character of residential communities near the project.
The EES does a cursory job of describing the demographics of Westernport communities. Under
Employment and Training, data is provided for about 20-30% of the workforce – focusing only
on ‘White Collar’ and ‘Ag. Forestry and Fishing’ (Technical Report M, 30).
In contrast, the local employment picture on the Mornington Peninsula shows that between
the 2011 and 2016 ABS census the greatest jobs growth has occurred in four main industries:
Construction

495

Accommodation and Food Services

518

Education and Training

334

Health Care and Social Assistance

992

These jobs are in keeping with the area and are also the four main industries in which Hastings,
Crib Point and Bittern locals are engaged. These are also the industries that are most likely to
offer more jobs in the future. Save Westernport believes locals will welcome industry that is of
an appropriate scale, respects the region's sensitive environment and is dedicated to our longterm future. In contrast, the proponent's plan is massive in scale, and threatens the natural
environment.
The proponent states that up to 40 ongoing jobs will be available in operating the FSRU. These
will be specialist positions and it is most likely that workers will be sourced from overseas
because no FSRUs currently operate in Australia. Some local workers and contractors might be
hired during the construction phase, but the net employment gains for the area are minimal at
best.
The EES states:
'During the consultation phase of the SIA, many of those consulted expressed a
preference for commercial and industrial activity in Westernport to be gradually phased
out to ensure preservation of the area's significant environmental and aesthetic values.'
(Technical Report M, 34, emphasis added).
That assertion is immediately preceded by a list of environmental groups in the area. It is a
ludicrous statement and the proponent offers no evidence to support it. This is not Save
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Westernport's goal and nor is it a goal of any other local environmental group of which we are
aware.
We seek responsible, sustainable economic development that offers good jobs and actually fits
the character of the area. Community Affairs Victoria, the registrant for Save Westernport as an
incorporated association, records our purpose statement:
'Save Westernport Incorporated is an independent community group that exists to
safeguard Westernport Bay's critical habitat and encourage responsible economic activity
to ensure a healthy environment for all life.' 263
The proponent's casual and inaccurate assessment of opinion about economic activity in the
Westernport region devalues its Social Impact Assessment in general, and we can only conclude
that the proponent wishes to paint a picture of objectors to its project as unreasonable and
anti-development. On the contrary, we live and work just like anybody else. We need jobs. We
need a thriving economy (see Section 7). But we can't risk more harm to the Westernport
environment.
The proponent also states that the Port of Hastings is one of four ‘major’ ports in the state. In
fact, there is one major port, Melbourne, that docks approximately 3,000 ships a year. 264 The
Port of Geelong handles about 600 ships each year.265 Hastings handles about 150 ships each
year (Technical Report M, 35). There is nothing ’major’ about it, in terms of size or capacity.
Since the 1960s various state governments and industries have heralded the Port of Hastings as
the next big thing, as described at 1.3 of our submission. But wiser heads, and the marketplace,
have always reached a different conclusion. Environmental, social and economic realities mean
the port is not viable for significant expansion. In fact, its small amount of ship traffic has
declined by over 30% in the last decade (Technical Report M, 35).
The small size of the Port of Hastings should be the best guide to port development. It is grossly
inappropriate to use the fact that a jetty exists at Crib Point as the basis for claiming that the
proposed gas import terminal belongs there. The Port of Hastings was designed for ships to
load or unload and then depart. It was never envisaged by locals, or anyone else, as a port
where one of the world’s largest floating gas terminals stays put for 20 years or more.
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The main Port of Hastings (left) and Port of Melbourne as seen from an altitude of approximately 9km.
Hastings is not a ‘major’ port. (Google Earth images)

The proponent fails to understand how the Bay and surrounds are perceived by locals and
visitors alike. The EES states:
‘. . .there is clear tension between the aspirations of different sections of the community
with regard to Western Port and in particular the balance that is struck between
preserving and enhancing the bay’s environmental values and natural landscape setting,
and the utilisation of existing port infrastructure for industrial purposes.’ (Technical
Report M, 38)
While this statement is true, the EES fails to even attempt to apportion weightings to each
point of view. Save Westernport’s followers on social media number over 7,000. Echoing
vociferous community opposition to previous industrialisation attempts (see 1.4 of our
submission), AGL received protest emails from 3,345 unique email addresses as a result of
campaigns against the project (26-12). In addition, 6,000 petition signatures opposed to the
project were gathered by Save Westernport. 27,538 19,000 people joined an email campaign to
tell AGL that they wanted the project stopped.
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While the numbers above reveal the breadth of feeling in the community against the project,
individual comments reveal its depth (see our Attachment 6).
8.1.6 Refusal to approve on amenity grounds
A project identical to the proponent’s was proposed for a site in New York’s Long Island Sound
– 14 kilometres from any land. In affirming the State of New York’s appeal to deny a permit to
operate, the United States Secretary of Commerce stated:
‘The scenic and aesthetic enjoyment of Long Island Sound is of vital importance to the
State of New York and is a major contributor to the character of the region and its
communities. The extensive land-water interface and diversity of views, including vast
expanses of open water, create the generally high scenic quality of the Sound. The
specific elements comprising the scenic and aesthetic character of the Sound’s nearshore
coastline include “a range of natural landscapes such as bluffs, beaches, bays, and inlets,
and characteristic coastal flora and fauna, as well as human uses including boating,
residences, parkland, agriculture, harbors, historic villages, and commercial activities in
defined maritime centers.” Additionally, the mid- and far-shore landscapes are valued for
their “sweeping open water vistas, with views to the distant landform of the Connecticut
shore, and the transient passage of freighters, ferries, commercial fishing vessels, boats,
and sailboats.
The importance of the Sound’s scenic and aesthetic character is reflected in longstanding
management efforts to preserve and protect the Sound. For more than 30 years, the
federal government, the States of New York and Connecticut, regional groups, and local
governments have invested significant effort and funds in a variety of studies, plans,
programs, and projects to improve water quality, preserve and maintain habitat and open
space, enhance public access, balance competing uses, and responsibly manage the
resources of Long Island Sound.’ 266
Elsewhere the judgement states:
‘In this appeal, the balance tips in favor of New York, particularly given the adverse effects
to the scenic and aesthetic enjoyment of Long Island Sound. The scenic and aesthetic
character of the Sound – principally its sweeping and uninterrupted vistas – is a unique
feature that is integral to the character and quality of the Sound. Installation of a floating
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industrial complex within the center of an otherwise undeveloped area would significantly
and permanently alter the character of the Sound, damaging one of its most prized
features.’267
‘Based on the foregoing considerations, the record establishes that the adverse effects to
the scenic and aesthetic enjoyment of the Sound would be significant. The terminal would
introduce a fixed floating industrial structure into an area of the Sound otherwise devoid
of development. This structure would be visible 80 percent of the time from potential
viewing locations distributed along approximately 44 miles of New York shoreline on the
north shore of Long Island. Efforts to characterize the terminal as akin to other
commercial vessels within the Sound ignore the fact that the terminal is a fixed structure
that is very different in character from other activity occurring on the Sound, and would
substantially diminish the scenic and aesthetic enjoyment of the Sound. While the scenic
and aesthetic effects of this Project might carry less weight if located elsewhere, they are
highly significant when occurring in an area that is nationally prized for its unspoiled
scenic beauty and has been carefully managed for decades by federal, state, and local
governments in a manner calculated to protect its unique scenic and aesthetic
character.268
In this case, the U.S. Secretary of Commerce found the proponent’s statements about visual
amenity unconvincing. Save Westernport has reached the same conclusion regarding AGL’s
proposal. The proponent attempts to thoroughly minimise the amenity effects of its project in
the face of basic facts that point in the opposite direction.
8.1.7 Who loves Westernport Bay?
The proponent notes that about 200,000 boats are launched at Westernport Bay each year.
According to Transport Safety Victoria, these boating trips can include up to 6 or more
people.269 Extrapolating from overall Victorian figures produces the table below for
Westernport Bay.
Number aboard

Number out of 200,000

Total people aboard

1

7%

14,000

14,000

2

45%

90,000

180,000

3

20%

40,000

120,000
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Long Island Sound decision, 35-6 (references omitted), emphasis added.
Long Island Sound decision, 20 (references omitted), emphasis added.
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4

14%

28,000

112,000

5

2%

4,000

20,000

6

2%

4,000

24,000

6+ (7)

8%

16,000

112,000

TOTAL

582,000

The statistics do not tell us how many of these people made multiple boat trips during a year.
Nevertheless, we can certainly say that Westernport Bay is a highly valued boating destination,
and therefore that the proponent’s plan is incompatible with the reasons people enjoy the Bay
– fishing, relaxation, being in nature and enjoying time with friends and family.
In this regard, the proponent states that during project construction and operation, ‘any
disruptions to existing boating activity would result from changes to amenity only’, that it
amounts to a ‘slight change’ and that this impact deserves a rating of ‘minor-negative’
(Technical Report M, 56, 61). Once again the proponent attempts to minimise the impacts on
visual amenity enjoyed by boaters, and on amenity afforded by the belief that Westernport’s
waters are being properly protected for the sake of fish and other wildlife, as well as people.
This minimisation might be because the amenity impact of a visual behemoth like an FSRU (and
the LNG tankers that would supply it) simply cannot be mitigated.
The jetty environment is a popular Westernport Bay fishing spot from on land and on the
water, as is the entire North Arm stretching from Warneet to beyond Stony Point. Even the
proponent deems them ‘premium fishing grounds’. The seagrass beds attract many species that
are popular with anglers. One source reports:
‘This strip of fast flowing water [between Yaringa and Stony Point] is extremely
productive for a wide range of species. The weedy banks are a haven for calamari, garfish,
whiting, salmon and trevally and all fish particularly well on the high tide. Whiting, salmon
and trevally all respond well to a light berley trail as do calamari.’ 270
One of the most prized species is King George whiting, of which one fisher writes, ‘If there is
one thing I have learnt about catching whiting, it is to be almost as quiet as a mouse’. 271 Save
Westernport submits that underwater noise from the FSRU and LNG tankers will disturb the
whiting and make for fewer catches.
One popular species prevalent near the jetty is squid. A New Scientist article reports:
270
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‘Squid, octopuses and cuttlefish were exposed to sweeps of low-frequency noise ranging from
50 to 400 hertz – an “acoustic smog” similar to that created by oil and gas exploration, and
shipping.
Experiments on squid, cuttlefish and octopuses show that their balancing organs are so badly
damaged by sound similar to submarine noise pollution that they become practically immobile.
The consequences seem permanent.’ 272
A 2018 scientific literature review reports:
‘Fish are very acoustic animals, in general, using sound to perceive their environment, for
mating, communication, and predator avoidance (Popper 2003). Noise can affect an
individual’s behavior, physiology, anatomy, and development. For instance, Kunc et al.
(2016) show how noise impacts on behavior such as compromised communication,
orientation, feeding, parental care, and prey detection, and increased aggression, can
lead to less group cohesion, avoidance of important habitat, fewer offspring, and higher
death rates. Similarly, noise impacts on physiology can cause poor growth rates,
decreased immunity, and low reproductive rates. Anatomical impacts from noise can
include abnormal development or malformations, hearing loss, or injured vital organs,
which can result in strandings, disorientation, and death. While some animals may
recover from behavioral or physiological impacts, others, such as changing the DNA, or
genetic material, or injury to vital organs, are irreversible (Kight & Swaddle 2011). Kunc et
al. (2016) depict how all of these impacts, reversible or not, can, in turn, have broad
ramifications on the ecosystem, changing the population biology (how healthy and
resilient populations of various species are) and ecology (how different species interact
and remain in balance).’273
The proponent does not cover this underwater noise aspect of the proposed project. We
submit that the permanent mooring of the FSRU, and the presence of LNG tankers and tug
boats, pose unacceptable threats to sea life and ecology in the Ramsar wetland, and will harm
the recreational experience of fishers.
As we outline in Section 5 of our submission, enjoyment of the Bay from the shoreline is equally
important. Walkers, cyclists, hikers, fishers and those just hoping to enjoy an uncluttered vista
would have their amenity impacted too. This includes locals in particular – but many more
visitors take advantage of Westernport Bay. The Mornington Peninsula Shire Council reports
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that in 2019 1.2 million people came from elsewhere each year to the Shire’s Westernport
region. That figure represents an 88% increase from 2012, making Westernport the fastest
growing tourist region on the Peninsula.274
This is why the Peninsula is often regarded as Melbourne’s playground. Visitors put $1.2 billion
into the local economy. It is therefore understandable that locals wish to preserve the region’s
amenity – it is the main visitor draw card. Phillip Island also attracts millions of visitors to the
region who enjoy the Bay’s amenity and contribute over $300 million to the island’s
economy.275 Tourism in general is a cornerstone of the region’s economy, and the addition of
one of the world’s biggest gas import terminals is incompatible with visitor expectations for a
scenic and tranquil experience.
The Mornington Peninsula Shire has plans to extend a walking/cycling trail so that virtually the
entire Peninsula can be traversed on foot or bike. It forms a part of the Shire’s long-term
tourism and amenity strategy.276 This trail will link Hastings and Crib Point with the rest of the
Peninsula's trail system, and consequently will bring many more people to the western shores
of the Westernport Bay. This is also in keeping with:
Victoria’s Cycling Strategy (2018);
Mornington Peninsula Shire’s Health and Wellbeing Plan (2017 – 2021);
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council Plan (2017 – 2021);
Mornington Peninsula Shire’s Sustainable Transport Strategy (2015 – 2020); and
Mornington Peninsula Pedestrian Access Strategy (2018).
The trail will encourage greater circulation of the Peninsula’s 7.5 million yearly visitors, and
their amenity will be degraded by the presence of the gas import terminal and LNG carriers at
Crib Point.
8.1.8 Crib Point
The Crib Point township plan is in the process of being updated, but the original vision is
unchanged – Crib Point will continue to have the look, feel and function of a country town on
the coast, closely connected with its natural environment, with well treed streets and roads and
a mix of old and new dwellings.277
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The proponents’ plans are incompatible with this vision. The massive industrial scale of the
project stands to overwhelm the character of the town and its coastal location. We have
outlined the amenity impacts, particularly on residents of Crib Point, in Section 5 of our
submission.
Because of the Stage 4 lockdown we have not been able to speak with the residents of 103 The
Esplanade in Crib Point. Under ‘Operation impacts, access, amenity and safety - Gas Import
Jetty Works’ the proponent states that regardless of noise and lighting impacts, 103 The
Esplanade ‘would remain habitable’ (Technical Report M, 63). This dismissive assessment of the
destruction of amenity for one household characterises the proponent’s approach to amenity
loss in general – if it doesn’t prove to be within acceptable limits, as defined by our testing and
our receptor sensitivity criteria, we’ll check it when we’re up and running and see what we can
do.
The EES acknowledges Woolleys Beach, just south of the Crib Point Jetty, as a popular spot for
locals and visitors (Technical Report M, 43). Apart from boaters, this location on the shoreline is
perhaps the closest that people get to the jetty’s Berth 2 where the proponent would site an
FSRU. As with other vantage points within sight of the jetty, but more so, visual amenity at
Woolleys Beach would be altered for the worse, and permanently.
To add to this is the factor of noise. The proponent notes that Woolleys Beach is a ‘quiet and
tranquil setting’ and we agree. The EES states that noise and visual changes, ‘may alter the
character of Woolleys Beach North’ (Technical Report M, 62). At its nearest point, the beach is
just 45 metres from the proposed Receiving Facility, making it a virtual no-go area. Woolleys
Beach South is a mere 100 metres from the Receiving Facility at its closest point (taking into
account the proposed restricted zone close to the jetty). The proponent claims that noise at
Woolleys Beach South would be reduced by screening vegetation. But at noise levels up to
100dB, we have no confidence that the extra 55 metres truly counts. In effect, Woolleys Beach,
both north and south, would no longer be amenable to beach goers and others who now enjoy
the amenity the beaches provide.
The proponent says beach users can go elsewhere (Technical Report M, 62), but there’s
nowhere else to go. The shady shoreline near the jetty offers respite from the sun, and the
small grassy areas are ideal for picnics and barbeques. The seagrass beds are exposed at low
tide and the eye is drawn to French Island and to Phillip Island in the distance. This is how it has
been for decades. Locals say that the proponent has no social licence to steal this beautiful and
relaxing place from them. The proponent gives the impression that people can move just down
the shoreline, but the nearest beach is in Balnarring about 15 kilometres away. Locals will no
longer have easy access to their high amenity beach.
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The proponent also intends to send up to 900 semi trailers to Crib Point each year to deliver
nitrogen to the Receiving Facility. The noise and traffic disturbance for locals and other
communities in this non-industrial area is unacceptable, and another example of the
proponent’s failure to live up to its purported social licence principles. The State Government’s
planning document, Port of Hastings Land Use and Transport Strategic Study – Final Report
(September 2006) states:
‘the key outcomes of the stage 1 evaluation are that the Crib Point precinct performs
unsatisfactorily in relation to transport access to and from the site and potential amenity
impacts on surrounding land use’.278
Visual amenity for those who could withstand the noise from the Receiving Facility would be
permanently marred. The size of the FSRU and LNG carriers would dominate from both north
and south beaches. Crib Point locals, in particular, do not deserve to be displaced from areas
that some have enjoyed for decades.
We have had the opportunity of reading the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council’s submission,
and we concur with its view that there is inadequate information in the EES to assess noise
modelling of FSRUs and LNG carriers . Mitigation measures rely on post-construction testing
and sensitive receptors are defined to exclude the majority of Crib Point residents and from a
visual point of view, all line-of-sight receptors including boaters.
As the fallout from the pandemic continues, news reports say city dwellers are buying up in
regional areas. Tele-work, more space and a desire to live in less crowded places appear to be
driving this trend. We can therefore expect more people to relocate to the Westernport region.
Also as a result of the pandemic, we can expect more holiday makers whose overseas vacation
options are, at least for now, very limited. An enormous gas terminal in Westernport Bay will
deter people who would otherwise enjoy the region and contribute to its economy.
The Westernport Bay environment is woven throughout the social fabric of its communities.
They are one and the same. This is one important reason why the proponent’s plan for heavy
industry in the bay has caused so much distress and resistance.
8.1.9 Social Impact and the project as a whole
Most of this Section has focused on the social impact from AGL’s proposed FSRU, associated
LNG carriers and Receiving Facility at Crib Point. APA also proposes a pipeline of approximately
56 kilometres that would deliver LNG from Crib Point to Pakenham and into the State’s gas
network. As noted in other sections of this submission, there will be many unacceptable
278
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impacts from the pipeline, including on the community’s amenity. The disruption the pipeline
would cause to residents, businesses and traffic is substantial. As well as disturbing native
vegetation, wetlands, commercial and residential districts, and agricultural land, the pipeline
poses safety risks of its own (see Section 6 of our submission).
The EES states that ‘the attribution of significance [to social impact significance ratings] is
ultimately a matter of judgement’ (Technical Report M, 21). The proponents’ judgement is
based on narrow definitions and concepts as to where ‘receptors’ are located – only in the
immediate vicinity of the Crib Point jetty and pipeline route. The proponents ignore the social
impacts of the cumulative effects of noise, dust, fumes, light spill, line-of-sight viewpoints, and
amenity loss in general. The high numbers of people who are currently negatively affected by
the very prospect of the proponent’s plan will be much greater, should the project eventuate.

8.2 Critique of AGL’s stakeholder engagement
8.2.1 Engagement standards
On its website the proponent of the FSRU and Crib Point Receiving Facility aspects of the
project states:
We will engage with communities early and often, so we understand and respond to their
interests and concerns, and
We will act honestly and ethically in all our dealings with the communities in which we
operate.
This is not how the community experienced their engagement.
The proponent also states:
‘Our Community Engagement Policy has been informed through internal and external
consultation, industry best practice, including the International Association of Public
Participation (IAP2) Quality Assurance Standard (2015) and the Accountability AA1000
Stakeholder Engagement Standard (2011).’ 279
The core values of the IAP2 standard are that public participation:
1. is based on the belief that those who are affected by a decision have a right to be

involved in the decision-making process.
2. includes the promise that the public’s contribution will influence the decision.
279
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3. promotes sustainable decisions by recognising and communicating the needs and
4.
5.
6.
7.

interests of all participants, including decision makers.
seeks out and facilitates the involvement of those potentially affected by or interested
in a decision.
seeks input from participants in designing how they participate.
provides participants with the information they need to participate in a meaningful
way.
communicates to participants how their input affected the decision. 280

One of the underlying principles of stakeholder engagement is that stakeholders have the
chance to influence the decision-making process.281
There are five types of engagement on the IAP2 spectrum from the lowest level of engagement
to the highest: inform, consult, involve, collaborate and empower.
8.2.2 Decision made before community informed
When the public were first informed about this project in August 2017 ‘the ship had already left
port’, so to speak, as AGL had made their decision that Crib Point was the preferred location for
their project. The community had not been consulted on this.
An agreement was also made by AGL with the Port of Hastings to upgrade the jetty in
anticipation of regulatory approvals. The public learned of this a year after they were first
informed of the project. It is no wonder that many attendees at the proponent’s public
engagement sessions concluded that the project was slated to go ahead regardless of their
input.
When the local community were informed about the proposed project, the groundswell of
resistance was immediate, and can be summed up as:
‘If planners will not involve the citizens, citizens will involve themselves.’282
8.2.3 Unsatisfactory communication and information
By May 2018, after a meeting at Crib Point Community House, it was noted:
‘Most in attendance at the meeting felt that it was time to stop the AGL talkfests and start
280
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a campaign to stop this AGL-FSRU project from going ahead.’283
Save Westernport was formed to help focus community awareness on the project.
From the outset the communication from the proponent has been unsatisfactory, to say the
least. In describing bad community and stakeholder engagement habits, one source says:
‘Bad Habit Number 1 is Communication/Engagement Confusion – Engagement is an
umbrella term for a huge array of tools and activities. Communication (inform techniques)
is one form of engagement but is not the sum of all engagement. Communication is the
one-way flow of information to your stakeholders. It’s a passive form of engagement. If
you feel you are doing a lot of communication with stakeholders but they don’t seem to
be satisfied, it is likely you are under engaging and at least some of your stakeholders
require a more active approach. That is, a proportion of your stakeholders don’t just want
to listen to what you are doing, they want to impact what you are doing.’ 284
This one-way flow of information was the overarching form of engagement by the proponent.
The proponent’s description of engagement with local residents differs from the local residents’
perception of that engagement. At information sessions and more formal public meetings, a
frustratingly large number of important questions relating to noise, the impact on local
property prices, facts about similar projects in other places and essential safety considerations
relating to FSRUs could not be answered, and the proponent’s representatives assured
attendees they would follow up with answers. In Save Westernport’s experience, actual follow
up was a rare occurrence.
Corporate representatives at the meetings seemed unprepared, and important technical
information and figures – for example the volume of water used in the heat exchange process –
constantly changed or were unavailable.
The public were encouraged to attend drop-in sessions and were told consultants would be
available to answer questions and address their concerns. What was not communicated was
that only one or perhaps two consultants would be available at any one session, and attendees
frequently left without answers.
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One member of the public went to a drop-in session on 22nd January 2018 and found that ‘the
environment table, where I hoped to learn about marine and coastal impacts, and potential
risks, was unfortunately unattended.’

© Copyright 2018 Jenny Warfe

Other experiences of attendees included:
‘Key speakers whom they said would attend weren’t there.’
‘The meetings failed to deliver any critical answers to community concerns.’
‘Little opportunity for community input. They were a hard sell.’
‘They did not respond adequately to some of the very pertinent questions raised by the
audience.’
‘A distinct lack of experts to answer difficult questions.’
‘AGL were not transparent at all. They got annoyed at questions They didn’t answer the
questions thoroughly nor did they seem to have proper knowledge about the entire
project.’
‘We attended almost all of these “meetings”. These were not meetings. There was no
genuine exchange of information and no genuine stakeholder engagement.’
‘It was PR rubbish.’
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‘Tokenistic, top-down public relations, exclusion of dissenting voices, provision of false
and misleading information and strategic omission of key facts and data.’
‘AGL did not take responsibility for documenting the issues and concerns raised. . .or for
making them publicly available to facilitate wider community consideration and
responses.’285
Engagement session attendees felt that even the lowest level of engagement in the IAP2
spectrum (inform) was poorly handled:
‘Our analysis of AGLs stakeholder engagement sessions provides evidence of tokenistic,
top-down public relations, exclusion of dissenting voices, provision of false and
misleading information and strategic omission of key facts and data.’
‘Meetings were conducted not to listen to community concerns, but learn about them
and neutralise genuine concerns with spin and in some cases outright falsehoods.’
‘At a meeting at Somers they had posters around the room that contained information
that was very misleading. It was obviously a case of lying by omission.’
‘Deliberately obfuscated and intended to give the appearance of listening and
consultation.’
‘Stakeholder engagement. What preposterous jargon. It is political and profit driven.
Engagement is a sop.’
‘I think they are ‘consulting’ because it is a requirement to say they have done so.’
‘It wasn’t engagement in the true sense. Information changed, was withheld and often
inaccurate. It was not a genuine two-way exchange.’
‘I felt that they were just being paid to weather the storm of community and
environmental concern/outrage, to tick off community consultation on their job list, and
not to listen or understand community concerns or questions at all.’286
After it was announced that an EES was required, the proponent, at each drop-in session,
encouraged everyone to put their questions and concerns in writing, with their contact details.
The proponent said that the relevant expert would respond to questions. Several members of
Save Westernport provided their email addresses and questions; however, they were not
285
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subsequently contacted by the relevant person or anyone else from AGL. This happened on
many occasions.
At another public meeting held by the proponent, and during a risk assessment powerpoint
presentation, an attendee began photographing the slides but was told not to bother as copies
would be sent out. This did not eventuate. Rod Knowles, a Save Westernport Committee
member, says that when he asked Kelly Parkinson, Senior Manager-Project Engagement, why
the powerpoints were never sent out, Mr Parkinson chuckled quietly to himself, and made no
further comment.
The public felt that the proponent’s community forums were disorganised, rushed and
haphazard.
Meetings were sometimes even hostile:
‘They had security guards on the doors and wouldn’t let in an elderly woman who was
opposed to the project. They even taped off their promotional materials so we couldn’t
get too close.’287
The elderly woman who was asked to go outside to ‘protest’ was in fact sitting quietly outside
the meeting with a newspaper insert created by Save Westernport. She stated she was
‘just wishing the locals who are here can see it [newspaper insert] as unfortunately they
[the local newspapers] don’t get delivered anymore. . .This is our local paper, it’s not
illegal and it’s not a banner.’
She said that she ‘wanted to sit quietly in the warm, because I’m 70, instead of having to sit
outside in the cold. . .I’m not going to make any noise.’ The security guard countered her
comment with ‘It’s advertising, that’s not journalism, it’s been paid for.’ 288
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An unwelcome reception for one member of the public.289

More comments from session attendees:
‘They were aggressive when asked well thought out and researched queries.’
‘AGL’s air of arrogance and lack of local knowledge in dealing with the community over
this project has been on display since the beginning.’
‘I found their community information sessions were a whitewash. Security people in
attendance. Young people on the front lines while the bigwigs stood in the background.
The whole experience was a cynical exercise.’290
At an invitation-only safety presentation, an attendee asked if questions raised that night would
be used in the EES. Kelly Parkinson, the proponent’s Senior Manager - Project Engagement, said
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‘no’ at the same time as Elissa Muller, the proponent’s Stakeholder Engagement Manager, said
‘yes’. This is just one example of the mixed messages attendees received.
In its EES Community Engagement Report the proponent states:
‘the information in this report is based on data collected from community members who
chose to be involved in engagement activities. . .’ (Attachment V, 4)
The proponent also states that they had five community drop-in sessions in February and
March 2019, yet these meetings were attended by a total of only 133 people. In contrast, Save
Westernport and Environment Victoria gathered almost 40,000 signatures and pledges
opposing the project.
We submit that the engagement opportunities offered were deemed to be not worthwhile by
the vast majority of the community, and feedback from the community confirms this:
‘AGL have not consulted the community, they have dumped their dirty project on the
community.’
‘On many occasions the AGL people were misrepresenting the proposal and provided
misleading information.’
‘The AGL staff I have interacted with lack the ability to grasp any other version of reality
other than the AGL rhetoric.’
‘Not enough honest discussion with the people who are affected and live here. They were
information sessions, not consultation sessions.’ 291
Workshops and forums conducted by AGL were poorly attended. Table 26.5 of the Community
Engagement chapter states that only 13 people attended two workshops in Hastings, 10 people
attended two business forums which were held in Hastings, and 10 drop-in sessions were
attended by 270 people in total (26-17).
The proponent reports that its project webpage had 33,898 unique visits. We can only assume
that the community were indeed seeking more clarity about the project, as our overwhelming
feedback from people after attending their public meetings was that they were not satisfied.
The public felt underwhelmed by the inadequate ‘engagement’ process and the proponent’s
lack of answers to serious questions. Since early 2018 Save Westernport has repeatedly
requested that the proponent provide a Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA). These requests
291
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were completely ignored until six days before submissions were due when one of our members
was sent one preliminary document.
A draft quantitative risk assessment that existed on the proponent’s website in 2018 was
removed soon after it was posted, when the value of the assessment was questioned by
concerned residents of the Crib Point area. It was not replaced.
In addition to this, there was no risk assessment included in the September 2018 referral of the
project to the Victorian government or, under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999, in material provided to the federal Government later that year. The
proponent said that this was because no decision had yet been made on which FSRU would be
used. At that time, the proponent was consulting with Norwegian FSRU owner, Hoegh LNG, so
at least some information could have been sourced through them. In July 2019, when it was
announced that FSRU Esperanza had been contracted, the proponent still refused requests for
a QRA. The community grew increasingly concerned and frustrated that this safety information
was being withheld.
The proponent finally offered an invitation-only safety presentation in October 2019 – about
eighteen months later. The information, presented by DNV-GL risk assessor for AGL, Kevin
Young, was general in nature. The software used to assess risks was described and non-specific,
nebulous mathematical formulae presented, as well as general statistics about the risks of LNG
explosion – which are widely available online. Attendees were looking for more details.
Attendees were told that the visual slide presentation would be emailed, but this did not
happen, even after participants wrote to AGL requesting it. Participants were encouraged to
note their concerns and questions in an online portal that evening, but none of the questions or
concerns were subsequently answered.
Ten months later, in July 2020, after the EES was released, the safety PowerPoint slides from
the October 2019 presentation were finally forwarded. However, by then the proponent’s
representative said that the document had been superseded by information now available in
the EES.
The proponent had plans to open a community shop front in mid-2020 where members of the
public could get more information about its Crib Point proposal. The proponent had almost
three years to do this. Under Stage Four restrictions, most people cannot visit the shop front
now in any case.
8.2.4 Engagement with landholders and near neighbours
The EES states:
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‘Near neighbors have been identified as people living closest to Crib Point Jetty and
affected by the Gas Import Jetty Works. AGL has identified five residential properties as
near neighbours who are expected to experience change as a result of the project or who
may be exposed to potential new hazards and amenity impacts. . .AGL and APA have
engaged with the owners and/or occupants of these residential properties before the
announcement of the EES and throughout the development of the design and technical
studies.’ (26-8)
In August 2020, Save Westernport spoke to residents identified as near neighbours to get their
feedback about the proponents’ engagement methods. AGL had first met with residents of the
five properties three years earlier, but feedback from the residents is that not much came out
of that or subsequent meetings, and that the project was downplayed with residents not being
given detailed information.
All of the residents Save Westernport has spoken with were – and are – concerned about the
project and particularly worried about their safety, increased noise levels, light pollution,
emissions and the degradation of amenity (see also Section 5 of this submission). For example,
, resident at
says:
‘Very early on, AGL people convened a meeting with our neighbourhood of five houses as
we were the closest residents to the site. We were assured that the project would not be
too obtrusive and that it would be similar to what was already happening except it would
mean more frequent ship visits in addition to the permanent ship at the wharf. I don’t
recall the huge chlorinated water discharge being mentioned. In fact, we were all led to
believe there would be a minimum detrimental effect on our beautiful area. There was
certainly no mention that the impact from light and noise could be high. At the time we
were just recovering from a devastating bushfire and all our efforts were going towards
rebuilding our lives and damaged properties. The last thing we needed was another
disaster on our doorstep.’292
Another near neighbor understood the proponent to be saying the project was going ahead,
and said that there were long periods when they did not hear anything and he thought the
project was a done deal.
resident of
said that he had been told that the proposed
project would not affect traffic. He was deeply concerned when he read in the local newspaper
that the EES had revealed:
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‘900 tanker trucks carrying liquid nitrogen would need to travel along Peninsula Link,
Coolart and Frankston-Flinders roads and through the town of Crib Point each year if their
gas import project is approved. A further fleet would deliver flammable LNG treatment
chemicals to the site at Woolleys Beach, in a known bushfire zone.’293
said he had felt the proponent was, ‘almost trustable, until I found out about this in
the local paper.’
was also concerned about increased noise, which is already unacceptable when a ship
is at the jetty (currently about once a fortnight; see also Section 5 of our submission). Wind
direction plays a huge role in noise levels in the area. Even with double glazed windows and his
house closed up,
can hear noise inside his home. He is regularly forced to close
windows and doors – a particular burden during summer months.
also did not feel
that safety issues had been adequately addressed, and had attended the safety presentation in
October 2019 referred to above. He too had only received the promised information from that
meeting, 10 months later, when it was superseded by information in the EES.
Another resident,

of

, says:

‘I believe earnestly in our democracy - the citizens should be listened to but unfortunately
big business interest prevails over the interests of the citizens.’
is not alone in this – many Westernport locals have good reason to feel the same
way.
The Pakenham Star Community newspaper reported another example of poor, heavy-handed
stakeholder engagement, this time in relation to the pipeline aspects of the project:
‘APA’s approach to landholders involved telling them what they were going to do and if
landowners didn’t like it they would use the Pipeline Act to achieve their outcomes. Their
consultation was a one-way conversation.’294
Below are summary graphs of people’s experiences of the proponent’s engagement sessions.295
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AGL’s principles of engagement are: open communication, transparency, integrity,
collaboration, inclusion, responsiveness, accountability and awareness. Do you think these
principles were followed during their community consultation process?
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Where did you hear about AGL’s public meetings?

8.2.5 Choosing not to engage
At a Save Westernport community meeting in May 2018, many of those in attendance sent a
text message to AGL CEO, Brett Redman:
‘Hi Brett, my name is [X]. I live in [X] and I don’t want AGL’s dirty gas terminal in
Westernport Bay! Please show up to hear about our concerns on June 12 in Melbourne.’
[Mr Redman was to attend a conference in Melbourne on that date].
Mr Redman sent a reply which implied that he would attend, however he elected not to engage
with members of the public who went to Melbourne and wanted to hand deliver to him a
petition against the project that contained over 17,000 signatures.
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Westernport locals waiting to deliver a message to the proponent’s CEO

8.2.6 MPs on AGL’s engagement
In 2018 and 2019 Neale Burgess, Liberal state member for Hastings, tabled over 6,000
signatures in the Victorian Parliament attached to petitions opposing the project. Mr Burgess is
on record:
‘I have held public meetings and invited representatives of AGL and asked them to explain
their plans, and it is fair to say that they have been unable to do so. The 40 local jobs that
AGL were spruiking have been shown not to exist at all. Rest assured I am opposed to this
project, and so is my community.’ 296
VIctorian Member for Southern Metropolitan Region, Clifford Hayes, attended a community
drop-in session at the Hastings Town Hall on 2 March, 2019. He wrote on his website and
posted on Facebook:
‘Instead of having an open public forum where people could hear each other’s questions
and AGL’s responses, it was more like an art gallery where residents had to look at pretty
pictures of the proposal and could only engage in individual conversations with AGL
representatives – most of whom declined to comment on contentious questions.’
Mr Hayes also said:
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‘AGL and APA’s decision to hold the meeting in an open room with dozens of bureaucrats
was a strategic attempt to quell community input. The community deserves more
independent information and the right to be heard on this dangerous proposal.’ 297
8.2.7 Waiting, waiting. . .
On 19 March 2019, a concerned resident posted to the proponent’s online forum:
‘This one thing is bugging me that no one seems to be talking about. . .We know that our
unique and precious wetlands, mangroves, water quality and sea creatures will be
threatened by this project on many levels, and the value of our homes in Crib Point will
drop with the industrialisation of our bay – but no one has been talking about light
pollution. The floating station will be lit up brightly 24/7. . .creating a glow that will blow
out the bright starry night skies in our regional neighbourhood. And likely upsetting the
bird life and the sea life in the area. We live away from the city lights and noise for a
reason! What are you doing about this AGL? Have you even considered this problem?’ 298
About six weeks later on 3rd May 2019 the proponent replied:
‘. . .the next stage of the EES community engagement process is to run workshops. One of
these will be on the impact of light spill, would you be interested in attending?’
However, there is no reference to a workshop on the impact of light spill in AGL’s list of
engagements and none of the members of Save Westernport can recall this eventuating. We
have serious concerns about multiple impacts from project lighting (see Sections 3, 4 and 5 of
our submission).
8.2.8 Wait for the EES
The proponent states:
‘Phase 3 engagement saw the focus of community engagement activities shift from
discussing the process to sharing the outcomes of the investigations and technical studies
undertaken for the EES.’ (26-17–26-18)
The proponent claimed to be unable to respond to many questions during this phase and
referred people to the yet-to-be-released EES. Phrases frequently used were:
297
298

https://www.cliffordhayes.com.au/agl_apa_consultation_more_like_an_art_gallery.
AGL online discussion forum.
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Still conducting a number of studies for the EES
Need to fully assess seasonal variations in the marine environment. . .present the full data
transparently at EES exhibition
The EES will include more detail
This concern is being investigated as part of the EES
The finding will be publicly available when the EES goes on exhibition
(Attachment V, February-March, 10-23 and April-September, 16-39)
The proponent continually sidestepped providing direct answers, saying that studies were
ongoing. The public became more disillusioned as time went on.
AGL also said that digital public engagement platforms ‘would remain active until phase 5 of the
engagement process (construction) is complete.’ (26-17). In fact, online discussion closed on
the day the EES was released:

8.2.9 No community support – our Mayor
The community does not want this project. Mornington Peninsula Mayor Councillor Sam Hearn
was reported less than two weeks ago as saying that:
‘the facility would create only a small number of ongoing jobs, which would not
necessarily be filled by Mornington Peninsula residents.’299
Cr Hearn went on to say that the project had little support in the Mornington Peninsula
community:
299

https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/report-takes-aim-at-plans-for-crib-point-floating-gas-hub20200817-p55mh9.html.
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‘I haven’t come across or received any supportive comments from the community at
all.’300

8.3 Our stakeholder engagement: The People v AGL/APA
8.3.1 Really? At Crib Point?
As the story of the proponent’s project for Crib Point began to circulate among locals, people
decided to meet about it. The first meeting happened, appropriately, at Crib Point Community
Centre. The 100 attendees took a vote about what to do. The decision to create Save
Westernport was carried unanimously. (Image below)

8.3.2 Good company
The following month 400 people rallied on Hastings foreshore. It was organised by Save
Westernport, Westernport and Peninsula Protection Council, Environment Victoria, Victorian
National Parks Association and Friends of the Earth. Save Westernport is proud to be associated
with these organisations and others who care deeply about Westernport Bay, and who see no
difference between ourselves and the environment that sustains us.

300

https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/report-takes-aim-at-plans-for-crib-point-floating-gas-hub20200817-p55mh9.html.
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8.3.3 Numbers count
Save Westernport and Environment Victoria amassed 41,236 recorded expressions of
opposition to the proponent’s plans for Crib Point:
•
•
•
•

27,538 signed petitions
6,001 signed petitions tabled in the Victorian Parliament
6,703 pledges to boycott AGL should the project continue
902 post cards calling on AGL’s CEO to stop the project
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8,734 people who oppose the project, and who supplied their post codes, come from across Victoria, but
the majority are locals. (Image: Google Earth)

The graph below represents where people are located on the Mornington Peninsula who
oppose the proponent’s Crib Point plan. The proponent restricts its social impact assessment to
a narrow region close to Crib Point but people across Mornington Peninsula Shire say ‘no’.
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8.3.4 Everybody gets it
Candidates for the seat of Flinders in the 2019 federal election attended a Save Westernport
and Environment Victoria public meeting in Balnarring Hall on 5th May. The meeting attracted
over 500 people. Each and every candidate opposed the proponents’ plan. The candidates
clearly understood voter sentiment on the issue.

Current Federal Minister for Health Greg Hunt signs a promise to fight the proponent’s project (left), and
other candidates in the 2019 federal election for the seat of Flinders (right) do the same. 500 people
squeezed into Balnarrring Hall on the night with many more standing outside.
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All kinds of people support the campaign against the proponent’s project - families, young people,
retirees, professionals, blue-collar workers and students. Social licence for the project? You’re dreaming.
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One of Save Westernport’s biggest No AGL events, Peninsula’s Biggest Paddle Out, happened at
Shoreham Beach in January 2019. Over 2,000 people participated. The event put the beauty of
Westernport Bay centre stage and was covered by major news outlets.

Save Westernport and campaign partners engage the community in lots of ways – rallies,
markets and protests to name a few. One thing that fuels our efforts is the number of people
who are thoroughly informed and ready to fight. And others just know in their bones that the
proponents’ plan for Crib Point is wrong.
That is, people get it straight away. Save Westernport’s experience is that people understand
the proponents’ plan for Crib Point is a bad idea in the wrong place at what could not be a
worse time.

Getting ready to join the parade for Westernport Festival where an estimated 4,000 people gathered in
February 2019. Save Westernport won most creative entry.

219

8.4 Legislative and policy requirements relevant to community and social impact
The project is inconsistent with legislation and policy including the Planning and Environment
Act 1987.
Planning approvals for the project should be refused and accordingly the Planning Scheme
Amendment should be refused.
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9. Impacts on Aboriginal cultural heritage
We pay our respects to the Boon-Wurrung/Bunurong people whose sovereignty in their land
has never been extinguished, and all the First Nations of Australia: their Elders past who cared
for the land so well, their Elders present from whom we could learn so much, their Elders future
who will still have the grace to teach us, and all their peoples.
This Section has been written in the spirit of the Uluru Statement from the Heart and Makarrata
(Attachment 7 of our submission), and it is dedicated to those who created the Statement and
to all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples.
‘To avoid or minimise harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage’ is an Evaluation Objective in the
Scoping Requirements for this EES. The proponents’ proposed project construction and
operations would significantly harm Aboriginal cultural heritage.

9.1 Introduction
In Victoria, Aboriginal Cultural Heritage is protected by the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 and
the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2018. AGL and APA are therefore required to comply with
this legislation.
Two of the four purposes of the Aboriginal Heritage Act are:
(a) to provide for the protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage and Aboriginal intangible
heritage in Victoria; and
d) to promote respect for Aboriginal cultural heritage, contributing to its protection as
part of the common heritage of all peoples and to the sustainable development and
management of land and of the environment.
The fact that intangible cultural heritage is almost entirely missing from the proponents’ EES
leaves a significant gap in the proposed project’s planning and therefore construction and
operations compliance.
The relationship between Aboriginal wisdom and a sustainable future for Australia is an
extremely important one. Aboriginal peoples are the longest continually surviving human group
on our planet. They know how to live sustainably with this land. They stand ready to share their
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knowledge with non-Aboriginal Australians.301 For that sharing to happen, non-Aboriginal
Australians need to develop greater respect for Aboriginal cultural and intangible heritage.
By recommending refusal of the proposed project, the Inquiry and Advisory Committee can
avoid harm to Aboriginal cultural and intangible heritage.

9.2 Aboriginal intangible heritage
The EES fails to meet its evaluation objective in that ‘the tangible’ has been ‘emphasised to the
detriment of the Intangible’. 302 As Wotjobuluk / Gunditjmara / Ngarrindjeri man Daniel Clarke
explains:
‘Our intangible heritage is who we are, it defines us. With our way of life interrupted in
the recent past, never has it been more important to come together to protect and share
cultural knowledge and skills. This will allow us to connect with and re-imagine who we
really are and where we are going into the future.’303
Aboriginal intangible heritage ‘has a strong relationship with Country.’ 304 Or as poet, Elder of
the Yorta-Yorta people and award-winning author of Women of the Sun, the late Hyllus Maris
so eloquently writes:
I am a child of the Dreamtime People
Part of this land, like the gnarled gumtree
I am the river, softly singing
Chanting our songs on my way to the sea
My spirit is the dust-devils
Mirages, that dance on the plain
I’m the snow, the wind and the falling rain
I’m part of the rocks and the red desert earth
Red as the blood that flows in my veins
I am eagle, crow and snake that glides
Through the rainforest that clings to the mountainside
I awakened here when the earth was new
There was emu, wombat, kangaroo
No other man of a different hue

301

https://ulurustatement.org/.
https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/Practice-Note The-Burra-Charter-and-Indigenous-CulturalHeritage-Management.pdf.
303 https://www.aboriginalvictoria.vic.gov.au/protecting-aboriginal-intangible-heritage.
304 https://www.aboriginalvictoria.vic.gov.au/protecting-aboriginal-intangible-heritage.
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I am this land
And this land is me
I am Australia.305
If we take a moment to consider, we will see that the same is true for all the peoples of the
world: every individual here is an indivisible part of the ecology of this planet, totally dependent
on its intricate and magnificent web of intersecting and interacting local ecosystems. To care
for the planet is to care for ourselves. Perhaps the COVID pandemic is gifting us that moment to
consider, and to realise the value of the indigenous wisdom available to us.
AGL’s proposal is detrimental to both Aboriginal cultural tangible and intangible heritage. In
every aspect, the proposed project would cause destruction of the tangible and disrespect of
the intangible: already in the planning phase, and ongoing during construction and operation.
For example, the proponents claim:
‘The Activity Area in CHMP 16300 has been subject to extensive ground disturbance
resulting in there being no potential for Aboriginal Cultural and Intangible heritage to be
present.’(21-8)
The EES misses the point. This expresses a limited view of Aboriginal Culture. The Intangible is
totally lost. Woolleys Beach and Warringine Park are ‘Country’, to be cared for because of the
relationship between the people, in this case the Bunurong / Boon Wurrung, and the land. This
is not ‘rubbish land’ just to be used. This is Country, to be cared for and brought back to a
healthy state:
‘For Aboriginal peoples, Country is much more than a place. Rock, tree, river, hill, animal,
human – all were formed of the same substance by the Ancestors who continue to live in
land, water, sky. Country is filled with relations speaking language and following Law, no
matter whether the shape of that relation is human, rock, crow, wattle. Country is loved,
needed, and cared for, and country loves, needs, and cares for her peoples in turn.
Country is family, culture, identity. Country is self.’306

9.3 Place

305

Copyright Hyllus Maris, Late Elder of the Yorta-Yorta people, Philippa Ransome archives.

306

Palyku woman Ambelin Kwaymullina, https://www.creativespirits.info/aboriginalculture/land/meaning-of-landto-aboriginal-people.
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The EES fails to meet its evaluation objective in that ‘Place’ has been ‘construed too
narrowly‘.307
Place is understood quite differently by indigenous people compared to non-indigenous people.
As an illustration, the three descriptions below all refer to the same site at James Price Point on
Western Australia's Kimberley coast:
‘Unremarkable beach.’308
‘Major heritage site.’309
‘Secret Aboriginal men's business site.’310

Land of the ancestors. Aboriginal people
are born into the responsibility to care for
their land, today and with future
generations.

The EES does not recognise or acknowledge the fact that from an Aboriginal point of view, all
land or ‘Country’ is of ‘cultural sensitivity’, timeless and infinite. On the contrary, the
proponents seek to reduce their proposal to a series of separate unconnected individual
impacts on locations and artefacts, most of which are characterised as small and of low impact.
For example, Technical Report P (15) gives specific measurements for each area surveyed or
excavated: 40 1 by 1 metre excavation pits, 176 50 by 50 centimetre shovel test pits and 1 1 by
2 metre mechanical test pit.
It is questionable whether the indigenous understanding could be transmitted, even in hours of
consulting. It is a way of being, learned over a lifetime, handed down over millennia of
generations and constantly reinforced. To see all the land, waters, air and their creatures
around you as you, and yourself as Country, as in the poem at 9.2.2 above, gives a freeing,
307

https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/Practice-Note The-Burra-Charter-and-Indigenous-CulturalHeritage-Management.pdf.
308 Colin Barnett, Premier, Western Australia.
309 WA Department of Aboriginal Sites ('major' is the Department's highest category).
310 Goolarabooloo Aboriginal people, https://www.creativespirits.info/aboriginalculture/land/meaning-of-land-toaboriginal-people .
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supportive and expansive sense of place. Country is equally shared with all creatures . As
Yankunytjatjara Elder Bob Randall says, ‘The Land owns us’.311 The EES demonstrates no
understanding of place in this way.
While Technical Report P summarises some historical and ethnographic material, it does not
display a clear or broad understanding of the relationship between the Boon Wurrung people
and Country today. This relationship remains, as Hyllus Maris expresses it, one in which ‘I am
this land, this land is me, I am Australia”. Elders from Western Australia, Uluru and Victoria are
all saying the same thing.
To those Elders, and to Aboriginal peoples, a huge floating factory with enormous tankers
churning through the waters and sea creatures, together with a great trench dug with
bulldozers through 50 km of Country, would affect their deepest selves. Even after the fires last
summer, Aboriginal people were hurting for Country.312 How much more, when the destruction
would be human-made, unnecessary and solely for profit?

9.4 Bias
The EES fails to meet its evaluation objective in that ‘practitioners’ preconceptions’ have
‘inappropriately biased their work’.313
Bias arises from the earliest conditioning of a person and the values with which they have been
inculcated. The proponents demonstrate two obvious sources of bias. The first is profit. For
example, the decisions made by the leadership of AGL since the inception of this project show
they have been taught to value profit above the local community’s clearly-expressed wishes
and health, and above the health of the entire Mar-ran biik (Boon Wurrung for Westernport)
ecosphere – every element of it, from the smallest, such as algae, to the largest, such as whales
and humans. Thus, the basic bias of profit comes before protecting Aboriginal cultural and
intangible heritage.
The second obvious source of bias is due to the proponents’ lack of understanding of Aboriginal
culture, or lack of motivation to take it into consideration. Either reason has its roots in the
racism still inherent in Australian society. The Oxford Dictionary defines racism as:
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a8zAh3irMYo.
Tyson Yunkaporta, ‘Fire Country – How indigenous fire management could help save Australia.’
313 https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/Practice-Note The-Burra-Charter-and-Indigenous-CulturalHeritage-Management.pdf.
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‘The inability or refusal to recognize the rights, needs, dignity, or value of people of
particular races or geographical origins. More widely, the devaluation of various traits of
character or intelligence as 'typical' of particular peoples’.314
In this sense the proponents’ conduct, drawing consciously or unconsciously on their society’s
bias which still allows the treatment of Aboriginal people as those to whom harm may be done,
demonstrates that negative bias towards the Boon Wurrung / Bunurong people, their cultural
and intangible heritage and their values. This is definitely not in the spirit of the Aboriginal
Heritage Act.
Bias is specifically evident in the proponents’ perception of Aboriginal culture and heritage as
‘subjects of archaeological study’ in the form of relics rather than the vibrant living cultures it
demonstrably consists of. The proposed mitigation measures are about protecting archaeology,
not Aboriginal cultural heritage (21-17, Table 21-6). The Registered Aboriginal Party (RAP)
comments that in general, archaeologists examine the edges of a site and miss the middle
where the story is.315
The approach of Technical Report P is biased towards western science and dismissive of what is
significant to Aboriginal culture. For example:
‘Items salvaged consist of LDADs (n=8, 61.54 per cent), artefact scatters (n=3, 30.77 per
cent) and an isolated artefact (n=1, 7.69 per cent). CHMP 15383 accounted for six new
registrations (42.86 per cent of total), while CHMP 15384 accounted for three new
registrations (21.45 per cent of total).’ (P, 51)
Both sources of bias are demonstrated in the cavalier, uncaring and unthinking attitude behind
the creation and planning of this project. The project is obviously ill-conceived and
inappropriate in this setting, and is totally dismissive of Bunurong sensibilities. The contrast is
similar to that shown in the three different approaches to land quoted above at 9.2.3 of our
submission.

9.5 Consultation
‘These dimensions of our crisis tell plainly the structural nature of our
problem. This is the torment of our powerlessness.
We seek constitutional reforms to empower our people and take a rightful
314https://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/oi/authority.20111012125231893#:~:text=The%20inability%2

0or%20refusal%20to,'typical'%20of%20particular%20peoples.
315 Conversations with a RAP.
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place in our own country. When we have power over our destiny our
children will flourish. They will walk in two worlds and their culture will be a
gift to their country.’316
The EES fails to meet its evaluation objective to the extent that the knowledge and expertise of
Aboriginal people has been ignored or not taken fully into account.
The Victorian Aboriginal Heritage Council has appointed the Bunurong Land Council Aboriginal
Corporation (BLCAC) as a Registered Aboriginal Party. 317 Details of the BLCAC are available on
the Internet, including contact names, phone numbers and email addresses. Much of the
AGL/APA Project is located within BLCAC Country. We are concerned that there may not have
been effective consultation and engagement with BLCAC.
What actually happens in what are called CHMP ‘consultations’ is that the RAP goes on site as
agreed, but rather than consultation they are employed to excavate and destroy sites of
Aboriginal cultural heritage. For instance, for the building of a house the RAP’s job was to
excavate and destroy three layers of fires which told a true story about Aboriginal history and
life that is actually of value to the people. Instead of being ‘empowered by consultation’ it
made them feel sick and disempowered. 318

9.6 Lack of conformity with the legislation and regulations
The Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 together with the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2018 sets
up the legal framework under which Aboriginal cultural and intangible heritage is managed in
Victoria. The Act’s Objectives include that Aboriginal cultural heritage is to be recognised,
protected and conserved in ways based on respect for Aboriginal knowledge and cultural and
traditional practices. The Act’s Purposes include:
to promote respect for Aboriginal cultural heritage, contributing to its protection as part
of the common heritage of all peoples and to the sustainable development and
management of land and of the environment (s 1(d))
and the Act’s Objectives include:
to promote the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage as an integral part of land and
natural resource management (s 3(d))
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From the Uluru Statement, https://ulurustatement.org/.
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318 Conversations with a RAP.
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The proponents have scarcely recognised Aboriginal cultural heritage, and the measures
proposed by the proponents to protect it are inadequate. For example, in CHMP 16300 (the Gas
Import Jetty Works), the proponents claim that due to extensive ground disturbance there is no
potential for Aboriginal cultural heritage to be present in the proposed activity area, and so
there can be no further harm done (21-8). This is not true. The construction works will cause
enormous further destruction to the landscape which will harm any remnants of Aboriginal
cultural heritage, including further artefacts yet to be uncovered.
The suggested mitigation measures to protect Aboriginal cultural heritage – including survey
pegs, fences and small diversions - are not adequate.
To progress the project at all would also be harming intangible heritage. We have submitted at
9.2.2–9.2.3 that the EES almost totally ignores Aboriginal intangible heritage, and there is no
indication in the EES that the proponents understand what this actually is.
The Act’s Purposes further provide that traditional owners are to be accorded appropriate
status in protecting Aboriginal cultural and intangible heritage. The proponents may have
employed Aboriginal people during the surveys, but it is difficult to see how this could be
equivalent to empowerment (see 9.2.5 above), especially given the lack of understanding of
Aboriginal intangible heritage and the fact that management conditions have not been finalised
(21-15). The proponents should be required to provide evidence to show that everything
possible was done to empower the Aboriginal people they worked with.
Another Purpose of the Act is:
to strengthen the ongoing right to maintain the distinctive spiritual, cultural, material and
economic relationship of traditional owners with the land and waters and other resources
with which they have a connection under traditional laws and customs (s 1(c))
As this Section submits, the proposed project would clearly harm the distinctive material and
economic relationship of the Bunurong / Boon Wurrung people with the Country affected.
Further, the proposed project would significantly harm and in some cases destroy Aboriginal
cultural heritage rather than conserve it. Respect for Aboriginal knowledge and traditional
practices involves respect for Country. In proposing this project AGL and APA show respect
towards neither of them.

9.7 Cultural Heritage Management Plans (CHMPs)
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We are concerned that so few CHMPs were designated, so few onsite surveys were conducted,
and so few sites of significance were discovered as reported in Technical Report P.
The EES notes that in 15383 and 15384 the standard assessments were:
‘hindered by low ground surface visibility across both Activity Areas associated with long
pasture grasses, with some occasional small areas of increased visibility found’. (P, 42)
With regard to CHMP 16300, the proponent asserts that the CHMP assessment could be
finalised at the level of Desktop Assessment (Technical Report P, 14). This conclusion seems to
be contradicted by the finding that shell middens were the third most common Aboriginal place
type in the coastal CHMPs, including CHMP 16300 (Technical Report P, 41). The presence of
shell middens show that the area was the setting for significant activity.
Further assessment is needed.
We are particularly concerned that of the three CHMPs being prepared for the project in order
for the project to be able to proceed, none has been finalised. The proponents have therefore
not met their legal requirements.

9.8 Risk assessment and mitigation measures
Of the six risks to Aboriginal cultural and intangible heritage listed, one is rated as ‘high’ and
three are rated ‘medium’ (21-13). The initial measures given to manage the risk are inadequate,
and there are absolutely no additional measures identified. Such a blanket absence of
additional mitigation measures is unique to this aspect of the EES and shows the lack of respect
and concern shown to the Bunurong people by the proponents.
Even accepting the proponents’ own assessment of the level of risk, the lack of additional
mitigation also means that the risk of disturbance of not previously registered rare Aboriginal
cultural heritage places resulting in a loss of heritage value remains at ‘medium’. So too does
the risk of disturbance of not previously registered intangible Aboriginal cultural heritage
places, and the risk of disturbance of not previously registered Aboriginal ancestral remains.
This is unacceptable.
The lack of additional mitigation also means that risks to Aboriginal cultural heritage from the
Pipeline Works’ construction – due to disturbance of previously registered Aboriginal cultural
heritage places, resulting in loss of heritage value – remains high. This is completely
unacceptable.
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The CHMP management conditions are inadequate (Technical Report P, 67-8; and see our
broader criticism at 9.2.4) and need to be revisited.
The EES also states:
‘The CHMPs will contain contingency measures to provide for matters in relation to
section 61 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act (whether the activity can avoid harm or
minimise harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage)’ (21-7).
It appears that such measures, including concerning critically sensitive matters such as how to
deal with human remains if they are found in mid-construction, are yet to be developed.
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Attachment 2
Visual and Landscape Changes
My name is Candida van Rood and I have reviewed section 5.0 of the Visual and Landscape
Impact Assessment the EES and in reference to its contents I submit the following:
The overall conclusion of the visual and landscape component of the AGL/APA Environmental
Effects Statement (EES) report is:
“The Project would cause a low degree of visual change, but would not materially affect the
composition, the appreciation of landscape character or the ability to take in or enjoy the view”.
With these images I am exposing some of the reasons why I disagree with the above statement.

1.0 Current Landscape Character of Woolleys Beach Picnic Amenity
Displayed below are images
of the current landscape
around the Woolleys Beach
area and adjacent to the Crib
Point jetty:

Image 1 &2:. Views from Woolley’s Beach picnic amenity, viewing the jetty and facing in
Easterly direction.

Image 3. View from Woolley’s Beach picnic amenity, to the jetty
South Easterly direction.

Image 4: View of Woolley’s Beach picnic amenity, walking path where unique wild local
orchids grow, which attract many enthusiasts, and aficionados.

Image 5: native orchid,
unique to Crib Point:
Thelmitra ixioides
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1.02 What will change at the Woolley’s Beach picnic amenity, if AGL and
APA’s Gas import Terminal goes ahead.
Above are a few images of the Woolley’s Beach picnic amenity depicting its peaceful
and natural beauty. It is shady in summer, and easily accessible for families with small
children and the disabled. (One of the few spots around Westernport where this is
possible.)
Below are pictures of the images brought to us by AGL. These installations will turn
this important recreational amenity which the local primary schools use for children to
learn about local wildlife flora and fauna; and young families and the elderly use on a
regular basis to enjoy the beauty of Westernport.
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The images in the EES are deceptive at best!
Below is the image of what AGL’s PhotoShop experts think the FSRU would look like
from Woolley’s Beach Picnic Amenity.
The images below from AGL’s reports show the FSRU as being about the same size
as one the Mari Boyle which is approx 170m and is similar in size to other
commercial vessels that currently use the Crib Point jetty.
We know that the FSRU measures at nearly twice that at 290 metres in length and
at least 50 metres high, and is therefore nearly twice the size of the Mari Boyle
tanker.
In these photographs below the scale is plainly wrong, so how much faith can we
have in the above AGL depictions of what Woolley’s picnic amenity would really
look like?
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Also, the LNG carriers to supply the proposed FSRU are bigger than any commercial vessels
currently using the Port of Hastings.
It is estimated that the proposed FSRU would be just as tall and three times the length of
the Ocean Monarch drilling rig that dominated Westernport for several months last year,
which: length overall (LOA) is 107.29 meters and width is 84.43 meters, and between 40 to
45 metres in height.
(Pictured below.)
Contrary to what is often implied by AGL, the Port of Hastings is over 2 km to the north of
Crib Point. It is not visible from Woolleys Beach.
In 2018-19 the Port of Hastings had fewer than 95 shipping movements per year.
This equates to just 2 shipping movements per week.
AGL’s upper estimates of 40 LNG tankers each year would increase commercial shipping
traffic in Westernport by as much as 40%, changing the character of its horizon from nearly
every vista and vantage point around the Bay. The Ocean Monarch was clearly visible from
Somers Beach, and its smaller than the proposed FSRU.

Image 6: Ocean Monarch drilling rig.

An AGL FSRU’s imposing presence for the next 20 years would be as disruptive to the
character of the area as the construction on Woolleys Beach of a 17 storey factory.
That is essentially what the proposed LNG processing plant would be.
The Increased activity of tug-boats manoeuvring the visiting LNG tankers would further
disrupt the vista over a large area of the Bay.
5S

Image 7: An actual picture of the FSRU planned for Crib Point, compared to the size of buildings and people on the
jetty here, is in its correct scale.

Image 7: Our mock-up of what the FSRU would look like next to Flinders Street Station in Melbourne’s CBD.

1.03 How can we trust AGL if they are deceptive with these images?
Considering AGL have spent so much time, money and energy on their EES report, and yet
have paid someone to create mock-ups which do not accurately depict their intentions, how
can we trust them with the actual project?
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2.01 Clearing of the shoreline where the planned onshore facilities would be
installed.
Below are photographs which depict the Northerly aspect next to the jetty before and after
Clearing was done by the Port of Hastings. (without permits from the Mornington Peninsula
Shire).

Image 8: Aerial view of Woolley’s Beach and the Crib Point jetty facing South. A small amount of clearing had taken
place for purpose of the receiving dock with its minimal traffic of United tankers.
(numbers described in other parts of this submission)

Image 9: a view from the shoreline next to the Northern part of Woolleys beach, next to the Crib Point jetty.
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Image 10: Land being illegally cleared by the Port of Hastings in February 2020

Image 11: Facing South across the northern aspect of the jetty after the land was cleared.
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Image 12: Looking across Woolleys’ Beach north of the Jetty where native bush was cleared.

With the ruthless and unannounced clearing of the native bush in almost the exact shape
AGL and APA have planned for their onshore facilities, it is clear that the Port of Hastings
has been complicit with their plan.
In the EES there is reference to 20 metre high Nitrogen towers which would be installed
here as well. Where are they in this picture created by the AGL Photoshop artist?
How can we trust a company which gives us this fake visual information about their
proposal?
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3.01 Summary
Westernport is a natural tidal bay with an ancient sunken river system, which harbours one of
the most important biodiverse set of eco-systems in South Eastern Australia. It is an important
feeding and breeding ground for sea mammals, such as whales, furs seals and dolphins and
migratory and local shoreline birds, several of them endangered.
The waters of Westernport change their rhythm and colour many times daily, giving those who
live, work, visit and play in and around the bay a vital sense of the glorious and majestic
mysteries of nature in all her splendour. Tourists come from all over the world to behold this
unique and awesome, mostly unspoilt wetland precinct.
Westernport is completely unsuited to any further heavy industry.
The population of Melbourne is the fastest growing of all Australian cities, nearly doubling in
the last 10 years. We cannot afford to sacrifice anymore of our natural places for heavy industry
when it is a renowned and proven fact that human well-being depends heavily on natural
places for refuge and sanctuary.
Many people who reside permanently (and those who choose to purchase properties with a
view to later retirement) around Westernport Bay do so because of the relaxed, quiet and
peaceful lifestyle, and the pristine environment of the Bay. It is a common phenomenon in
Australia and other countries for people across the broad economic spectrum to make a ‘sea
change’ decision to move away from crowded, busy and noisy big cities. Many ‘sea changers’
are prepared to pay a premium and some forego well-paid employment for the sense of
community and relaxed lifestyle afforded by unique locations such as Phillip Island and the
Mornington Peninsula. Westernport Bay with its Ramsar international Wetlands Conservation
status, and world-renowned aquatic and bird life, is a sanctuary that residents find very
attractive and supportive. The absence of major industries around Westernport adds to the
sense of a calm, beautiful and quiet place sought after by local residents.
There has been much public discussion and media attention concerning serious mental health
issues (such as depression, anxiety, and feelings of disempowerment) affecting Australians,
particularly over the last few years, with the early manifest signs of climate change, and now
with the uncertainty of the pandemic.
This will not get better with population growth and the effects of climate change, not to
mention the grief that goes with that, and how much that affects people’s quality of life and
overall productivity.
The loss of natural places puts us all under huge pressure, and is not sustainable for the future
of life on planet Earth.
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It is well documented that human beings need to be able to gaze at unspoiled natural vistas for
their physical and mental health.
Sustainability Victoria: ‘Victoria’s health services and health professionals are already seeing the
effects climate change has on our health systems. ‘

Westernport is a natural sanctuary just over one hour’s drive out of Australia’s fastest growing
metropolis. To turn it into an industrialised wasteland, is not an option for the long-term health
and sustainable future of human life, or any other life in Australia or Globally.
Nature of this sort is priceless.
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Attachment 3 Incidents referenced in Section 6 Safety Impacts
Date
21 Aug.
1991

Incident description
At approximately 2.17 pm, an explosion
occurred on Coode Island in Melbourne when a
600,000 litre chemical storage tank filled with
acrylonitrile exploded and caught fire. The fire
burned various hazardous chemicals including
acrylonitrile, phenol, methyl ethyl ketone and
benzene forming clouds of potentially toxic
black smoke up to 30 km from the site,
prompting the evacuation of Footscray Primary
School, nearby buildings and ships, and closure
of roads. People were advised to stay inside
with windows and doors closed to avoid smoke
inhalation. Testing conducted later showed that
the smoke was not a chemical hazard due
largely to the heat of the fire and high winds
helped to dissipate the smoke from the area.

Link
https://knowledge.aidr.org.
au/resources/industrialcoode-island-victoria/

6 July
1988

24 Mar
2019

Late in the evening a series of explosions ripped
through the Piper Alpha platform in the North
Sea. Engulfed in fire, over the next few hours
most of the oil rig topside modules collapsed
into the sea. 167 men died and many more
were injured and traumatised. The world’s
biggest offshore oil disaster affected 10% of UK
oil production and led to financial losses of an
estimated £2 billion (the equivalent of US$ 5
billion today).
A shipping Corporation of India LNG carrier
collided with a very large crude carrier at a
Fujairah anchorage in the United Arab Emirates
resulting a major damage to the oil tanker. The
155,000 cubic meter, Maltese-flagged LNG
carrier Aseem struck the port side of the Hong
Kong-flagged Shinyo Ocean as both vessels
were maneuvering through the anchorage
area. Aseem was headed for Qatargas’ Ras
Laffan LNG terminal when the accident
occurred.

https://www.thechemicalen
gineer.com/features/piperalpha-the-disaster-in-detail/

https://gcaptain.com/lngcarrier-collides-with-vlccoff-fujairah-uae-aisanimation/

6 Oct
2015

Twelve people were rescued at sea after the
Dutch freighter Flinterstar collided with the LNG
tanker Al Oraiq off the coast of Belgium. One
person was injured in the accident.

https://gcaptain.com/dutch
-freighter-flinterstar-sinksafter-collision-with-lngcarrier/

Pipeline accidents
9 Sept.
2010

At 6:11 p.m. a 30-inch-diameter segment of an
intrastate natural gas transmission pipeline
owned and operated by the Pacific Gas and
Electric Co. (PG&E), ruptured in a residential
area in San Bruno, California. The rupture
produced a crater about 72 feet long by 26 feet
wide. PG&E estimated that 47.6 million
standard cubic feet of natural gas was released;
the released natural gas ignited, resulting in a
fire that destroyed 38 homes and damaged 70.
Eight people were killed, many were injured
and many more were evacuated from the area

https://info.publicintelligen
ce.net/NTSB-SanBruno.pdf

13 Dec.
2005

At 9:26 a.m. an apartment building in
Bergenfield, New Jersey, exploded after
natural gas migrated into the building from a
damaged pipeline. Investigators found a break
in an underground steel natural gas line, near
where excavators were removing an oil tank
that was buried under an adjacent parking lot.
Three residents of the apartment building were
killed. Four residents and a tank removal
worker were injured and transported to
hospitals. Property damage amounted to more
than $863,300.

https://www.nytimes.com/2
005/12/14/nyregion/blastat-new-jersey-apartmentbuilding-kills-3-and-hurts5.html

19 Aug.
2000

At 5:26 a.m. a 30-inch-diameter natural gas
transmission pipeline operated by El Paso
Natural Gas Co. ruptured next to the Pecos
River near Carlsbad, New Mexico. The released
gas ignited and burned for 55 minutes. Twelve
people who were camping under a concretedecked steel bridge that supported the pipeline
across the river were killed and their three
vehicles destroyed. Two nearby steel
suspension bridges for gas pipelines crossing
the river were also extensively damaged.
According to El Paso Natural Gas Co., property
and other damages or losses totaled $998,296.

https://www.latimes.com/a
rchives/la-xpm-2000-aug20-mn-7546-story.html

7 June
2018

The explosion occurred during the early
hours near Moundsville, West Virginia. No
injuries or damage to private property were
reported, but a fireball burned for several
hours after an 83-foot section of the pipeline
burst into flames, releasing more than
$430,000 worth of natural gas.

https://www.wvpublic.
org/post/feds-sayland-shift-likelycaused-explosionpipeline-stillrisk#stream/0

MAIB REPORT ENUMERATES CAUSES OF 2018 VESSEL COLLISION OFF GIBRALTAR
By Baird Maritime - March 23, 2020

King Arthur (Photo: MAIB)
The UK Marine Accident Investigation Branch (MAIB) has released its investigation
report into a collision between a containership and a gas carrier in waters off Gibraltar in
2018.
Summary
On August 4, 2018, the UK-registered container vessel ANL Wyong and the Italianregistered gas carrier King Arthur collided in darkness, dense fog, and an area of heavy
shipping traffic south-east of Gibraltar. Both vessels were destined for Algeciras, Spain.
ANL Wyong was stopped and waiting for a pilot as there was no berth immediately
available while King Arthur was heading towards a boat transfer position near Algeciras.
The collision resulted in moderate damage to King Arthur‘s port bow and ANL Wyong‘s
port quarter.
The MAIB said the accident happened because neither vessel appreciated the risk of
collision in sufficient time to take effective avoiding action and pass at a safe distance.
The investigation has also highlighted risks associated with the inappropriate use of VHF
radio and AIS information when assessing risk of collision.

The collision occurred within a recognised vessel traffic service (VTS) area; however,
the vessels were not warned of the developing risk by the shore authority responsible for
traffic safety in the area.
Safety issues
•
•
•

•

Although both vessels were monitoring the shipping situation, neither bridge team
responded effectively to the developing, hazardous situation.
On board ANL Wyong, the officer of the watch was aware of numerous other vessels
approaching, but perceived that they would all keep clear, so took no action.
On board King Arthur, the master’s action to avoid ANL Wyong was insufficient, and
collision-avoidance decisions were largely based on AIS information and VHF
conversations, which were misleading and distracting.
Although the collision occurred within a designated VTS area, no action was taken
ashore to warn the vessels of the risk of collision.
https://www.bairdmaritime.com/ship-world/boxship-world/maib-report-enumeratescauses-of-2018-vessel-collision-off-gibraltar/

Awilco LNG Tanker Hit by Another Ship off Singapore
June 6, 2019, by World Maritime News
An LNG carrier owned by Norwegian LNG transportation company Awilco LNG has been
struck by another vessel off Singapore.The incident involving the 155,900 cbm LNG tanker
WilForce occurred on May 30, 2019, the company said.
No crew injuries or spills have been reported onboard the WilForce.
The 2013-built vessel has been sent to a yard in Singapore for class inspection and hull
repairs. It is currently unclear how long the vessel will be offhire, Awilco LNG added.
As informed, the vessel has full insurance cover for repair expenses and loss of hire, subject
to a deductible.
“Based on a preliminary assessment of facts Awilco LNG holds the other vessel fully and
completely liable for the collision, and the company expects to recover all costs, losses and
expenses including deductibles in due course,” the company said in a statement.
The second ship involved in the incident has not been identified.

Awilco LNG vessel damaged in collision off Singapore
https://www.offshore-energy.biz/awilco-lng-tanker-hit-by-another-ship-off-singapore/

Attachment 4
A brief timeline of industry and environmental awareness
The table below offers a perspective on the socio-economics of Western Port. It shows that
despite the common perception of the bay and its surrounds as industrialised and fit for
further heavy industry, the reality is different. Hastings and Crib Point in particular have
struggled to shake off the port ‘noose’ which has restricted sustainable growth since Sir
Henry Bolte’s misguided vision of the 1960s. An ever-growing body of research and evidence
suggests a dramatically different vision. It has only been in the past decade that many new
and exciting discoveries have been made about wetlands (hence the establishment of the
Blue Carbon Lab) and within Westernport Bay itself where the recently discovered Bryozoan
Reef exists near Rhyll.
It’s time to see Western Port in an entirely new light. But governments are assigning
significant resources to understanding and protecting the bay’s natural capital while also
advancing destructive development proposals that stand to do the opposite. This lack of a
cohesive and sustainable strategy for Western Port hobbles the region’s prospects. And the
ever-looming threat of yet another inappropriate proposal remains a constant theme.
The table below only includes Victorian or Federal government initiatives or research, and
studies on Western Port. There are many other reports on the state of the environment,
Victorian and Australian coastlines and the effects of climate change that point to a general
decline in biodiversity and damning extinction rates – both of which will impact Western
Port. Not included in the table are the many volunteer groups who strive to maintain,
rebuild, reinvigorate and protect the environment. Many of these groups also educate and
contribute to the growing awareness of the Westernport region.
An audit conducted on the state of Ramsar wetlands reported,
“We found limited evidence that all Ramsar sites were being effectively managed and
protected from decline. We concluded that the governance, coordination and
oversight of the management of Ramsar sites needed to improve for Victoria to
effectively meet its obligations. We found monitoring of the implementation of
management plans also required improvement, as there was limited ongoing
monitoring of plan implementation or whether actions were achieving the intended
outcomes.”1
Further, a number of jurisdictions have wetland policies in place. In Victoria, these include
Water for Victoria 20162 and the Victorian Waterway Management Strategy 20133. In Water
for Victoria the government reiterated its long-term commitment to protecting and
improving waterway health, building on the direction outlined in the 2013 Victorian
1

Reference to be provided on request.
2 https://www.water.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0030/58827/Water-Plan-strategy2.pdf
3 https://www.water.vic.gov.au/waterways-andcatchments/rivers-estuaries-andwaterways/strategies-andplanning

Waterway Management Strategy. The Government has invested $130 million in protecting
and improving the community values of rivers, wetlands and estuaries (waterways) for the
period 2016-17 – 2020-21.

Heavy industry in Westernport – existing
and proposed
1960s “Ruhr of Victoria” vision. Liberal
Premier Henry Bolte had a vision for
Westernport to become a heavily
industrialised area.
1965 to 1985 BP Oil Refinery at Crib Point
jetty BP Australia purchased land in 1963
and negotiated with the Bolte
government with subsequent legislation
in place
1967 Development at Long Island,
Hastings – steelworks, fertiliser,
petroleum and gas fractionation
approved by Bolte government. Only
three major industrial plants were built –
a BP refinery at Crib Point (closed in
1985), Lysaght’s steel mill near Hastings
(now BlueScope), and Esso’s gas
fractionation plant, which still operates.*
1967 Nuclear reactor and Dry Dock
proposal- Victoria’s State Electricity
Commission applied to the Lands
Department for the reservation of 400
acres of French Island in Western Port
Bay for future construction of
a nuclear power plant. (Did not
eventuate)
1970 Western Port Regional Planning
Authority established. Statement of
Planning Policy No.1 i
1987 Proposed Western Mining
ammonia-urea plant (Stopped)
1992 Proposed Shell-Mobil “supertanker” project (Did not eventuate)

Environmental significance and
research/growing awareness
1975 Westernport Bay Environment
Study (commonly known as the
‘Shapiro Report’). Commissioned by
government, the study is a major
multi-disciplinary program that began
in 1973 to obtain broad scientific
knowledge of the bay and its
catchment preceding major urban and
industrial development.
1979 Shapiro Report
recommendations further reinforced
by incorporation into The Waters of
Western Port Bay and Catchment
Statement of Environment Policy No.
28.
1982 Listed under the Ramsar
Convention as a Wetland of
International Importance. To be listed
as a Ramsar wetland a site must meet
at least one of the nine listing criteria.
Western Port meets seven of the
criteria. “Designation as a Ramsar site
confers upon it the prestige of
international recognition, it also raises
the profile of the site; enhances
opportunities for management
assistance and improves long-term
management of the wetland; and
increases legislative protection
through the Environment Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999”. Dept of Water, Agriculture and
the Environment.ii
2002 UNESCO Biosphere Reserve
designation – areas which combine

2007 Proposed Boral Bitumen plant
(Stopped)
2011 Port of Hastings Container Port
Strategy costing $110m (Stopped)
2011 Bluescope Steel restructured and
employees made redundant
2013 Bluescope Steel reduces employee
numbers for a second time bringing the
total number of workers at Bluescope to
around 500. This continues a steady
decline from 1100 in 2005 and a high of
about 1800 in 1980.
2017 Infrastructure Victoria Report –
Second Container Port Advice – Evidence
Base Discussion Paper. “Infrastructure
Victoria has identified Bay West as the
preferred location for a new container
port once the Port of Melbourne reaches
capacity of 8 million TEU around 2055,
saying the site was also well suited to
becoming Melbourne’s future port in the
longer term.” Infrastructure Victoria,
Tues, May 23, 2017.

outstanding natural values with
intense interactions with human
populations. There are only 9
(previously 13) Biospheres in Australia
of 701 worldwide. iii
2003 Biosphere Foundation – nonprofit Mornington Peninsula and
Western Port Biosphere Reserve
Foundation Ltd – known as the
Biosphere Foundation for short, has
worked with the community to create
a sustainable future for Western Port –
environmentally, socially and
economically. iv 2003 Ramsar Management Plan
2011-2015 Local Coastal Hazard
Assessment (DELWP) “Western Port
has significant social, economic, built
and natural values, which have been
identified as at risk from the impacts of
sea level rise and storm surge.” v
2011 Understanding the Western
Port Environment Report - A summary
of current knowledge and priorities for
future research, Nov 2011. vi
2014 Scenario Planning for Western
Port Bay 5-day workshop held in
response to container port plans. Led
by Professor Robert Costanza, one of
the world’s leading ecological
economists. vii
2016 Blue Carbon Lab The Blue
Carbon Lab was founded in January
2016 by A/Prof Peter Macreadie.
“To understand and respond to the
impacts of global change on
freshwater, coastal, and ocean
ecosystems. And, “to offer innovative
research solutions aiming to help
mitigate climate change and enhance
our blue economy, while

simultaneously supporting aquatic
biodiversity, economic growth,
capacity building, and community
wellbeing. viii
2018 Two Great Ramsar Wetlands
Projects – Port Phillip Bay & Western
Port. Five-year project aimed at
bringing various key groups together
to reduce threats to the two bays. ix
2016 Western Port Bryozoan Reef
Research The first indication of the
existence of bryozoan biogenic reefs in
Western Port came via a report by
Blake et al. (2013). x
2017 Protecting Victoria’s Iconic
Western Port Wetlands – State
government announced the new 7
year Western Port Ramsar Site
Management Plan. (Implementation
2020-2027). xi
2019 $300,000 for the Biosphere
Foundation- Flinders MP Greg Hunt
announced funds for foundation
2020 Western Port Bryozoan Reefs
Project 2020 Macrofauna Biodiversity
Report. xii

IIn

1976 the Statement of Planning Policy No. 1 was reviewed and tightened after public participation, and
incorporated requirements of the ‘Shapiro report’.
In 1979 Statement of Environment Policy No.28 “The Waters of Western Port Bay And Catchment” further
reinforced the Shapiro recommendations.
ii

One of 12 Ramsar sites in Victoria and of 65 Australia wide. The Convention on Wetlands of International
Importance (the Ramsar Convention) was signed in Ramsar, Iran on 2 February 1971. The Ramsar Convention
aims to halt the worldwide loss of wetlands and to conserve, through wise use and management, those that
remain. The Convention encourages member countries to nominate sites containing representative, rare or
unique wetlands, or that are important for conserving biological diversity, to the List of Wetlands of
International Importance (Ramsar sites). Australia was one of the first countries to become a Contracting Party
to the Convention and designated the world's first Ramsar site, Cobourg Peninsula, in 1974.
iii

Biosphere reserves are sites recognised under the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organisation’s (UNESCO’s) Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Program. Western Port Biosphere Reserve was given

its UNESCO charter in 2003 in recognition of the outstanding natural values of the region. These are found in
the inner conservation core, French Island and the seagrass beds, mudflats, mangroves and saltmarshes that
fringe the bay.
Biospheres promote sustainable development based on local community efforts and sound science. Biospheres
make ideal learning sites to test and demonstrate innovative approaches to sustainable development and
innovative approaches to living and working in harmony with nature. Biospheres encourage the community to
develop better ways to meet social and economic needs, while conserving natural processes and biodiversity.
They support this through research, monitoring, education and information exchange.
iv

Western Port and its surrounds have also been recognized internationally, with UNESCO’s Man and the
Biosphere program designating it as one of just over 500 Biosphere Reserves around the world, which combine
outstanding natural values with intense interactions with human populations (www.biosphere.org.au). This
places it alongside 13 other such reserves in Australia, including Wilsons Promontory, Uluru-Kata Tjuta, and
Kosciuszko National Park. (P.5 Understanding the Western Port Environment, 2011) NB: current worldwide
biosphere reserve number is 701.
v

The Western Port Local Coastal Hazard Assessment project was part of a wider Victorian Government program
led by Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) to generate detailed coastal mapping
and information. The report was intended to help Victorians understand and plan for climate risks along the
coast through better information on storm surges and possible sea level rise impacts.
vi

Funding of this review was provided by Melbourne Water, Victorian Government Department of Sustainability
and Environment, and the Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management Authority through the
Victorian Government’s Natural Resources Investment Program (NRIP). The review was delivered through the
Victorian Centre for Aquatic Pollution Identification and Management (CAPIM).
vii

Following the release of the Australian Conservation Foundation’s preliminary study into the ecological values
of Westernport Bay, Professor Robert Costanza, one of the world’s leading ecological economists,
recommended a scenario-planning workshop to shed light on the alternative futures for the Westernport Bay
Region. Academics, key regional decision makers, strategic planners, scientists, business people, local councilors
and members of community groups, in all representing 40 organisations, attended the workshop where they
analysed potential future scenarios that could secure or undermine the economic, social and environmental
futures of the Westernport Bay Region.
viii

The lab sits within the School of Life and Environmental Sciences and the Faculty of Science and the Built
Environment at Deakin University.
ix

The Two Great Ramsar Wetlands project is a five-year project that aims to bring key agencies, land managers
and community groups together to reduce the threats to the Port Phillip and Western Port Ramsar sites
through landscape-scale actions including pest, animal and weed control, re-vegetation, habitat augmentation
and community engagement and education. The project is support by the Port Phillip & Westernport CMA
through funding from the Australian Government’s National Landcare Program. Partners: Nature Glenelg Trust,
Parks Victoria, French Island Landcare.
x

The first indication of the existence of bryozoan biogenic reefs in Western Port came via a report by Blake et
al. (2013) who used towed underwater video to describe isolated occurrences of a habitat described as
“patches of low and high profile broken and solid reef colonised by dense bryozoans and sparse sponges”. The
potential significance of this habitat type was not fully appreciated until a 2016 biotope classification study of
Western Port by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) (Fathom Pacific 2016).
“…initial findings combined with an extensive desktop study and consultation with world experts, pointed to
the existence of a significant biotope of national and potentially global significance. It was these indicators that
instigated the commencement of the Western Port Bryozoan Reef Research Project in 2018. This newly
discovered habitat type was not recognised in previous major studies of Western Port (Smith et al. 1975,
Kellogg Brown & Root 2010, Melbourne Water 2018).”
“These biogenic reef structures are known to offer a range of benefits to associating fauna (largely
invertebrates), providing protection from predators and currents, attachment points for larval stage species
and feeding opportunities. This often results in the reefs supporting significantly higher species assemblages
than their surrounding habitat (Wood et al. 2013). Bryozoa have been described as “bioconstructors” that,

when clustered together either loosely or in reef form (such as in Western Port), can enhance species richness
and diversity (Jones 2006). Several recreationally and commercially targeted fish species are known to be
seasonally present in the reef area making it a highly desirable fishing location.
Of the 54 recognised sites only three are found in Australian waters.” Western Port Bryozoan Reefs Research
Project Report 3: Macrofauna Biodiversity
xi

Media Release 31 Mar 2017 - “Victoria’s iconic Western Port Ramsar Site will be better protected thanks to a
new management plan developed by the Andrews Labor Government.” Minister for Water Lisa Neville:
“Western Port is listed as a Ramsar site of international importance because of its outstanding saltmarsh,
mangrove and seagrass habitats, and the number and diversity of waterbirds. We have worked with the
community to put a new management plan in place to ensure Western Port is a thriving, healthy environment
for generations to come.” (Refer Attachment 1)
xii

“These biogenic reef structures are known to offer a range of benefits to associating fauna (largely
invertebrates), providing protection from predators and currents, attachment points for larval stage species
and feeding opportunities. This often results in the reefs supporting significantly higher species assemblages
than their surrounding habitat (Wood et al. 2013). Bryozoa have been described as “bioconstructors” that,
when clustered together either loosely or in reef form (such as in Western Port), can enhance species richness
and diversity (Jones 2006). Several recreationally and commercially targeted fish species are known to be
seasonally present in the reef area making it a highly desirable fishing location.
Of the 54 recognised sites only three are found in Australian waters.” Western Port Bryozoan Reefs Research
Project Report 3: Macrofauna Biodiversity.

1.3.3. Position on the Project
Project will be entering the EES process with around half (52%) of Mornington Peninsula community with
neutral positions. Once again, the many neutral positions may indicate the community is waiting to see the
detailed EES before deciding if they accept the Project.
Support for the Project is incrementally increasing with 26% of respondents in the Mornington Peninsula in
the support categories, and 22% in opposition categories.
Support for/opposition to AGL Gas Import Jetty Project
What best describes your current position on the proposed project?
Mornington Peninsula
53
52
49
49

60
50
40
30
20
10
0

13

9 10 9

I oppose the proposed
project and always will

Jun-19 (n=401)

14 13
12 13

12

I will/would oppose the
I am undecided + I don't
project unless my concerns know enough about it to
are addressed in a
have an opinion
comprehensive &
satisfactory way
Oct-19 (n=403)

15

18

15

11 10 11 11

I will/would support he
project unless something
bad happens

Jan-20 (n=401)

I support the proposed
project

Apr-20 (n = 402)

1.3.4. Project benefits
The Project proponents have avoided extensive discussion about the benefits of the project in the
community such as increased employment due to the concern from local groups that AGL is attempting to
bribe them. Despite this, social research results demonstrate that the economic benefits of the Project are
well understood.

Which, if any, might you consider a benefit of the project
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Attachment 6
In 2019 Save Westernport and Environment Victoria ran a campaign that gave people the
opportunity to let AGL know what they thought about the corporation’s Crib Point proposal.
6,795 people signed a pledge (on paper or electronically) promising to boycott AGL as an
energy provider if they continued with their plan. Many wrote a message to the company too,
and a selection of these are printed below. They represent the personal, environmental, social
and economic reasons why people oppose the proponent’s plan.

Please respect our Ramsar obligations
Keep the birds
This project needs to stop to protect the marine stock
Westernport is important because of the mangrove swamps that are home to a lot of juvenile species. Please
don't kill it
Westernport is a unique Ramsar wetland subject to international convention to protect migratory wading birds.
AGL has no moral right to interfere with its highly polluting project
Weedy seadragons, lamp shells and sea grasses must be preserved for the next generation and beyond
Please exercise your green credentials to protect our Ramsar and Unesco site, and leave Westernport alone
It is a Ramsar area, sensitive and unique, AGL has other options
The added turbulence of large moving ships and of their propulsion system - spare a thought for seagrass, where
life begins for many aquatic animals
Save the weedy sea dragons under Flinders pierl!
We need to act against AGL to protect the local wetlands and our future!
Bird habitat - no place for this
This process is toxic to the unique Westernport wetlands - we don't want and not need it ... the environment
above profits
Totally inappropriate development for Ramsar site that is Westernport
Wetlands are the nursery for fish and other marine species This project will destroy the area forever
Need to protect and respect Ramsar Wetlands and native waterbirds. Same with food source for Phillip Island's
penguins

AGL's proposal sits opposite French Island mangroves - a large fish breeding ground. Destroy this as in the past,
and destroy all water related tourism
I have not lived in Hastings long, about 7 months. I do not want to see the area, the wetlands and the sea polluted
and potentially destroyed
Previous wetlands are no place for such activity
FSRU is untested in Ramsar wetland, emissions contravene AGL's own policy
AGL must not pollute the Ramsar listed Westernport Bay. They do not have a social licence
The fishery nurseries which have flourished for centuries need to be preserved. Keep away from this precious
resource
The wetlands and waters of Westernport are too precious to lose. This is a short-sighted and unethical project
Mangroves are a valuable and vulnerable habitat. Industry should not take precedence
I am concerned about the release of chlorine to the air and waterway and the potential damage to the water
ecology and the wetland ecology by introducing this and the warm water.
Greenhouse gas impacts wetlands, sequesters 40% more carbon than rainforest therefore we can't afford to risk
damage to the wetlands in the region.
Ramsar should be more protected, nurtured and maintained - this AGL proposal sets a dangerous precedent
To stop potential damage to the amazing wetlands at Crib Point
No such proposal should be allowed in a Ramsar listed wetland! My grandchildren deserve to experience these
natural environs
Interfering with the unique wetland system is a huge mistake. Boycott AGL
I am concerned that AGL's actions will permanently damage the precious Ramsar wetlands and environment
I don't want our beautiful wetlands to be destroyed!
Wetlands need protection - environmental issues
This is an extraordinary wildlife, wetlands and water area, which is worth more in tourism than short term gas
extraction - old dirty technology
The area you have carefully chosen s the most sourthern mangrove in the country and your plan will fuck it up!!
Save our wetlands - renewables instead
Save our wetlands!

Save the wetlands
Wetlands are vital and an important habitat for so many wildlife. We must protect what we love - there is no
better time.
We don't want dirty polluting gas. We need to protect the wetlands
Because wetlands need protection
Protect the wetlands and go to clean energy - it is here!!
Wetlands need protection.
It's going to upset the marine life and international wetlands need protection
Very concerned about destruction to mangroves and seagrass
We need to do everything we can to protect our Ramsar wetland and the place we call home
I don't want this to go ahead as it will affect our wetlands, our precious wildlife and ocean life.
This is at odds with your otherwise stated move away from fossil fuel production - enough in a Ramsar area
The world is under threat of destruction - it is time to save wildlife and wetlands, not destroy
Following the fires our existing wetlands must be preserved now more than ever
Our endangered birds, especially waders should not be disturbed in a Ramsar site.
We love our coast - we have chosen to liver here for all it's beauty - not your greed
Westernport Bay is my local backyard and I will not allow this project to go ahead for the sake of executive
bonuses
I live on the Westernport wetlands. I will not let you destroy this habitat for the sake of shareholder profits
I live by the seas in Westernport and I fish
I grew up on Westernport Bay. Very concerned about environmental impact.
I live in the area, use the bay and don;t want my water polluted by waste water
Surfed the area, beautiful spot, no oil
You can't eat or breathe money. We are about to have a baby and projects like this make us fear for the future of
our son
I want to leave a planet better than I found it, for my children and grandchildren. I liver here because of the magic
environment and it's incredible people

I sail a yacht on Westernport and love the quiet and peace. No to industry in this paradise
I regularly use the Westernport beaches and enjoy them as they are!
Westernport Bay is too precious to jeopardise in any way. AGL needs to look the the future and move away from
fossil fuels ASAP
Save our bay and protect sea creatures
AGL will damage our bay which is not tolerable
Westernport needs a safe area for its environment. Not AGL and their tricky timebombs. Green energy
Because it will destroy the Westernport Bay. There are NO AGL safeguards
Because going ahead with further fossil fuel projects in the beautiful Westernport Bay will have devastating effect
for the area and beyond
Do not spoil Westernport Bay and leave our beaches the way they are.
We love our Bay. No corporation should be allowed to exploit our environment for profit
Because it puts the sea life and health of the bay at risk
Crib Point is not an industrial area. We need green development. Westernport Bay must be protected
Please don't go ahead and spoil our bay
Not in my town!!
No AGL in Westernport
Don't take away my ability to enjoy the bay and catch myself a feed
Westernport Bay does not need corporations exploiting its beauty. I don;t want to look at ugly oil process when I
go sailing. Stay away!
Leave the Bay alone
Appropriate development is all we're interested in. Westernport is too fragile and precious
To protect our Bay. It's fantastic now, great for the children
It will affect the health of the Bay
This is an obscenely unethical project that puts the wetlands and waterways of Westernport at risk
It will damage the environmental value of Westernport Bay

Too dangerous for Westernport Bay
Our environment is far more important than your profit. Your gas project is not wanted in Westernport Bay. I will
never be your customer if you proceed with it.
I will definitely boycott - Leave Westernport alone
Westernport Bay is returning to life. DO NOT DESTROY IT!
No!! Dirty gas factory in our Westernport Bay!!! I want my beaches clean
We are the biggest exporters of gas - why do we need to import gas through Crib Point? Answer - profit and greed
I don't want your ruining my beautiful Bay where we live and play
Do not destroy our Bay
As a local resident I am very concerned about the environmental and social impacts on my community
Resident who considers Westernport environment will be devestatd if AGL project goes ahead
We don't want AGL in Crib Point
Please do not locate locate gas terminals in Westernport Bay
Because it is bad for our Bay!
Please don't ruin our beautiful Westernport and the environment
Flora and fauna of our beautiful Westernport Bay are put at rish thanks to this project of and the greed of the
humans proposing it.
Please don't proceed with gas imports in Crib Point - we don’t need it!
Westernport Bay is a unique but delicate ecosystem that if degraded will never recover. Building infrastructure for
fossil fuel project is short sighted at the extreme
Our Bay needs protection not this development
I love Westernport's natural beauty and do not want this destroyed
I'm an active user of Westernport Bay with kitesurfing. I am against this proposal. There is no infinite growth on a
finite planet.
I have lived on the Peninsula all my life, and the last 25 years on Westernport. This is a far too precious area to risk
losing to corporate greed for short term goals. So wrong in every single way.
I am very concerned with the environmental impacts this project will have on the pristine and delicate
Westernport Bay. It should not be allowed to proceed in heritage listed Ramsar wetlands

It could destroy our Bay's unique wetlands and wildlife, could harm local businesses and will increase Victoria’s
greenhouse gas emissions in the midst of the climate crisis.
Protect the environment and all the wildlife in the area
Don't make the Bay a dumping ground
Save our beautiful Bay
Save our beautiful Bay
Please do not spoil our waterway and special place that is Westernport
Fragile ecosystem in Westernport
No gas in Westernport
Leave our Bay to mother nature!
Westernport Bay is a Ramsar listed wetland of international significance - too precious to put at risk
Save Westernport from AGL's destruction and pollution
We don't want this on our lovely peninsula
I enjoy swimming in a clean Westernport Bay
I want a clean future for Westernport Bay and the planet. This project is unnecessary and harmful.
I have grown up enjoying the Westernport environment and would hate to see it damaged for the generations to
come.
No justification for reinforcing our gas when Australia has plenty. Stop destroying our Bay. Stop sending gas
overseas!
Westernport Bay should be an environmentally protected area
Literally the worst thing that could happen to Westernport. I’m disgusted even by the thought of AGL!
I don't want our Bay destroyed by massive pollutants
I detest that we (you?!) have exported our gas and now want to pollute Westernport water and put us as risk too
I don't want AGL to ruin our sealife and destroy Crib Point and Westernport Bay beauty.
Gas is not green technology! AGL knows gas is terminal technology - like coal!!! Clean up your act AGL! Leave
Westernport degradation free

We can't afford further large scale risks to the ecology of Westernport! There is also no economic benefit - go
away!
No gas for Westernport
The long term effect on Westernport and surrounding areas is my concern
Conserve the precious Bay
Please go somewhere else, not in Westernport - also the Mornington Peninsula is not the place for a gas terminal
Why would you want to do something that has a risk of doing harm to our local environment?
Stay our of Westernport Bay. You will damage our sea grass
Because i love the Bay.
Inappropriate development. Preserve Westernport in total.
Preserve our Westernport sanctuary, for now and the future. It is vital we look after and care for our natural
assets.
No accidents, clean Bay
Fuck AGL and stay out. My grandaddy pioneered the Bay and surrounding area! AGL stands to destroy
EVERYTHING I live for
Keep Westernport clean
We need clean water and atmosphere not dirty gas polluting our Westernport
Save Westernport. No AGL gas terminal
Leave our Bay alone
I live on the Mornington and object vehemently to this proposal. An environmental disaster!!
To save Westernport and the environment,
It has no place in our special environment and is a concern to all fish that breed in Crib Point.
This is a sanctuary that must be saved
To protect our precious marine life. We don't want you in our Bay!!
I have loved Westernport, French Island, Phillip Island all my life, even Shoreham and Pt Leo. Please save us
Loss of wildlife. It’s our OUR Bay, not AGL's. All about MONEY. Lay off

No new emissions! Save the Bay
To save our precious Bay for future generations
I am a 20 year customer of AGL, I urge you to keep our natural gas, and NOT build in Westernport!!
AGL stop Crib Point gas factory and pipeline
This development will significantly harm the Westernport marine ecosystem
My local marine wildlife needs protecting
Keep the Bay pristine - no more ruining natural habitats
This is such a beautiful health Bay, enjoyed by so many. How dare you risk its health
I live within 1.5km of the proposed facility which will detrimentally affect my quality of life and the local
environment.
Westernport Bay is an environmental asset. An FSRU does not belong in a Ramsar wetland
Life in Westernport Bay will be destroyed by this monstrosity. The Bay will die. Tourism wil die.
As a permanent resident of a Westernport coastal village, I do not want the seagrass, water temperature,
mangroves, fish - all the marine life threatened and/or destroyed by the AGL development
Westernport is a unique and fragile environment and needs protecting for future generations. STOP AGL!
Westernport Bay is a marine national park. Please dont destroy a Ramsar Wetland area for your own greed
You're going to ruin Westernport Bay - Piss off!
Leave our Bay alone!!
Because Westernport Bay is too precious and environment to risk it's health.
For local environment to be protected
I don't want heavy industry in Crib Point. I live nearby, environmental degradation, noise/light/chemical pollution,
I will boycott AGL
We live in Westernport for a reason - it's Victoria;s best kept secret paradise and AGL have crashed the party and
are UNWELCOME HOUSEGUESTS!
When it's all said and done, at the end of the day, listen AGL, you don't own Westernport Bay
Westernport Bay is such a precious space, huge population of dolphins and other species. Please don't go ahead

Because I care about the beautiful Westernport Bay - our Bay, not yours!
I do not support any project in Westernport that has any potential negative outcomes both real and perceived.
I don't wish to risk our precious Westernport area and add to greenhouse gas emissions
I love the bay and its wildlife
Risk of bushfire exclusion zone impacting amenities and access at Wooley's Beach
I have seen a koala in a mangrove bush in Westernport Bay. Environmental values are too important to take risks
To protect our Westernport Bay environment
Because we don't want the Bay ruined
I don't want to have a gas terminal in the Bay
Please keep our Bay alone and clean
Leave Westernport alone!
Totally unacceptable, cynical, nonsensical and very damaging profit gouge that cannot be justified in any way - I
would go without gas or electricity to stop this project
We need to preserve the environment for future generations and it's our responsibility, every little bit counts!
Because AGL and intities of their ilk are fucking dangerous months that have to go ASAP
We need to protect our sea life and our way of life!
Environmental damage
AGL please listen to the locals here and think of the medium to long term environmental impacts. We have stacks
of gas in Qld, get it from there
STOP THIS PROJECT
Environmentally this does not stack up - no baseline data!!
To protect the sea and land and overall ecosystem
What you plan to do is criminal. You are destroying our future and we will never support this project.
Another raping of our environment - "bugger off"
I care about the environment

I have left AGL due to environmental considerations
DIVEST from fossil fuels, it does not make economic, social or environmental sense!
Time to move to clean energy - by that I mean RENEWABLE energy. No more fossil fuels - time to CHANGE
Crazy - why export and bring it back?!
This project is a nasty self-serving greedy grab by AGL, which will not benefit anyone, except their profits
Stop it NOW!
Protect marine life
I think it is a terrible idea and your not thinking about the coastal environment's future or the ocean's future
Stop this destruction and buggering up nature
It is more necessary to preserve this important environment than bring in polluting expensive gas
I want to protect this valuable ecosystem for my children and grandchildren and focussing on stopping emission
and drawing down carbon so that we can continue living
We care for the wildlife
We care about our environment
Earth is the only liveable place, we’ve already ruined parts of it, why ruin it more? The least we could do is respect
our home and rehabilitate it, NOT DESTROY IT!
There are many other projects you could invest your money in without harming the local community. Please think
about that.
Keep our beaches natural!
We don't need a floating gas factory
Environmental, economic and political insanity. Go away AGL!
You need to get out of gas NOW - Groundswell Gloucester
To keep the lovely environment clean and healthy
You are not thinking of the future generations of Australians by going down this path
No pipeline AGL
Dear AGL Board - This is the most insane, retrograde, duplicitous and dangerous idea. Do not do this, We will win

No thanks, no tidal movement
It will wreck the precious ecosystem
You will destroy the beauty of the area, the environment - and the dolphins will leave, DON"T
Don't destroy the ecosystem, leave the oceans alone
So our grandchildren are able to enjoy the environment as we have been able to
Concern for environmental dame has meant I have changed my energy from AGL to a more responsible provider I will encourage others to do so
It will destroy the unique environment for pointless non-renewable energy source
Save our fish
This gas terminal could destroy our Bay's unique wetlands and wildlife, could harm local businesses and will
increase Victoria;s greenhouse emissions in the midst of a climate crisis.
This is unacceptable!
Climate disaster, and you want to embrace the burning of fossil fuels is a biosphere?
I care about our bay, land and future!
If we destroy the environment with AGL all the marine life will be killed. We need to start thinking and the planet
and our impact on it
For the environment
Environmental impact
As a customer I am considering changing retailers.
We need to start respecting and looking after the environment in which we live instead of destroying it for short
lived profit of the few
STOP DESTROYING OUR BEAUTIFUL COUNTRY!
In am an avid believer if preserving environment before profit
Unnecessary. Potential environmental disaster
I will never choose you again
Care about the environment

Don't pollute our land, water and air
This project does more harm than good, and is purely driven by profit. It must not go ahead
Protecting wildlife/birdlife and protecting local residents
I worry about the environmental effects on all wildlife and for our future generations
We need to take greater care of our environment and resources. Protect the natural environment
I am concerned regarding the impact on the environment and its impact on climate change
Preserving birdlife and nature
I want to protect the environment
Go away AGL
This is the wrong business in the wrong place!
More environmental consciousness needed
Need to think of the next generation!
No more fossil fuels
I left your gas and electricity companies because of this proposed project, CHANGE YOUR THINKING!!!
Environmental risk
This could hurt the wildlife and is an aspect of destroying our planet
Protect the environment please!!
You need to invest in green energy and technology. Stop selling energy aborad. No more environmental damage
should be needed in 2020
Environmental reasons
Don’t want this to go ahead for the sake of my children and home environment
This would be a significant risk environmentally
It is impractical, uneconomical, unsustainable. The campaign has ruined AGL's brand. Because of this i will NEVER
invest or use AGL. And I will share this sentiment with friends and family
This is an idea for the DINOSAUR age, you fools. We need renewables. There is CLIMATE CHANGE!!

Please don't!
Because they are going to pollute the bay for absolutely no reason
Our environment is at risk at it is vital everyone comes to their senses. Consider others, animals, humans, and the
globe
Our waters, animals, our jobs, and the beauty of our land
Stop this gas pipe
We produce our own gas and export it - why are we bring it back?
Unnecessary industrial development! Please don't EXPLOIT our natural environment
We live in a beautiful environment that we don't want destroyed by filthy gas works. Shame on you!!
Not needed in this area
It is pristine now, don't ruin it from how it is, or for my kids
We don't need this abortion. Look to the furture - our kids future and grandkids. Wake up. Money won't help
No future, so yesterday - Global Warming
There are other alternative sources. No more destruction to the environment please!!
Please please please INVEST in sustainable energy - FOSSIL FUELS ARE KILLING THE WORLD
Fish
Our waterways need protecting
We will never use AGL whilst you continue your aim
Time to take notice of the toll capitalism has taken on earth
We need to preserve and care for our environment
Profits are temporary; ecosystems shouldn't be
We want to protect our land
Because I care about Life and Country! - And everything!
We don’t want AGL destroying the Bay with its heat and chemicals

We don't want a new environmentally damaging industry with elements of foreign interest.
Leave our ocean in peace
Because I would like to know my daughter has a planet to grow old on
There are too few special places left in the world to ruin another one for the sake of $ - "progress"
It will impact on our environment, is not necessary and driven by greed.
We want to preserve our environment for our future generations
Save our environment
Please stop this environmental sabotage
It is disgusting that a project causing so much noise, light and chemical pollution can proceed in a unique marine
ecosystem
Stop ruining our Bay and beaches
Change to help the environment
No way!
We want the sea life to live
NO THANKS!!
This is an entirely inappropriate activity for an internationally recognised area like Westernport
This project is not in the best interests of our community. Projects need to be for the community not for a few
multi millionaires
Why not invest in renewables? Your greed is destroying the future of your children!
This project is not beneficial to the community or the natural existing ecosystem and there are other methods to
use
Don't want a dirty gas project in our waters
STOP IT!
Do not mess with our environment and do not kill our animals.
Change your business model ESG is the future. We will change providers!
Because this will cause environmental damage no matter what AGL say.

Environmental impact and risk to sea life is simply unnecessary given we have locally sourced natural gas.
Environmental impact, sea life risk and degradation of underwater life is worth more than the benefit of a supply
of gas as it will provide when we produce gas locally already
I won't use AGL
We need to conserve our environments and start to look after our world!
No thanks!!
I live for the beauty of our natural environment. I relish it its capacity to give inspiration and to heal.
Invest in renewables, concerned about the impact on our environment.
For future generations to come
Westernport Bay is a haven for animals and families visiting, including my own children
Renewables, not fossil fuels
Please don't threaten our marine animals or flora
Crazy, unnecessary, environmental disaster
We must stop this project in order to save the planet
Environmentally irresponsible
Our oceans are all becoming more endangered - stop any potential threats!
Do it right!
Keep it clean
To save the environment
Environment
We need to transition away from fossil fuels - make AGL part of the solution, not perpetuating the problem
I don't want our beautiful environment ruined
The environment will be affected. Renewable energy can replace gas.
"BUGGER OFF COMPLETELY"

NO
Stop trying to ruin the environment!
I care about the environment and don't want to see it destroyed
We have beautiful clean waters and we want them to stay that way - Can AGL guarantee no pollution?
Your proposed project will destroy a very special environment and area.
No fracking
Please listen to US! The environment is more important than your profits
I do not want AGL spoiling our beautiful Bay
Stop the gas exploration
Bad decision to go ahead!!
Don't Do It
It is imperative that Australia preserve and protect it's priceless natural treasures.
Profit and humans interests should not be promoted above other species needs and environmental protection
This is a very primitive idea - temporary fix
Because no industry or business leaders have the right to destroy wildlife and precipitate climate disaster for their
own gain.
STOP AGL
It's destructive, ugly, dangerous and unnecessary
GO GREEN! SUPPORT THE ENVIRONMENT!
Stop messing up the planet, we have kids that would love to grow up on beautiful beaches!
NO AGL!!
SHAME!
We want the sea life to live
Find somewhere else!

Significant wildlife habitat needs to be protected
We need to protect the environment and AGL has worst track record of protecting the environment in its projects
I care about stopping AGL's project due to the common consequences that it will do to the environment.
NO AGL GAS!!
I care about preserving the natural environment and moving forward with new energy plans that have less impact
on climate change
Not enough environmental impact research has been provided to demonstrate it is safe
I do not agree with the gas import and will boycott
The potential damage of this gas terminal to the environment could be disastrous.
AGL has a very bad reputation and presents a danger to our environment, "No More Fossil fuels"
The effects to the environment, the local economy and the place I call home will be devestating.
What it will do the the pristine environment I have chosen to bring up my kids will be irreversible.
I use the bay recreationally and I want it protected for me and my grandchildren.
Because scientists have given us 12 years to avoid runaway global warming.
I'm concerned with effects on the environment, local people and our economy.
I live in this beautiful area and do not want to see our Bay destroyed by AGL
This project will destroy the area by way of noise and light pollution and increase danger of bushfires.
I will not stand for the destruction of our environment by the arrogance of AGL.
Why here?
I care because the future of the planet is more important than the future of your profits.
How can AGL not understand this will negatively affect the environment PERMANENTLY
We don't want dirty gas, we need renewables now. End your fossil fuels, your time is up!!
Protect our environment not big business.
Renewables not fossil fuels are the future.

I would never support any company that will support this project.
I am sick of the stupidity - we do not need to import gas as we produce more than enough.
I will refuse to be an AGL consumer for life, and also discourage friends and family from being an AGL customer.
Environmental reasons
Stop this ridiculous idea to continue fossil fuel use for the next 20 years.
It's not needed or wanted!
Because I care about the environment
Im very concerned for the wildlife, especially the birds.
AGL has NEVER proven that it's needed. Gas demand is falling.
You need to move away from gas.
Because we have stuffed up the environment enough with our greed for money. Leave things alone.
This project is not forward thinking and threatens everything I love about where I live.
Because I care about our environment and our planet's future which must be sustainable.
Risk of pollution
Keeping our planet safe from emissions. Potential disaster.
Worried about environmental problems that could occur.
STOP THIS PROJECT - THIS IS CRIMINAL - I WILL ENSURE THE DAMAGE REMAINS ON YOUR CONSCIENCE FOREVER.
I am an outdoor and environmental studies teacher and this is exactly what I teach my students about how big
corporations do as they please and do not care about the environment,.
Stop polluting our planet.
Because I care about the environment and care about the planet.
Given changes to climate over the last 20-30 years I don't want our country to suffer more.
What is wrong with you AGL? Why don't you learn from the fires and destruction.
Because I care about the planet.

Please stop - Don't ruin this beautiful area.
Please stop your gas factory
Stuff you AGL
The environment, wildlife and people
Not appropriate
The environment is more important than making money! Please stop this plant from happening.
Stop this from happening
Don’t destroy our environment more.
Stop destroying our environment.
Gas is a serious contributor to global warming.
It is essential for next generation to reduce by all means dangerous gases.
I care about the environment.
Please leave our precious pristine environment and marine life alone.
To save the wild life and our beautiful country
I feel tourism in this area would be affected if a terminal were to be built here. I would much prefer to see tourism
that would enhance our area.
Please stop the pursuit of corporate greed and try for HELPING OUR PLANET instead.
We should stop warming up the planet.
I love our natural ecosystem and want to protect it.
Fossil fuel extraction and environmental vandalism must end now!
Stop now - think about the irreversible effect!
Please invest in renewables and stop destroying our planet for greed.
This is stunningly stupid! Export gas, reimport the gas and risk climate change and environmental damage. Doh!
Save the fishies!

Our family values the fishing opportunities and environmental diversity provided by the Bay and does not want
that compromised!
Because I'd like my future kids to have an ocean to swim in.
Australia's ecosystems are already in crisis and facing unprecedented climate change. Your project will only make
this worse!
AGL you plan to contribute to the demise of the planet!!
Please don’t ruin our environment.
Short term need is not a reason to endanger a 'special' environment and our future!
Renewables NOT fossil fuels are the future. Nature and wildlife are more important than your bottom line!
This area is my home, my children’s home and my grandchildren’s. I need to protect my family's future and the
generations to come.
Shame!
The environment is too precious - our climate is already in peril.
Environments that are important to build life should not be used for corporate purposes.
Preservation of our few remaining natural environments is far ore important than risking them for non-renewable
profits
This does not belong in our community!
We need to be good custodians of our land, for future generations of all species
No profit ahead of the environment.
Go elsewhere
I care about the precious environment and want to preserce it for further generations.
I care about the Bay and it will change if AGL do what they want.
The project offers nothing to the local communities or economies. The promise of local jobs is a proven lie.
Not necessary
Destroying natural environment and polluting and changing outlook and living.
Habitat, Illumination, Grace

Because what you are doing is wrong. Please Stop
Stop thinking about corporate greed and think about our future
Protect our marine life and environment
To destroy one of Victoria's most bio rich and diverse piece of coastline is ludicrous. For what, money
We need to look after our planet
Save the environment
This is ridiculous, importing gas with fugitive emissions at every step
The mangroves and seagrass in Westernport store carbon at 40x trees and play a vital role in reducing carbon and
the impacts of climate change
Westernport Bay is a vital Ramsar wetland area and this proposed development is totally inappropriate
We must protect the biodiversity of Westernport. If the oceans die we die
In today's climate crisis, how can you even consider this?
Please stop
We need to protect the wildlife and the natural beauty of Westernport Bay
To protect wildlife. AGL should be socially responsible. Why sponsor wildlife and marine rescue and then do this?
We cannot afford to keep burning fossil fuels
Our sea life cannot survive with radical dumping of pollution. A cleaner solution needs to be developed.
Stop AGL
Protect the environment
Protect the environment
Save our Bay!
We fish here, we enjoy and love our current environment
Nice clean fish my nana can eat
Planet over profit - show respect for our home or you'll lose customers

Consciousness is rising along with the water levels. Time to listen to your valued customers
We need to keep Westernport Bay Beautiful
The Bay is a precious and unique feature. Save our Bay
Please think for the future.
The Westernport Bay is the cleanest and clearest I have seen it in years. Dolphins, seals and the odd penguin are
thriving in these waters.
AGL should not be allowed to build the gas import terminal at Crib Point. This is detrimental to the environment.
AGL should ban this project. This is not worth the devastation it will cause the environment and future
generations
Wetlands sequester more carbon than rainforests so it is essential that we protect all remaining wetlands.
The marine impacts, such as chlorine, are too great
Westernport is a unique and fragile biodiversity area. This environment is central to all surrounding communities
and should be treasured and treated properly.
We need to protect and value our environment now!
Because this project will have an ongoing ripple effect and permanently change the ecosystems.
I want to protect the environment - especially marine life!
I have concerns about the impact on the environment
Potential explosion. Environmental damage via water pumping
Environmental concerns, safety concerns
Environment
Westernport is virtually untouched. I remember when oil used to wash up on the beaches. I don't want to see this
happen again.
Westernport is a precious natural resource which should not be harmed or put at risk
Time is running out for the sea and land environments. No more destruction! Be part of the solution.
The environment is more important than your profits. Bribes are on - you will pay!
Birds are much more important

Please top this proposal and consider the catastrophic impact.
Bad plan for future generations
It is more important than ever to protect whatever natural environments remain. Westernport is unique and we
will not be able to unscramble the egg when the environment is degraded.
You can't turn back the clock. Save the environment rather than trying to regenerate once it is damaged.
I have 11 grandchildren who love our house at Merricks Beach. I don't want this to change.
No dirty gas factory
Environment
This project needs to stop because climate change is a threat to our future generations!
Go for a walk to Bushrangers Bay and catch a squid, take the kids for a snorkel then go home and imagine it is
devastated. Don't do it!
People, animals and birds live in this unique environment.
Please think of the environmental impact
Stop the Project
Environmentally very damaging
I will change my energy provider if the project goes ahead. Probably will change it either way!!
Save the marine life
It will cause irreparable damage to ecosystems that are vital for our planet's future
Environment first, profit second
Stop destroying our natural environment
We need fish, not ships. Keep our waters clean
Keep out AGL! Keep the bay pollution free!
Get out
Because it is environmentally unsound
Fisherman

Keep our lovely Westernport Bay clean Stop FSRU
Some things are more important that dollars
Because we need to look after our country
Look after Westernport Bay
Westernport is an important fish nursery and must be preserved
Westernport Bay is Ramsar listed and needs protection and no more dredging.
Boycott
I did have shares with AGL - after hearing about the problem it will cause I sold them all.
It will wreck the habitat
Keep the bay natural
Eco environment, sea grass, dolphins, seals. Destroy tourism for Phillip Island
We don't need this in our Bay.
Save Westernport
Why are you allowing such a project next to a multi-million dollar naval base?
Ruin ecology
Please stay away from our precious bay
Care of Port. Environment
Wrecking our environment for the mighty dollar. Save our planet.
Because of the huge environmental impact
Risk of catastrophic failure
I'm against it. Not in the best interests of residents of the area involved.
We don't want your dirty gas factory in Westernport's wetlands
The area around Crib Point is a precious and unique environmental area and needs to be nurtured and preserved
for the future and for our children.

Please stress renewables not the regasification floating plant.
Leave our pristine Westernport as is!
We have been fishing in this bay for years, your project will kill Westernport Bay
Think bigger AGL. It's not all about money!!
There is no real advantage for Australians and especially the locals. Invest in something value adding!
Don't invade this quiet pristine place.
My childrens future has no confidence in you.
Don't do it
The wetlands are precious. We need more nature and renewable energy!!!
Because it is not good for the fishing community or young anglers, killing off all fishing
Because it is a saly country community and will have impact on the bay and environment
Don't destroy our fishing grounds and sailing area
Get out
Westernport Bay is not the place
It will ruin the Bay
Please no gas terminal in Westernport
No to AGL!
This project will be detrimental to Westernport Bay. Damage can't be reversed
Westernport is in a Ramsar site and obviously must be protected. AGL does not comply.
We need to think about the future - My children, my children's children, Consider, Care. Enough...
No more fossil fuel development.
The effect on wildlife
To protect the wonderful Westernport Bay

As a resident of Westernport I'm very concerned about any project that might threaten the sensitive marine life
and habitat at Westernport
Southern most mangroves - breeding ground and nursery to many marine creatures - it's their home and it's our
home.
I have lived by the bay my whole life and do not want to see what I cherish slowly descend into a barren and toxic
environment
Put your dirty plan for our bay in the bin.
We don't want a dirty AGL gas factory in Westernport Bay
No dirty gas factory in Westernport Bay.
You're not welcome. God away!! for the environment's sake.
It will destroy the business economy (tourism) and threaten the sensitive ecology of the Bay forever
It would destroy our environment
Westernport Bay to be treasured for all to enjoy and appreciate
Renewables!! Not Global Capitalism Gone Mad!
We need to be far more open and transparent surrounding this venture.
Keep our Waters Clean
I was an AGL customer however I have discontinued my account
Very apprehensive about the dangers involved. Also not transparent and true info distributed.
Crib Point is our haven. Leave it alone
This is not the way forward for the local area or our environment
To the 1% elite you cannot eat money as you destroy our home!
Please leave the Peninsula pristine!
Please listen to the people. We live here and look after our environment.
This is a Ramsar listed area - that's for a reason - it's important for our planet.
We need to protect what cannot protect itself from human abuse. Personal, social and environmental
consequences.

The bay is home to thousands of creatures including humans. It is a fragile ecosystem and needs protection, not
infrastructure.
Western Port Bay (Waran Marrin) supports a thriving ecosystem and people are deeply connected to this place.
It is a dangerous idea for the environment and we will not have it!
We don't want AGL's gas plant at Crib Point. It's a dumb idea - environmentally and socially.
This is such a beautiful and important part of the world. Please don't destroy it!
Respet the environment for our children's future.
Keep our beautiful land
Stop the destruction of our ecosystem. Stop the destruction of our land and our soul.
Stop the bay becoming poisoned.
Risk of pollution and damage to the ecosystem
Inappropriate for the area.
I feel there are smarter ways to fuel the future.
Westernport Bay is a delicate ecosystem, not suitable for an industrial development that will harm the seagrasses
and other flora and fauna.
I was a former AGL customer. Westernport is an internationally recognized wetland and should be protected and
not exploited.
Just don't
Because of the impact on the environment
We need to recognize the importance our environment has on our sense of health and well being and stop taking
it for granted.
I care about the beautiful environment I live in with my family.
What gives you the right to change something that belongs to the whole world (Ramsar wetlands) for profit for
few.
Clean water for Westernport
All of the above and more! Please go away and stop your dirty work AGL. Stop it here, and stop it everywhere - be
a force for good.
This is a Ramsar wetland. You are not welcome.

We eat the food provided from this environment. Please don't contaminate our food and environment.
We would like to protect the Westernport Bay habitat and ecosystem.
We (local residents and visitors) don't want this beautiful bay and environment destroyed - not to mention the
wildlife.
Wetlands are vital for the sustainability of our environment.
We do not want our playground contaminated and spoilt by corporate greed.
Fossil fuels must stop. Especially when they impact on significant sites.
Thermal pollution - the need to protect our Ramsar wetland.
You are actively and willfully adding to the climate crisis
Westernport is a vital and unique habitat for the wonderful diversity of species that inhabit it. It's totally precious.
Hands off.
I care deeply about the precious biodiversity that abounds within Westernport and the fact that AGL will not stop
in it's abhorrent need to make money at any cost. Absolutely appals me - we stopped using AGL in 2018. Never
again!
To keep this environment and ecology pristine without pollution and interruption from big industry. It is essential
for habitats and food chains.
No dirty gas for Westernport
We are responsible for protecting our local ecosystem - not destroying it
We don't need new fossit fuel gas supplies, especially at the cost of our natural environment. Stay our of
Westernport, AGL, you're not welcome.
Leave Westernport alone!
Ramsar international bird sanctuary must be preserved.
Westernport's fish diversity and environment needs to be preserved. AGL's project makes no sense
Will cancel anything that has anything to do with AGL
We have lived and enjoyed the environment of the Westernport Bay for the past 45 years. I am not convinced that
your company will not destroy these waters.
Living in this area I can see massive destruction to the environment I live in. AGL are blinded by profits with no
regard for wildlife, habitat and wetlands.
Please don't build a gas import terminal at Crib Point

Please invest urgently in renewable energy and immediately cease supporting fossil fuels that are killing humanity.
We have considered AGL - certainly will not connect if this goes ahead.
Not enough honest discussion with the people who are affected and live here.
Stop this immoral project.
Environmental issues - climate change is killing enough GO RENEWABLE!
Environmental issues
I want to support life and balance in nature, not something that kills and deadens life. I see this as critically
important.
Environmental reasons
Stop exporting Australian gas and stop importing overseas gas and overall stop dealing in fossil fuels.
Please consider the true cost of profit
Enough is Enough! Stop putting profits ahead of protecting the environment. Find a way to build you terminal in a
way that is respectful to nature.
What legacy are we leaving for our children when we destroy our environment?
Because I'm a surfer and I will protect where I live and play.
I care about the future of our planet locally and globally for my children. We need to focus on sustainability rather
than greed
I will change my energy provider if AGL goes ahead.
Don't ruin the marine environment!
Because it is a stupid idea in regards to nature in too many ways to mention.
I care about the environmental costs with this project and company
Already swapped from AGL and will never go back!!!
Get out - no dirty gas factory
Save Westernport Bay. The community does NOT support this!!!
No dirty gas factory
Our marine and coastal areas are precious. A gas project is the last thing we need in terms of impact on dwindling
assets.

We have lived on the Peninsula for 40 years - we treasure bird life, flora and fauna and our Bay. No! No! No!
Because the ocean is my life and our children. We want to keep it from being destroyed.

Attachment 7 Uluru Statement From The Heart1
We, gathered at the 2017 National Constitutional Convention, coming from all points of the
southern sky, make this statement from the heart:
‘Our Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander tribes were the first sovereign Nations of the Australian
continent and its adjacent islands and possessed it under our own laws and customs. This our
ancestors did, according to the reckoning of our culture, from the Creation, according to the
common law from “time immemorial”, and according to science more than 60,000 years ago.
This sovereignty is a spiritual notion: the ancestral tie between the land, or ‘mother nature’, and the
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples who were born therefrom, remain attached thereto,
and must one day return thither to be united with our ancestors. This link is the basis of the
ownership of the soil, or better, of sovereignty. It has never been ceded or extinguished, and coexists with the sovereignty of the Crown. How could it be otherwise? That peoples possessed a land
for sixty millennia and this sacred link disappears from world history in merely the last two hundred
years?
With substantive constitutional change and structural reform, we believe this ancient sovereignty
can shine through as a fuller expression of Australia’s nationhood. Proportionally, we are the most
incarcerated people on the planet. We are not an innately criminal people. Our children are aliened
from their families at unprecedented rates. This cannot be because we have no love for them. And
our youth languish in detention in obscene numbers. They should be our hope for the future.
These dimensions of our crisis tell plainly the structural nature of our problem. This is the torment of
our powerlessness.
We seek constitutional reforms to empower our people and take a rightful place in our own
country. When we have power over our destiny our children will flourish. They will walk in two
worlds and their culture will be a gift to their country.
We call for the establishment of a First Nations Voice enshrined in the Constitution.
Makarrata is the culmination of our agenda: the coming together after a struggle. Makarrata
captures our aspirations for a fair and truthful relationship with the people of Australia and a better
future for our children based on justice and self-determination.
We seek a Makarrata Commission to supervise a process of agreement-making between
governments and First Nations and truth-telling about our history.
In 1967 we were counted, in 2017 we seek to be heard. We leave base camp and start our trek
across this vast country. We invite you to walk with us in a movement of the Australian people for a
better future.’

-------------------------1

https://ulurustatement.org/.
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ESS Submission – S RAINE & S CHAFFEY
We, Sarah Raine and Simon Chaffey of
Jetty and Pipeline Project by AGL.

, strongly oppose the Crib Point Gas Import

We wish to submit our opposition for AGL’s ESS and proposal for a number of reasons, but central to our
submission is the main objective – this is one of the closest LNG mega-factories to any residential area in
the world. This demonstrates a complete lack of appreciation to risk, understanding of the community,
hinderance to suburb development and impact on locals.
The ESS process for this project demonstrates a complete lack of planning, foresight and decency. AGL has
had 2.5 years and a budget of an ASX listed company to compile a 7,000 ESS document, with untold
resources. The community has been given 30 days with a 10-day extension (due to a special request).
This appears to not be of fair and robustness in planning process for a project of this scale.
Our objections include:
1.

Risk Predictions: The ESS doesn’t make any risk predictions or models for likely impact of
certain events occurring, namely an LNG pipe explosion, leak or on-water blast. Regardless, using
modelling done (see appendix) it would demonstrate significant damage – to both homes,
personal health and impact on residential life. As it stands the current site is the closest
proposed site in the world to a local community – residing 600m away from closest residents.
This is a not a significant buffer of space to eliminate risk. The risk to residents is present and
could be deemed likely (based on AGL’s track record, see appendix, and the material of LNG
itself). Precedence is showing that a one in one-hundred-year chance is possible, and therefore
the absence of any modelling is a demonstration of no impact planning. This should be at the
forefront of Planning, considering Victoria has just gone through some of its biggest natural
disasters in its living history.
Risks from our non-technical capability could be:
A) human error through injury, inadequate education, fatigue, oversight, poor judgement
B) overseas terrorism
C) natural disasters including unprecedented tidal changes, storms, beaching, capsizing, fires,
D) weapons used or smuggled from nearby military base
E) major collision of two ships with the intent to cause serious harm
F) threats from the air – airport (Tyabb) or any aircraft deliberately crashing into the tankers
G) explosive devices planted on the hull
H) hijacking

2.

Removal of access to Woolley’s Reserve: In the AGL ESS the intention is to remove the access
to Woolley’s Reserve to locals. This is not only detrimental to local’s mental health, physical
health and right to open spaces, but fails to recognise that it’s the only section of coastline
recreational space for kilometres. The reserve is frequently used by local residents, school
groups, dog walkers, horse riders, cyclists and fishermen for the purposes of fresh air, exercise,
relaxation, education, being close to nature and socialising. Due to the impact of COVID19,
particularly with restrictions and the ongoing focus on remaining local, this site is growing in
visitation and use. Noted as I am a resident that visits daily and sights full carparks. Removing
this space has a negative effect greater than any outlined in the AGL ESS. Should this project
occur residents need to be compensated at commercial terms acceptable (to them) for the loss of
this space.

3.

Bush Fire Prone Zone: Much of Crib Point exists in a bush fire zone (see appendix). This means
that in summer seasons, which have become more and more intense due to climate change and
global temperature increases, the opportunity for bush fires to occur are increasing in its
probability. A natural event like this, combined with a highly flammable gas of LNG, poison
additives and the opportunity for human error handling LNG, the risk increases and compounds
the impact to the area. This is another example of a lack of understanding of the local area.
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4.

Capital works. It is our understanding that the site proposed, and jetty used was built in the
1960’s. It’s currently used by United Fuel who moor there approx. every 2 weeks, for approx. 2
days at the time. To propose parking a 300m mega factory permanently there would require
significant reengineering from the ground up, and all surrounding areas from mooring and
departure would require dredging. This has an impact on the surrounding environment based on
the need to install significant amounts of jetty pylons via either large scale hydraulic hammering
or seabed drilling. This area is not suitable for this large-scale works.

5.

Inaccurate ESS demonstrations: AGL has not accurately represented the visual, social and
economic impact. This has been shown in the lack of robust net community benefit assessment,
inaccurate imagery shared and used in the ESS (size and scale has been inconsistent or falsely
represented please see appendix), a lack of acknowledgement to the significant environmental
sites surrounding the township (Woodland, mangrove, saltmarsh, dune grassland etc) as well as
speed in rushing through community consultation. Nowhere in the ESS did we see the use of 3D
modelling of either of the tankers or the mega factory. For a project of this size and scale, we
would assume this would be a must, rather than an artist impression.

6.

AGL and no other site considerations: AGL has been in the business of gas and electricity for
over 100 years. Based on the tenure of the project this demonstrates their short-term thinking,
for short-term solutions –with limited invested resources into long term energy securities. AGL
have failed to publicly consider alternate sites that addresses less environmental impact,
community opposition, holds existing infrastructure. Again, a demonstration of no consideration
for planning, evaluation and plan suitability. To award a project like this to them, despite this,
would only be reinforcing and rewarding a company without long term vision or solutions.

7.

Market Monopoly: Giving AGL the sole capacity to determine how much gas is imported into
this terminal, would again give them the ability to regulate how much gas enters the network. To
control the supply and demand curve, and ultimately price results in a clear support of market
monopoly.

8.

True and accurate beneficiaries of this project: Nowhere in the ESS has AGL outlined clients,
customers or businesses in this region that will be directly affected by a shortage of gas if this
project does not go ahead. It’s our understanding that most of this gas will be used for gas fired
peaking stations that will ultimately drive up the price of electricity as gas fired peaking stations
are controlled by power companies like AGL that only operate when there is a shortage of
demand in the market, and prices for commercial customers are at extreme highs.

9.

A lack of long‐term energy planning: It’s a well-known fact that countries like China secured
long term contracts with Western Australian gas fields for approx. $3.70 GJ. If Australia has any
chance of competing at a global scale, then the Australian government needs to stop backing
short term supply issues and look at a long-term energy plan. If that is LNG, then it needs to be an
LNG plant that is big enough to supply the Australian market with fixed term, long term energy
price guarantees that will drive investment - due to the certainty of baseline costs. Without this,
any potential export manufacturing plant investments can’t and won’t happen.

Sub word; The whole process of allowing the proposed financial benefactor to build and pay for
independent reports to compile an ESS is a massive conflict of interest. These companies purely benefit
from representing these projects. They commercially depend on securing these projects for the company,
not actually representing what’s true and accurate.
In summary, the AGL ESS submission shows a lack of holistic foresight and planning which has
demonstrated a net negative loss for the local community, as shared by the reasons above.
S RAINE & S CHAFFEY
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My name is STEPHEN SWAN and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The bay is a unique waterway.The tides and sea life make Western Port Bay a very
individual location compared with Port Phillip. 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 tourismdependent 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

My name is STEPHEN SWAN and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The bay is a unique waterway.The tides and sea life make Western Port Bay a very individual
location compared with Port Phillip.
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-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,
STEPHEN SWAN
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There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its
current form. The issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on the climate
that comes from continued gas use and the further destruction of our natural
environment. In 2018 the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change clearly
warned of the urgent need to decarbonise our societies / economies to try to
mitigate some of the worst consequences of dangerous and irreversible global
warming. Australia has committed to international efforts to limit global warming by
reducing domestic emissions. Given the urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, following years of inaction, there is no longer room for projects such as
the Westernport Bay gas import jetty and pipeline. It is unequivocal that we cannot
continue with the business-as-usual burning of fossil fuels and destruction of our
environment and we need to transition to cleaner energy urgently. In line with our
international commitments, environmental assessments should consider all projects
based on a bigger picture view of how we alter and use the natural environment and
the overall risks to the climate, people (including young people and future
generations) and ecosystems more broadly. 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. 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. 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
to any harm and further accelerating global warming and climate breakdown.
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Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Inquir into AGL s Gas import Jett and Pipeline Works Proposal
26/8/2020
Dear Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee,
I would like to make a submission to the inquir into AGL s proposal including two components:
• Gas import Jetty works comprising of a floating storage and regasification unit (FSRU) at Crib
Point Jetty, jetty infrastructure including marine loading arms and gas piping on the jetty,
and the Crib Point Receiving Facility on land adjacent to the jetty.
• Pipeline works consisting of an underground gas transmission pipeline approximately 57
kms long to transport gas from Crib Point Receiving facility to the Victorian Transmission
System east of Pakenham, and associated infrastructure such as the Pakenham Delivery
Facility to monitor and regulate the gas, two above ground mainline valves to enable
isolation of the pipeline in an emergency and a facility to enable in line inspections of the
pipeline.
My name is Conan Peterson. I grew up spending vast amounts of time on Westernport Bay, with
some of my best memories from my youth being along that coastline. Although I lived in
Melbourne, I had a holiday house in Balnarring and had many friends and family along the
coastline. This meant many summers there, and amazing memories of playing amongst the nature
and in the ocean. It is bitterly disappointing to think that my children may not get the similar
summer experience in Balnarring on the coast, and that of many other kids, having to stare at a 7
storey high LNG tanker ship.
The pristine ocean of Westernport bay is like no other close to Melbourne. Home to world famous
flora and fauna, and even with ties to RAMSAR wetland conventions, this area is not to be messed
with. Australia ranks 4th in the world for biodiversity loss, and this is set to only keep us on that
trend. We may not be able to see the direct effect of biodiversity loss immediately, but the
pollutants of releasing water back into the ocean, and the disruption it is to cause local habitats,
will be detrimental to many species. In a society that is pushing more and more for climate reform, I
plead you to take the time to think about your children and your children s children, and whether
you want them to grow up in a country known to not care about the beautiful nature it is so blessed
to have for the sake of a few executives and 40 employees. Why not reject this proposal and force
AGL to further expand on their renewable ventures. They are transitioning from non renewable
energy to renewable energy, there is no doubt about it, but this transition is not moving fast
enough. It is in YOUR hands to say no to AGL and make them see that Gas perhaps is NOT the way
forward and that it may not be so easy or worthwhile pumping money into gas ventures, forcing
them to look into other forms of energy. If AGL lose this proposal, they will continue going on as
Australia s number one distributer of energ The will see this as a failure but the will move on
and look for the next venture. The environment on the other hand will not have a second chance.
They will not be able to recover if they FAIL to stop this. Things are changing worldwide as
environmentalism gains traction. I would commend you to be at the forefront of this change and be
a genuine voice for the people, not for money and power hungry executives and politicians.

AGL s proposal poses man threats to the environment and local communit Whilst assessing this
project, I ask you consider the following reasons wh AGL s proposal should not go ahead
• The gas from this terminal will not be cheap
• Our transition to renewables is happening, gas is becoming obsolete
• Imported gas is just as bad as coal for the planet
• Our RAMSAR signed wetlands need your support
• AGL has a track record of misleading and deceptive conduct.
Thank you 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. I invite any further discussion via email at

Sincerely,
Conan Peterson
East StKilda
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My name is Stuart Miller and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Western Port Bay is
a source of complete wonderment. It’s ecological importance is phenomenal. To
have it destroyed for polluting fossil fuels would be short sighted and devastating. 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 unsuccessfu
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August 26, 2020
Submission to oppose the AGL Gas Import Terminal proposed for Crib Point
Dear Members of the Committee,
I appreciate the opportunity to write a submission regarding the proposed AGL Gas Import
Terminal proposed for Crib Point. This is an important issue to my community, myself and my
family and I write to oppose this proposed development.
I am writing as a Victorian and owner of property in the Bass Coast Shire and as a person who
familiar with the beautiful and valuable nature of the local environment, including its valuable
contribution to our economy through tourism and who as a holiday homeowner has experienced
the enjoyment of holidaying and living in such a place for over 30 years. At a personal level we
have invested in solar panels and will soon be disconnecting our gas appliances to ensure more
sustainable energy use and reduction in costs. We are also witness to the locally threatening
impacts of rising sea levels for the lower lying coastal areas in the Bass Shire and surrounding
areas, highlighting the realities of climate change impacts and what lies ahead for our communities
if we do not act now. Some photos are included
The below submission is to oppose the AGL gas terminal development for three main reasons:
1. New investment in Gas is unnecessary and unwise at this time, and it would involve
unnecessary risk and misuse of vital resources for Victorians at this time. There is the high
likelihood of the plant being a stranded asset requiring costly removal and clean‐up.
2. If permitted will likely cause significant environmental damage, specifically to the waters,
the coastal landscape, coastal birds, and sea life.
3. If permitted will pose significant threat to residents and local community and tourism‐
posing a great risk to Philip Island and the surrounding areas and the significant tourism
they provide to Victoria. Specifically, fire risk and water pollution will make this an
unattractive area for investment and tourism into the future – both of which are currently
thriving.
The above points are addressed below in more detail:
(1) THERE IS NO NEED FOR ANY FURTHER INVESTMENT IN GAS
Demand for fossil fuel energy, including gas, is decreasing and needs to further decrease. The
viability of these companies continuing to invest in industries in decline and is bad for Victoria
and Australia
There are two main aspects to this crucial point. A brand‐new investment in this fossil fuel
technology, that is being phased out in so many other states and countries is putting Victoria and
Australia at unconscionable risk. Investment in renewable energy sources and the demand for such
energy is increasing rapidly, including by AGL themselves (See AFR article and or and link at the end
of this section). This puts the demand for Gas in jeopardy, making it a risky and unwise investment
for the company and for Victoria – wasting resources for all Victorians. Victoria and Australia are
currently seeing a huge growth in the use of renewable energy, especially solar. The price of
electricity will go down as these increases, making it a more attractive energy source than gas.

Secondly, the demand for Gas – as a fossil fuel – is going down and is becoming less and less
attractive to the corporate, community and government sectors as international and national
initiatives to curb CO2 emissions gain momentum, strength and enforceable accountability
mechanisms.
Indeed, a recent letter by a group of leading scientists written to the Chief Scientist shows that
pursuing Gas is clearly going against the international climate targets, to which Australia is a
signatory. So again, going against these international conventions and trends is putting Australia
and Australians at risk of being left behind sustainable and cheaper energy into the future. (See
article in The Age, link below).
https://www.theage.com.au/environment/climate‐change/australia‐s‐chief‐scientist‐is‐wrong‐on‐
gas‐say‐leading‐experts‐20200824‐p55oty.html?fbclid=IwAR1KWRXcJb‐
fyHhkYBjEyYW0OWtORAcVNr‐WrwD9LDc QgN9jPx6lnpihDg
https://www.afr.com/companies/energy/agl‐s‐liddell‐plan‐out‐of‐coal‐into‐batteries‐20200814‐
p55lnv)
2. NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT –
(a) Increased shipping and activity on wetlands, coastal environment, local fauna
and pollution of the waters.
The impact of Climate change is being increasingly felt – with higher temperatures, more
extreme weather including last year’s extreme bush fires, storms, beach erosion. (See photos
below of concerning examples local coastal erosion in Bass Coast). The proposed development
adds to the risk level. Gas is dangerous, especially in weather events such as extreme heat and
bushfires. Coastal erosions and storms increase likelihood of damage to infrastructure, spills on
the coast and at sea.
The Coastal landscape is a fragile one. Increases in storm surge, high tides and extreme weather
are already impacting the southern coast of Australia. How will AGL ensure that the construction of
the terminal and the coming and going of large ships will not contribute to further erosion and
damage to the coastline? How will they monitor the impact on the sand, the coastal landscape and
the flora and fauna including the shorebirds who nest along this coastline?
The wetlands and bird life in this area are also of huge environmental significance. The
construction and operation of the site and the pipeline will inevitably cause significant water
pollution that will threaten all species.
In 2018 AGL made a submission to modify the SEPP Waters to allow companies to dump
wastewater in high conservation value areas and clear the path for their polling gas import
terminal. (https://www.theguardian.com/profile/calla‐wahlquist AGL sought Victorian rule change
to clear way for controversial gas terminal)
If the project is approved AGL could dump millions of litres of chlorinated water each day. They
would draw this water from the Bay and use it to thaw the frozen gas. The water would be
chlorinated to destroy all living material and cooled by around 7 degrees Celsius before being
dumped back into the Bay.

Of serious concern is AGL’s EES does not properly address the issue of spills. The ships must pass
through narrow waterways, often in storm and extreme weather conditions – including high winds
– and this poses a significant threat.
AGL must show that they have taken into account the increase in extreme weather events and how
this poses a danger to their normal way of operating. Regardless, the nature of the environment
at and around Crib Point, and the waterways used by ships in and off Western Point Bay are such
that the proposed development will cause significant damage that is no longer appropriate or
acceptable by corporations in this era.
3. SUCH A PROJECT WILL POSE SIGNIFICANT RISK TO LOCAL RESIDENTS, THE ECONOMY AND
TOURISM
The AGL terminal and pipeline, if permitted, will pose significant threat to residents and
community in the local area, specifically in terms of fire risk and water pollution, also making this
an unattractive area for investment and tourism into the future – both of which are currently
thriving.
Extreme weather and heightened temperatures pose extreme threat to Victorians in the summer,
and the AGL plant would be as close as 1.5km to houses and close to a whole coastline of popular
beaches. Access to this area is also limited in terms of roads and road capacity, making this a
dangerous place to house gas, especially through the hot summers that will only grow hotter in the
foreseeable future.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism‐dependent region in Australia, and any real or
perceived risks to the natural environment could undermine the security of this tourism.
Specifically, this increased potentially polluting activity in the area is likely to impact the Fairy
Penguin colony at Philip Island, the largest Fairy Penguin colony in the world and the whales who
pass along this stretch of coast. I am greatly concerned that the negative impacts on the
environments of on these two species over the next ten years which will cause a reduction in their
populations and a reduction in the significant income to the state from the important tourism they
bring to Victoria and the local community.

A FINAL AND CRITICAL ISSUE ‐ AGL HAS DEMONSTRATED IT CANNOT BE TRUSTED
In closing, I would like to make a final and critical last point: AGL has demonstrated it cannot be
trusted. I understand AGL has a history of deceptive and misleading behaviour, making them unfit
to build and operate a facility such as the import terminal and pipeline proposed. Since 2003 AGL
has incurred more than $7 million worth of fines, in some cases for deceptive and misleading
behaviour. In September 2018, AGL was fined a record of almost $3 million by the Victorian
Essential Services Commission for “failing to offset its emission levels” by not handing over 64,000
Energy Efficiency Certificates (see SMH link below). AGL was this month fined for billing errors
which “left thousands of concession customers distressed and confused after receiving high bills
they weren’t expecting” (See ESV.vic.gov.au link below).
Based on AGL’s poor track record, and the incredibly high risks involved with this proposal, it seems that AGL
cannot be trusted with the development of a gas import terminal in Westernport Bay. Furthermore, given
that the demand for gas is decreasing and likely to decrease over the next ten years, then a plant that is in
increasingly dire financial circumstance’s is unlikely to uphold rigorous standards and therefore poses

increasingly great risks to the local environment and community. I believe it is COMPLETELY UNSAFE for this
proposal to go ahead.
https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/agl‐fined‐3‐million‐for‐missing‐emissions‐targets‐20180924‐
p505m5.html

https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media‐centre/pensioners‐fall‐victim‐alleged‐agl‐billing‐error
I would like to close by also asking the following four questions of the committee, in addition to
the points I have raised in opposition:
1. What is the risk analysis for Philip Island and the Fairy Penguin Colony here, the largest in
the world, and the estimation of loss of tourism dollars to the state should the colony be
harmed or move elsewhere?
2. What is the risk analysis for the water pollution and coastal erosion for the coastline of the
Mornington Peninsular and the impact on the environment and tourism in this area?
3. What measures will be taken to offset the carbon emissions produced in establishing this
terminal and for the gas imported? And what penalties will be in place should these be
breached?
4. If the plant was to become a stranded asset, and thus an eyesore and a hazard, what steps
are being taken to ensure that if this happens AGL will be legally required by government to
remove the asset and rehabilitate the seafront?
5. Given the Victorian and Federal Governments, as a matter for urgency need to take urgent
actions to reduce our emissions ( and the considerable availability of renewable energies
and improved back up options,) why would the Victorian Government allow an
organisation such as AGL, with a poor history of trustworthiness and demonstrated desire
to remove limitations on polluting the environment, to put further at risk our precious local
water, land and air resources and those of our planet which need to be protected, not
exploited. Why?
Photo 2 Sandbags to protect threatened Inverloch Surf Club following significant dune erosion

PTO
Photo 2Rock wall to stop sea destruction of Inverloch Cape Patterson Rd 2020
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My name is Charlotte Noall and I have family who live on the Mornington Peninsula. I grew up in
the Westernport Bay area and still visit regularly.
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.
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 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,
Charlotte Noall
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My name is Jesse Stapleton and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I'm not opposed to building a gas import terminal in Westernport Bay but rather
anywhere in Australia or the earth. We should be moving away from fossil fuels and
instead investing in renewable energy sources 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. 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. 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.
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I am not in favour of the Crib Point project.
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My name is Monica Barrow and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
It’s a unique eco system that needs to be protected. 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. Furthe
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Submission to the
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
To whom it may concern,
This submission relates to the surface water impact assessment as detailed in EES Technical
Report C of the Environmental Effects Statement for the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline
Project.
The report states that potential surface water impacts will be managed by applying the EPA
Victoria (1996) Best Practice Environmental Management: Guidelines for Major
Construction Sites (EPA Publication 480).
Unfortunately there is an error in this publication which will result in an increased risk of
failure of any erosion control works. The issues are detailed in a technical paper published
in an Engineers Australia Journal:
Ladson, A. R. 2013, “Use of the 2-year, 6-hour rainfall in the design of
erosion control works”, Australian Journal of Water Resources, Vol. 16, No. 2. 181-184
(https://search.informit.com.au/documentSummary;dn=303943583178634;res=IELENG)
EPA 480 uses a “1 in 2 year” storm for the design of erosion control works, which means
there is approximately a 50% chance they will fail in any year. This is already a low
standard, but the publication then erroneously states that peak flows should be estimated
using a 6 hour storm regardless of the size of the catchment. For small catchments the
critical storm will be much shorter. Using a 6 hour storm could result in peak flow estimates
that are too low by a factor of 6 or more. There are example calculations in the paper.
Instead of following the procedures in EPA 480 to calculate peak flows as part of the design
of erosion control works, refence should be made to the 2019 edition of Australian Rainfall
and Runoff, Engineers Australia’s guide to flood estimation, or other authoritative
publications such as Austroads Guide to Road Design Part 5 Drainage.
In summary, following EPA 480 will not result in adequate management of surface water
impacts. Appropriate alternative design procedures are available and should be used.
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My name is David Fabiny and I am making this submission because I care about the
environment in Westernport Bay, the significant wetlands and this unique and special
area. I find this project unacceptable due to the urgent need to move away from the
use of fossil fuels so as to curb our greenhouse gas emissions.
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. 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.
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.
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 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,
David Fabiny
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This is a disgrace that we consider such negative environmental impacts for financial
gain. Personally I only negative factors will be caused due to this project.
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My name is Kerri McCafferty and I have family who live in Westernport Bay.
I have the responsibility as a mother to do everything I can to protect my children's future,
including ensuring that I contribute to the pursuit of a safe climate. This project will directly
contribute to the climate crisis and that is completely unacceptable.
I would like to 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 extensive issues which result in this proposal being entirely unacceptable under its
current form, the most pressing of which 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.
Gas is more carbon polluting than coal if methane leakage throughout the whole gas supply
chain is above 3.2 per cent. Recent studies have shown that we have previously
underestimated how much methane is released to the atmosphere during gas production. It has
been found that onshore gas fields in the United States have levels of leakage of 2-17 per cent.
Despite these findings the Australian gas industry and federal government report far lower
emission intensities for unconventional gas emissions based on default emissions factors rather
than on reliable measurements. Gas is not a climate solution.
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.
This project should be rejected outright. It is unacceptably dangerous for our local area and our
planet's climate. My children, and every other human being on this planet deserve a future that
is safe and this project can not offer any guarantee whatsoever that it will be able to avoid such
devastation.
Sincerely,
Kerri McCafferty
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This area of western port bay is part of the internationally significant Ramsar
Wetlands. This has ongoing accreditation standards based on wildlife sightings and
representation that will be effected if the agl project is approved. There will also be
increased traffic on the already stretched and dangerous road infrastructure in the
area that will cause problems for the local communities.
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I object to this development due to Western Port bay environmental concerns
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Completely against this proposal for all the reasons set out in every other
submission against the proposal. It would be an environmental disaster to approve
this project.
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I wish to object to the Crib Point Gas Jetty- it will destroy the nature and the
landscape. Marine life that we love and cherish may move on or be killed in the
process. Here we are lucky to have a few dolphins that track our waters each day
and IF this goes ahead they will no doubt be disturbed by the sounds of the
works ....thsi would be a devastation as my 3 young children love seeing this unique
part of somers, balnarring and merricks... We love our location and natural space
and are totally in disagreeance with this project. Please consider that lives matter
more than money and quality of life is pivotal and critical to a life well lived. Please
do not take the dolphins or other wildlife away from us.
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My name is Jemma Jones 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.
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.
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,
Jemma Jones
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Westernport and Peninsula Protection Council Inc
RESPONSE TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS STATEMENT BY AGL AND APA
PROPOSED GAS IMPORT JETTY AND PIPELINE PROJECT - August 2020
_______________________________________________________________

1.

Westernport and Peninsula Protection Council Inc (WPPC)

WPPC Inc is an independent, not for profit, volunteer environment group. Since 1971, we have
supported and promoted the protection of the environment of Westernport and the Mornington
Peninsula.

2.

Our approach to this document

We 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.
WPPC has worked closely with its members, local experts, local community, and other
representative environmental groups, to support a well-coordinated and well-informed
approach to our (collective) submissions.
We hold significant concerns regarding the baseline data and assumptions, potential
project impact assessments, risk assessments and risk mitigation strategies applied
throughout the report.
The EES document fails to account for the unique features and heritage of Westernport,
as discussed in this submission and those of our colleagues, and the interrelation
between each of those features to the significant environmental risk posed by this
proposal.
WPPC response to AGL /APA EES FINAL 260820
Authors: Karri Giles, Sandy Milne, Roger Richards, Annabel Richards, WPPC, Bron Gwyther, Gidja Walker, Verity Docos.
1

To avoid undue duplication, we will refer throughout our submission to the well-informed
submissions of our colleagues, notably Environment Victoria, Save Westernport, Victorian
national Parks Association (VNPA), and Peninsula Bushworks. We also refer to the Mornington
Peninsula Shires’s submission, as an expert in many local matters.
This submission highlights significant concerns in response to Technical Report B- Terrestrial
and freshwater biodiversity impact assessment, regarding the impact of the proposed project
on flora and fauna. We intend to speak to our points on this chapter at the EES panel hearing.

3.

AGL’s Project Rationale

Since the privatisation of the gas industry, gas infrastructure plans have been many. AGL’s
proposed gas import plan, while noted by them as to provide utilities efficiently without
duplication, it is clear the is to capitalise on a narrow window of profit.
Frankly, importing gas into Victoria, one of the world’s biggest exporters of gas, does not “pass
the pub test”, nor does it meet the Victorian governments’ climate change adaption plan, or
Mornington Peninsula Shire’s climate change policies.
Victoria needs:
1.

A mandatory gas reserve

2.

To slow down gas exports

3.

To implement demand control, to gradually lower our dependency on gas

It is questionable whether increasing reliance on imports of overseas gas supply would
necessarily provide a more secure or stable source of energy supply, as asserted by AGL.
Surely increased reliance on international markets for domestic supply exposes Australians to
the vagaries of international markets and the increased risks associated with reliance on what
may well be a future of instability with trading nations. (See Blue Wedges Submission.)

4.

Technical Reports

Technical Report A - Marine biodiversity
We hold significant concerns for the marine biodiversity of Westernport, should this
project be allowed to proceed, and highlight the following areas where the EES is
lacking in adequate data, or fails to take into consideration the uniqueness of the bay,
including its tidal flows.
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4.1

Why is the South-East Marine Region of Australia important?

85% of the known fish and 62% of the seafloor flora are considered endemic. The cool and
warm currents have for millennia prevented the migration of species. This has in turn created
an environment where new species have evolved over time and are now found nowhere else on
the planet.
The Westernport ecosystem has considerable value for its habitat and cultural amenity
services. It supports a rich marine invertebrate fauna of at least 1,350 species (three or four
times greater than Port Phillip).
Westernport is shallow, narrow and highly tidal, approximately 40% of its area being inter-tidal
mudflats which form the basis of a highly productive and diverse ecosystem1. Twice a day 40%
of the bottom of Bay is in contact with the surface, due to the severity of the tidal drainage. This
rapidly transfers any pollutant on the surface, such as oil or other chemicals, which cover the
benthic organisms on the bottom that support organisms such as worms, fish, and bacteria.
As well as the well-known colonies of penguins and Australian fur seals, the bay is host to
thousands of marine species, a breeding ground for ocean fish, and the summer feeding ground
for about 35 species of migrant wader birds from Siberia, China, Japan and Alaska. Almost the
entire area of the bay is listed as a Ramsar wetland, and it is the largest Ramsar site in
Victoria. Many of the bird species listed in the JAMBA and CAMBA agreements use the bay.

4.2

A description of the FSRU project

AGL Wholesale Gas proposes to install a floating gas storage and regassification unit (FSRU) at
Crib Point. According to AGL documents, the operation involves a ship delivery of liquid natural
gas (LNG) to the unit, approximately once a week. The LNG is stored in cold liquid form in the
FSRU and is re-gasified and delivered via a pipeline connected to the FSRU. The gas is produced
by passing the LNG through a heat exchanger, using ambient seawater for the gas exchange. A
flow-through system is used, with seawater drawn in through intakes on the side of the vessel,
passed through the heat exchanger which decreases its temperature and then is proposed to be

1

Australian Govt, Dept Sustainability, 2010, Western Port Ramsar Wetland Ecological Character Description,
https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/95deb742-85da-4785-8206-7ec139bdfaa8/files/19ecd.doc, accessed August 2020
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discharged through a 3/6- port outlet/jet system along both sides of the hull. The discharge jets
provide initial dilution to approximately 20:1.
The discharge water is always 7 degrees cooler than ambient temperature. The effluent
has momentum and higher density, leading to a benthic trajectory with seabed disturbance and
occasional pooling at slack water. The effluent would then be dispersed by tidal currents well to
the north and south of Crib Point.
The heat exchanger is protected from bio-fouling by dosing the seawater with free chlorine and
bromine (produced from the free chlorine), both of which act as biocides and rapidly degrade
into secondary compounds. Residual free chlorine and bromide and the secondary products are
discharged in the cooled effluent and dispersed in the tidal current processes. The operation
also includes activities that incur various noise, light, vibration, visual and other disturbances.

4.3

A barrel of Chlorine a day

Please see the submission by Victorian National Parks Association (VNPA), from which we
quote:
‘Chlorine released from the discharge points on the ship (produced for cooling operations), at
its peak will release up to 47 kg/day.’
The FSRU ship will be releasing more than the identified safe levels identified by CSIRO for
marine waters. That is 100 micrograms per litre, when the safe levels to protect 99% of
species is set at just 6 micrograms per litre.
AGL applied to change the EPA laws to accommodate this discharge. WPPC objected due
to the unacceptable level of risk to the marine environment.
This pool of chlorine, identified as being over its safe limits, is modelled to extend over an area
of 5 hectares around the FSRU ship. The EES makes assumptions that it will be dissolved in no
time, but the EES does not take account for the other contaminants (secondary products from
the chlorine) which can be produced, pending what other particles in the water.
These contaminants have the potential for irreversible damage to the ecosystem.
The EES does not address how these toxicants can travel to other ecological sensitive
areas with the movements of tides for example. In some cases, evidence of contaminant
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impacts further dispersing further afield are excluded, such as in FSRU operations in
other parts of the world.
4.4

Entrainment

The EES for the FSRU calculates how much plankton would be entrained (marine life that has
been sucked into the pipes) compared to the total amount of plankton in North Arm. The EES
studies show that Crib Pt and the Lower North Arm area are important for crab larva, pipefish
and seahorse, cephalopods, shell larvae, fish larvae, and phyto and zoo plankton, and that these
larvae are not evenly spread out throughout the whole of North Arm but rather hang out in
congregations.
Calculating only entrainment “takes” from the North Arm is inadequate. The Wonthaggi
Desalination plant is reported to take truckloads of entrained biota to landfill, which is a
growing concern for environmentalists and community in that locality. Entrainment of a
cloud of larvae may have significant loss for a species, many of whom rely on the bay as a
nursery, especially when affected year after year for up to 20 years.

4.5

Seagrass and the Benthos

4.5.1 Crib Point transects

Transect 1 Seagrass in Woolleys

Transect 1 Halophila seagrass and

Beach cove

epiphytic algae

The health of Westernport Bay is dependent on the health of seagrass and the benthos.
Westernport seagrass beds suffered die-off of up to two-thirds of the entire area in 1981-90.
The main reason for this die-off was turbidity caused by suspended sediments. There has been
significant recovery since then. Seagrass beds are threatened by pollution from agricultural
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chemicals (pesticides and nutrients) and sediments causing epiphyte growth that smothers the
seagrass. Microalgal growth blocks out light, preventing photosynthesis which eventually
produces hydrogen sulphide and further prevents vegetation growth. Suspended sediments
threaten seagrass and other life forms by seriously reducing sunlight, adding nutrients that
stimulate algae growth, and reduce oxygen levels threatening eutrophication.2 Seagrass habitat
is crucial in driving fisheries production, contributing to 90% of the total nutrition of key
fisheries target species.3 The roots of Seagrass and mangroves stabilise the sediments and
provide oxygen.
Perran Cook and Jeff Ross presented a seminar on ‘Nutrient transformations on intertidal flats of
Western Port Bay’ at a Melbourne Water Westernport event. They highlighted the importance of
seagrass and the benthic organisms that they support in Westernport Bay. The health of the
benthos (bottom of the bay) is crucial for absorbing the nutrients entering the water column
from Shipping, stormwater or suspended sediments. Nutrients that are in excess create
(potentially toxic) algae blooms and lower oxygen levels threatening eutrophication. 4
They explained that the benthic organisms in the mud flats provide the oxygenated sites where
nutrient transformation occurs: specifically nitrogen, is converted from nitrogen in the water to
harmless nitrogen gas. It pointed out that Westernport Bay has a nitrogen balance at present.
How does de-nitrification and nitrogen fixation compare to Nitrogen loads for the whole
bay? Assuming the area of Northern Western Port is 70 km2 and scaling up the rates measured
in this study (~10 g N m-2 y-1), then at an annual rate of de-nitrification is ~700 tonnes
Nitrogen per year Western Port Bay is roughly in balance.

2

Port Phillip Bay environmental Study. Final Report. CSIRO .1996
Fish and seagrass- determining the links that drive fisheries production in Corner Inlet. Langmore. Andy
Department of Primary Industries 30 September 2007
4
Cook, Perran, Nutrient transformations on intertidal flats of Western Port Bay Monash University Water
Studies Centre
3
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A report commissioned by VNPA and WPPC by marine ecologist Dr Hugh Kirkman5, studied the
potential risks to the bay's seagrass, mangroves, and saltmarsh communities. If a minor oil
spill occurred, all three could be damaged, depending on weather and tidal conditions.
Mangroves are highly susceptible and could be killed by spilt oil within weeks. 6

4.5.2 Potential Southern Calamari Clade breeding area
Woolleys Beach Cove is an important part of Westernport Bay ecologically. It has relatively low
turbidity and it hosts seagrass, and mangroves. The Youtube link below shows Southern
Calamari being fished in the cove and demonstrates what a thriving area it is. It is likely an
important breeding area for them as they breed in near-shore areas.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y-WfUnqPCLc&feature=share
The scientific Report Dr Cory Green7 suggests that though Southern Calamari, Sepioteuthesis
australis “may regularly disperse between populations tens to hundreds of kilometres away” it
found that “Westernport was relatively poorly connected to other sites (....) and formed its own
clade (...) suggesting that there is some isolation from other sites.”

5

Kirkman, 2014, Impact of proposed Hastings port expansion on seagrass Mangroves and saltmarsh.

6

https://vnpa.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Impact-of-Proposed-Port-of-Hastings-Expansion-onSeagrass-Mangroves-Salt-Marsh.pdf
Green, Patterns of connectivity and population structure of the Southern calamari Sepioteuthis australia in
Southern Australia. CSIRO
7
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This means two things: their genetics could be wiped out if this area is destroyed, and
that because Westernport does not recruit much larval squid from other areas, the niche
they fill in the environment may remain unfilled.
Small fish and mollusc species are a vital link in the food chain.

4.5.3 Great White Shark
Great White Sharks, Carcharodon Carcharias, are a vulnerable, migratory and an EPBC listed
species. The EES reports them as ‘low occurrence’ near the FSRU. This is an error.
Kent Stannard, a Victorian Great White Shark expert from White Tag indicates they have drawn
a picture from anecdotal studies from commercial and recreational fishermen who have seen
several Great White Sharks in Westernport. What scientists have learnt from this indicates that
Great White Sharks are critically dependant on the North Arm of Westernport Bay for feeding.
They visit the seal colony and swim up the channel seasonally in the warmer months into North
Arm after snapper and gummy shark, as those fish swim up to spawn.
Noise, light, vibration Hydrocarbons, and ship movements could negatively affect Sharks
in this narrow channel. This is not dealt with in the EES.

4.5.4 Risk of collision leading to oil spills
Westernport currently hosts around 150 to 160 vessels a year, including crude oil tankers,
product tankers (petrol and diesel) and gas tankers which carry bunker oil (Heavy oil). AGL
vessels will not be carrying bunker oil but there is a risk of collision leading to oil spills.
A study commissioned by WPPC and VNPA 8 shows that Westernport is at high risk of oil
pollution from only relatively minor spills and that clean-up responses would be largely
ineffective and damaging.

Quantitative assessment of exposure risks due to oil spills from shipping in Western Port 2013. Asia PacificASA, http://vnpa.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Pr-HS-Quantitative-assessment-of-oil-spill-risks-inWestern-Port-Bay.pdf
8
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The Quantitative assessment of exposure risks due to oil spills from shipping in Western Port has
been prepared by a leading oil spill consultant, who modeled six different credible and
conservative oil spill scenarios and found that:
•

Oil spilled from shipping traffic in Westernport could reach and contaminate shorelines
within minutes and be spread throughout the bay over many hours by strong tidal and
wind forces.

•

Most areas designated as national parks, marine national parks and other conservation
reserves could be exposed to oil within less than six hours.

•

Phillip Island Nature Park is particularly vulnerable to oil spills potentially resulting
from groundings on McHaffie’s Reef during winter

•

The strong influence of constantly varying wind directions on a floating slick of oil
results in significant uncertainty in predicting the course of streaming in any given set of
tidal and wind conditions to guide response.

•

Existing oil spill response capabilities would be unlikely to sufficiently stop the spread of
oil. Surfactants are highly dangerous chemicals. Booms do not work in
Westernport’s fast tide.

•

The simulations indicated that floating oil (or marine pest larvae or dredge spoil) will tend
to oscillate along the channels over multiple tidal cycles, but will be subject to winds
blowing towards shorelines over an extended period (days to weeks).

The EES biological impact assessment for the FSRU was spatially limited to just the region
around the FSRU and there was little consideration of ecological processes and linkages
that can extent impacts over a larger area.
The EES discounted impacts by saying habitats were not close enough to be impacted,
when the modelling clearly showed they were. For example, there were statements that
major oil spill could also be transported to those habitats, yet this was also ignored.

4.5.5 Marine Pests
WPPC and Save Westernport have been so concerned about the potential marine pest outbreaks
from the recent industrial proposals in Westernport, that they have applied and received a grant
from the Communities Environment Program, to do a marine pest survey:
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“Westernport and Peninsula Protection Council (WPPC) and Save Westernport will be engaging
Fathom Pacific Pty Ltd. Marine pest monitoring will be conducted at both BlueScope jetties, and we
will seek the permission and guidance of BlueScope Steel Ltd on all matters.”
A thorough marine pest survey must be completed prior to approvals, to provide
thorough, up to date, baseline knowledge of marine pest species in Westernport Bay, and
assess this increased risk and mitigation strategies.
No extensive marine pest surveys have been done in Westernport Bay for 20 years.
An increase in shipping 40 ships a year means an increase in the threat of marine pests.
Westernport Bay had 7 species of marine pest in 1997, none of them major marine pests.
Northern Pacific Sea stars (brought in by Japanese woodchip ships) in Port Phillip Bay have
been identified as a contributor to the dramatic loss of commercial fish stocks in Port Phillip
Bay. In the last ten years or so fish stocks in the middle of the Bay, where these creatures
dominate, have fallen by 20%.9
Marine Pests, like weeds on land, can destroy the diversity and then impair the function of
marine ecosystems.
“Marine Pests –exotic fauna may affect nitrogen cycling by displacing or consuming the fauna
living in sediment which are important for enhancing de-nitrification. .... Impacts of exotic
species on nutrient cycles have been demonstrated at small scale in Port Phillip Bay.”10
4.5. 5 Bird life
Both the terrestrial and marine impact assessment reports dismiss the potential for
impacts on wetland birds and Ramsar ecosystems.

9

Marine Pests effect on Fish stocks unpublished report from Greg Parry MAFRI Queenscliff.

10

Water quality commissioner for Environmental Sustainability Victoria, Ces.vic.gov.au
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In 2014, WPPC and VNPA commissioned the following report11 about the impact of a typical oil
spill on the birdlife of Westernport. The following is of significance to the AGL proposal:
•

The potential for a single oil spill to have serious short and long-term impacts on
migratory shorebird populations in Westernport is of great concern. The bay is one of
the most important shorebird sites in Victoria. Shorebirds are under considerable
existing pressure throughout their range and their populations are known to be
declining.

•

Typically, penguins are the birds most affected by oil spills. Little Penguins are at high
risk of oiling and subsequent death from oil spills at McHaffies Reef. Phillip Island
Penguins are worth approx $30,000 each in tourism value.

•

Seabirds foraging in the waters of Lower North Arm would be at high risk of oiling from
spills at either Long Island Point jetty or McHaffies Reef. It is likely that large numbers of
these birds would die. Large numbers of swans and ducks would also be at high risk of
partial oiling. Hooded Plover on the northern beaches of Phillip Island are also
susceptible to oil spills, particularly from spills at McHaffies Reef.

•

Vessel-generated waves can impact on the productivity of seagrass beds and erode
shorelines, impacting on foraging resources for birds such as swans, ducks and
shorebirds.

Western Port ranks among the top twenty wader sites in Australia, is listed under the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance and contains 27,000 ha of intertidal
mudflat, which is important migratory wader habitat. The main sites in Western Port have
supported over 12,000 Palaearctic migratory waders and 1400 breeding waders and the most
numerous species (since counts started in 1973) include Red-necked Stint, Curlew Sandpiper
and Eastern Curlew12.
The most favoured migratory wader bird feeding sites in Western Port appear to be essentially
natural in origin. Mangroves play a fundamental role in the ecology of the bay and along with

11

Lau, 2014, Impact of proposed Port of Hastings expansion on the birdlife of Westernport,
http://vnpa.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Pr-HS-Western-Port-port-expansion-impact-onbirdlife-10042014.pdf
12

Loyn, R.H. Dann, P., McCulloch E. Important wader sites in the East Asian-Australasian Flyway 1.
Western Port, Victoria, Australia. The Stilt 38, 39-43
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seagrass beds are the major source of productivity13. Within Western Port there are many
important roosting and feeding sites that must be protected:
●

Ocean beaches (Cape Shank to Flinders) - affected by wave action and human
disturbance but supports breeding Hooded Plover, Pied and Sooty Oystercatchers

●

Flinders –Typ. 50 Ruddy Turnstone, 150 Red-necked Stint - beach roosting (VWSG
catching site)

●

Sandy Point – Small numbers of small waders since 2000 – formerly larger flocks

●

Long Island – Artificial island near Hastings formed as by-product of channel dredging.
Used by waders feeding in the North Arm or disturbed from Barralliar Is. Mixed species
variable numbers.

●

Blind Bight – Flocks of masked lapwings and pairs of Black-fronted Dotterel

●

Bunyip River and Yallock Creek – The sandy shore and adjacent earth banks north of
Yallock Creek estuary are the largest wader roost in the bay. A wide range of species

●

Settlement Road – beaches accessed by private farmland - intermittent use by waders.

●

Stockyard Point / Jam Jerrup – important (third largest wader roost in the bay) for a
wide range of small and large waders including Eastern Curlew and Red-necked
Avocets.

●

Reef Island – fifth largest roost in the bay attracting flocks of Pacific Golden Plover,
Ruddy Turnstone and Grey-tailed Tattler.

●

Phillip Island - Churchill Is Mudflats including Rhyll inlet- major feeding site for large
waders that roost on Observation Point -Bar-tailed Godwit (no Red Foxes)

●

French Island – supports a high density of Breeding Pied Oystercatchers – (no Red Foxes
on the Island) Tortoise Head - fourth largest roost in the bay for a wide range of both
small and large waders. (also breeding ground for Short-tailed Shearwaters. FairhavenChilcott Rocks is also important for various species of waders).

●

Barralliar Island – This is the second largest roost in the bay. Most waders roost in dense
flocks on stony beaches and sandbanks on the 1 ha island. It has a high species List.

13
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Most of these sites are within the Western Port Ramsar Site and as such must be given statutory
protection. Furthermore, under the EPBC Act, Ramsar sites are Matters of National
Environmental Significance (MNES) and approval from the federal Minister for the Environment
is required for actions likely to impact significantly on their values.
In addition, migratory species are themselves MNES and approval is required for actions likely
to impact significantly on their habitat. This means that any major developments in the bay
must avoid loss or degradation of wader habitat. The heavy industrial development during
the construction of the gas import jetty will involve dredging and piling and thus falls
into this category.
The wader roosts to be most disturbed due to proximity to the FSRU would be Tortoise Head,
Chilcott Rocks/Fairhaven, Long Island, Barralliar island and Sandy Point. But many waders are
forced to leave some of these sites and roost elsewhere. (e.g. Barralliar Island to Long island,
Bullock Swamp or Duck Splash). Therefore, any roosting and feeding site within the bay
could be adversely affected.
Regular shipping carries risks of pollution and introduction of exotic marine organisms
in ballast water14. These risks are expected to increase dramatically due to this project.
The EES Technical Report B (5.1.6, 80-88) Western Port Ramsar site lists frequency count
data and straightline-distances of roost sites and foraging habitats from the proposed
FSRU location at Crib point jetty (reproduced from Hale 2016). Whilst this data is
relevant, it does not account for the above-mentioned forced wader movement due to
tidal changes and other factors. It also fails to account for the expected reduction in
foraging and roosting habitats due to sea level rise from climate change due to the
burning of gas and other fossil fuel such as caused by this project.
The report also has the wader sites in a map ranked by abundance (reproduced from
Hansen et al 2011). Palearctic wader abundance is extremely variable year by year and
the tidal mud flat locations are expected to change dramatically through this century due
to sea level rise with human caused climate change due to the burning of fossil fuels.
The political pressure to use gas (another badly polluting fossil fuel) is ill-advised and
will exacerbate the problem of habitat loss in Western Port and in habitats throughout all
flyways as the global temperatures rise along with sea level rise.

14
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Technical Report B - Terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity
1.

Summary of omissions, gaps, and anomalies

The EES lacks sufficient and rigorous baseline data, it misses significant species and factors that
should be incorporated, ignores previous reports and inadequately addresses project impact by
underestimating or leaving out potential impacts of works, which leads to inadequate risk
assessment.
There are assumptions made about the capability and resources of contractors and
subcontractors to adequately understand, apply and (later) monitor assessment impacts. In
some cases, we are unclear about what they will monitor – as monitoring potentially significant
habitat / species loss ‘after the fact’ fails to address the issue of restoration and further
mitigation, especially in the case of significant decline.
1.1

Errors and omissions

While we have not been able to undertake an in-depth critique of Chapter 7 Terrestrial
Biodiversity and Technical Report B Terrestrial and Freshwater Biodiversity Assessment due to
their respective 76 and 413 page lengths and our restricted resources, we have noted a number
of glaring errors and omissions. These errors demonstrate inadequate quality control and
assessment from the Proponent and indicate that both documents should be reviewed with a
‘fine-tooth comb’ approach by the Responsible Authorities.
1.1.1

Problematic application of risk matrix

In addition, Chapter 7 does not cite supporting evidence to support its assertions, and even the
supporting Technical Report B repeatedly fails to correctly cite information, instead vaguely
referencing earlier studies. It is therefore a mammoth task to trawl the hundreds of pages
contained in Technical Report B, the reports that fed into that (where these are even available)
to understand the rationale for assessments, methodology and risk ratings to adequately
critique the EES. A sample of errors are outlined below, though it is likely that there are more.
Despite the risk matrix and underlying likelihood and consequence ratings being defined in the
EES (5-12, 13), these have not been used in Technical Report B, despite the insistence of the
method section (Technical Report B, Section 4.2) with different likelihood terminology being
used (e.g. for A1.1 Listed flora species) that remains undefined in the report.
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Risk assessment results through Chapter 6 are very subjective and seem to consistently
downplay potential impacts.
These risk assessments should all be reviewed by subject matter experts rather than
being automatically accepted as accurate.
1.1.2

Contradicting description of construction methods for waterways

The proposed development:
‘has an extremely long and far- reaching (elongated) footprint. Road reserves and
railway lines where it is largely plotted are often the very last refuges for indigenous
plants and animals. They are by nature narrow and seem inconsequential to most but
are often the most critical sites for the survival of species and habitats that represent the
last vestiges from the vast and often denuded environments around them.’15
The total pipeline, according to APA descriptions will be approximately 56.2 km in length, with a
corridor of up to 30 metres in width. Horizontal Direction Drilling is proposed for under some
creeks and other areas designated as environmentally sensitive, but not through all waterways.
The list of waterways to have a trench dug through them differs in various tables within the EES
documents.
Two methods are proposed to be used to lay the pipeline, the more destructive open-trenching
and the less destructive (though not without its own impacts and risks) and more expensive,
horizontal directional drilling (HDD). We have noted discrepancies between the supporting
Technical Report (Terrestrial and Freshwater Biodiversity Impact Assessment report - Biosis
2020) and the summary Chapter 7.
While the Summary Chapter consistently refers to open trenching through the Western Outfall
Drain and Hagelthornes drains, the Technical Report notes that these two waterways will be
crossed with the HDD method to avoid surface disturbance to waterways supporting habitat for
EPBC and FFG Act listed aquatic fauna (Biosis 2020, 11).
The fact that both these drains support habitat for EPBC listed species should be
sufficient to warrant risk reduction through HDD rather than open trenching.
1.1.3

15

Disregarding earlier project studies

Cumming, Rohan, 2020. Peninsula Bushworks EES response submission .
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Monarc Environmental (2018, 32) note that the FFG listed Flatback Mangrove Goby had a ‘High’
likelihood of occurrence in the Western Outfall Drain, with recent records of the species there.
This contradicts a later statement in the Technical Report B (p.118) which states that
‘Flatback Mangrove Goby was recorded within Watson Creek, which aligns with its
preferred habitat of saline creeks and estuaries, including coastal seawater. The Pipeline
Works study area does not cover Watson Creek, as it is being avoided with HDD,
therefore this species was not recorded within the Pipeline Works study area, nor does it
have any other suitable habitat within this area (our emphasis).’
The Western Outfall Drain waterway should be crossed using HDD rather than open
trenching. It again indicates the unreliability of the EES assessment.
1.1.4

Use of inappropriate evidence base

Other examples of poor practice include the use of consultant reports (i.e. not peer reviewed) as
evidence to support the Proponent’s assertion, rather than the scientific literature. For example,
despite a wide evidence base in the scientific literature regarding the impacts of noise on birds,
the Proponent has referred to a consultant report from a road project in Western Australia16 as
the basis of an assertion that it is unlikely that waders/water birds would be adversely
impacted by the Project (7-48). This is an incredibly weak data source, and one that is not in the
public domain to check.
A comprehensive literature review of the scientific evidence base must be undertaken to
inform this assessment, prior to any approval being considered.
1.1.5

Inadequate mitigation proposed

Open trenching of waterways
While the Proponent notes that they will try to undertake open trenching during low flow or no
flow conditions (MM-FF02) they have acknowledged that construction will take place during
the months of heaviest rainfall and have left themselves a significant loophole to ignore their
proposed approach. They state:
‘Where this [trenching during low or no flow] is not practical’, measures have been
proposed such as flow diversion via pumping). This will constitute a large impediment

16

Phoenix Environmental Sciences 2011. Assessment of the Effect of Traffic Noise on Wetland Birds:
Background Study for the Roe Highway Extension Project. Unpublished report prepared in association with
AECOM for South Metro Connect. Phoenix Environmental Sciences Pty Ltd, Perth, WA.
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(albeit temporary) to the movement of fish and other aquatic fauna and will likely result
in a large increase in turbidity as the sediment slug moves down the waterway, with
deadly impacts to some fauna species and smothering of the flora and benthos that is
their habitat.’ (7-68)
Recommendations for protection of habitat during open trenching of waterways as part of
earlier studies for the Project have been ignored when developing the Aquatic Fauna Impacts
Mitigation17 (MM-FF02). Recommendations ignored by the Proponent include: installation of
flume pipes to minimise damage to the bed and banks of the waterway; installation of steel
plates to block flow; salvage of aquatic fauna; diversion of water through a filtration system to
reduce turbidity; implementation of suitable sedimentation control measures (e.g. silt curtains)
to minimise impacts to water quality and re-establishing vegetation as soon as possible. Once
again, we note that the Proponent is cost cutting with risk to the environment and that HDD
should be used at all waterway crossings at the very least, ideally with the pipeline to be
realigned to avoid so many waterway crossings.
The Proponent has also left themselves a significant loophole to ignore the cornerstone
of their impact ‘minimisation’ with the phrase ‘Subject to further detailed geotechnical
investigations confirming suitability’ (MM-SW05; 8-19). We are uncomfortable with this
statement.
If detailed geotechnical investigations are required to confirm that this method can be
used, then these should be undertaken prior to considering any approval for the project.
The risk should be assessed as though no HDD is being used, until such time that the
method is confirmed as appropriate for the site.
1.1.6

Swamp Skink (see detail below 1.3)

The Swamp Skink, Lissolepis coventryi, is listed as Vulnerable in Victoria18 and is listed as
threatened under the FFG Act. Although The Victorian Biodiversity Atlas has records of 69
sightings of the Swamp Skink in the project area in the last 20 years, the Monarc survey did not
sight or record any swamp skinks. They used Elliot traps and Infra red cameras which have
been found to be outdated methodology.

17

Monarc Environment 2018. Flora and Fauna Assessment Crib Point Pakenham Pipeline Project.
Client report for APA Transmission Pty Ltd. p.5.
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1.1.7

Amphibian Chytrid Fungus (see detail below 1.4)

There is also no mention of a plan to identify the risk, stop or manage the spread of Amphibian
Chytrid Fungus, despite the Pipeline crossing many drainage lines, waterways and wetlands and
the fungus spreading in water.
The risk assessment identifies the introduction of Chytrid fungus resulting to impact on
Growling Grass Frogs (EPBC Vulnerable) as a Medium risk (Technical Report B, FF10), which is
then mitigated to Low with the introduction of controls, despite no control for pathogen spread
beyond hygiene during Growling Grass Frog surveys being outlined in the mitigations. Chytrid
impacts are not limited to Growling Grass Frogs and risks are not limited to frog surveys.
1.1.8

Topsoil Imports

The mitigations for topsoil management do not even mention the potential for Phytophthora or
Chytrid to be present in the imported topsoil and the need to manage these threats.
The importance of Warringine, Watsons and Kings Creeks, and the surrounding wetland to the
preservation of aquatic and land-based fauna is highly significant.

1.2

Case example – swamp skink

Several of the fundamental failings of this chapter of the EES, and how this lack of detail poses
undue risk to threatened fauna, combine in the case of the threatened species (FFG listed)
Swamp Skink, Lissolepis coventryi.
To assess and evaluate impact, risk, and potential mitigation measures for native flora and fauna
within their proposed scope of works, APA and AGL indicate the following methodology was
used:
1. Review existing studies and undertake baseline surveys to establish the existing
conditions for relevant biodiversity values.
2. Conduct a risk assessment to evaluate the potential impacts that the Project could have
on relevant biodiversity values.
3. Quantify the level of impact on the existing conditions that would occur for each of the
risks.
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4. Develop and recommend environmental mitigation measures that can be implemented
by the Project in order to avoid impacts where possible, or to mitigate risks during
construction and operation of the Project.19
Below we address each of the activities 1-4.
1.2.1

Activity 1 - APA’s baseline survey work

The importance of Warringine and surrounds, including Watsons and Kings Creeks, to the
preservation of aquatic and land-based fauna is highly significant.
A study by Legg20 2013, of Woolleys Reserve and Crib Point areas found:
•

one nationally significant fauna species listed under the EPBC Act;

•

six species listed as internationally migratory under the EPBC Act;

•

seventeen state significant species, seven species listed and one species nominated
under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 as threatened. (A follow up study was
conducted in 2018).

“In addition, a further 36 species recorded are considered to be of regional significance and seven
species recorded are considered to be of high local significance. Due to large population and
habitat losses within the local area (Mornington Peninsula Shire) the remaining native fauna can
be considered to be at local significance levels”.
Agriculture Victoria21 grades Watson’s Creek and surrounds as Class 1, indicating:
High priority must be given to preserving the entire tidal drainage system of Watson Inlet
including the salt marsh, mangrove, inter-tidal and sub-tidal areas. Further dredging and
deepening of tidal creek systems should be prohibited and control must be exercised on extending
land drainage and wastewater outlets into and across the mangrove and salt marsh zone. The
development of any harbour or launching facilities inside the area of the site should be prohibited.

AGL/APA Environmental Effects Statement, 2020, Terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity impact
assessment
20
Legg, 2013, Flora and Fauna Assessment at Crib Point Stony Point Foreshore Reserve, Stony Point Foreshore
Committee of management.
21
State of Victoria (Agriculture Victoria), sites of Geographical and Geomorphical Significance, Resources
Online, http://vro.agriculture.vic.gov.au/dpi/vro/portregn.nsf/pages/port lf sig sites watson, accessed
August 2020
19
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The Monarc flora and fauna environmental management report22 contracted by APA indicates
twelve threatened fauna species with “High” likelihood of occurrence within the construction
footprint. Nine of these listed species were recorded during Monarch’s field surveys, including
the Growling Grass Frog, Southern Toadlet, Australasian Shoveler, Cattle Egret, Eastern Great
Egret, Hardhead, Lewin's Rail, Southern Brown Bandicoot and the Glossy Grass Skink.
Monarc was not able to locate several other threatened species, including the swamp skink, the
swamp antechinus and the New Holland mouse.23
While focussing on the swamp skink, the following concerns are relatable (in varying degrees)
to other threatened, rare, and vulnerable species within the proposed area of works in the
Mornington Peninsula Shire. See a list of species within the proposed area of works around Crib
Point (See Appendix A).
The Swamp Skink, Lissolepis coventryi, is currently listed as Vulnerable in Victoria24 and is listed
as threatened under the FFG Act. The Swamp Skink grows to about 250 mm in total length. It
has very shiny, overlapping scales, large scales on the head, and a broad, flat tongue. The colour
of its back is pale yellow-brown to dull olive, with two broad, dark brown to black stripes. The
sides of the lizard are dark with small pale spots25.
According to Humphrey, 2017, the swamp skink is an example of an “
‘elusive and threatened species”, inhabiting densely vegetated, wet environments. The
swamp skink occurs in peri-urban areas and faces many human-induced threats including
habitat loss, introduced predators and environmental pollution. Effective and reliable
survey methods are therefore essential for its conservation’26

22

APA Transmission Pty Limited, Flora and Fauna Assessment Crib Point Pakenham Pipeline Project, 2018,
Monarc Environmental, http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/ entity/annotation/1829f132-4dcc-e811a2e6-005056ba00a8/a71d58ad-4cba-48b6-8dab-f3091fc31cd5?t=1539386077609, accessed July2020
23
Melbourne Water, 2017, Westernport Catchment Snapshot,
24
Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning, November 2019, Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988
Threatened List
25
Robertson, Peter and Clemann, Nick, 2015, Guidelines for management activities in Swamp Skink habitat on
the Mornington Peninsula, p.1.
26
Jacinta E. Humphrey, Kylie A. Robert, Steve W. J. Leonard, 2017, Elliott traps found to be ineffective for the
survey of swamp skink (Lissolepis coventryi): a cautionary tale of outdated survey guidelines,
https://bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Research/volume-44/issue-6%e2%80%937/WR17012/Elliott-traps-foundto-be-ineffective-for-the-survey-of/10.1071/WR17012.short, accessed July 2020
WPPC response to AGL /APA EES FINAL 260820
Authors: Karri Giles, Sandy Milne, Roger Richards, Annabel Richards, WPPC, Bron Gwyther, Gidja Walker, Verity Docos.
20

A survey commissioned by APA27 into the presence and recommended management of swamp
skink habitat indicated its aims were:
‘to determine if the Swamp Skink is present or is likely to be present in suitable habitats
within or adjacent to the proposed pipeline corridor. Presence or likelihood of presence will
inform future management actions for the project.”
(p. iii). Methodology included a desktop survey and “targeted surveys for Swamp Skink”
…” using both infrared, motion sensing cameras and Elliott Traps in three locations’ (p. iii).
1(i)

Initial survey methodology was lacking

Despite noting the Victorian Biodiversity Atlas record of 69 sightings of the Swamp Skink
reported between 2000 and 2018 around the Watsons Creek and Warringine Park areas, the
Monarc survey did not sight or record any swamp skinks.
Methodology to record the swamp skink in this survey was likely inappropriate. In 2017,
research28 conducted on the Mornington Peninsula identified that Elliot traps are not the most
effective method to test for swamp skink prevalence, recommending methods such as creating
artificial refuges, and camera traps as significantly more successful than Elliott traps alone, at
detecting swamp skinks. As skins are diurnal, day-time hand surveys and creating artificial
habitat surveys at different times, especially during sunny periods, are also recommended.
No hand or artificial surveys were conducted, instead a reliance on infra-red cameras and
Elliot traps alone.
Lack of effective surveying methodology and results casts doubt on the future capacity of
AGL and APA to locate skinks within their proposed area of works.
1.2.2

Activity 2 - Risk assessment methodology to evaluate the potential impacts of
the project

Despite some detail on risk assessment in the Monarc study, AGL/APL conclude throughout
their report that there will be ‘rare’ or ‘no likelihood’ of significant impact to species.
The EES Risk Assessment section FF2 of the Technical document rates the potential impact of
native vegetation removal as low, while the Risk Assessment document (Attachment 111,
27

Monarc Environmental, 2018, Swamp Skink Targeted Survey Report for the Crib Point Pakenham Pipeline
Project, APA Transmission Pty Limited
28
Jacinta E. Humphrey, Kylie A. Robert, Steve W. J. Leonard, 2017, Elliott traps found to be ineffective for the
survey of swamp skink (Lissolepis coventryi): a cautionary tale of outdated survey guidelines, , accessed July
2020
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Environmental Risk Assessment) p.54, rates this potential as high, even with risk mitigation
measures. Attachment 111 indicates the impact of habitat loss on threatened fauna will be
medium (FF2), and when mitigated, low (FF3) (swamp skink is listed as ‘undetected’), p.55.
We dispute this:
It is highly likely that the proposed pipeline will impact skink populations by removal
and reduction of habitat and habitat value, due to:
(i)

Some areas of the proposed pipeline location are in known swamp skink habitat. Below
are some of the key locations:

(ii)

The pipeline crosses eight waterways within the Ramsar-listed area, including
Warringine and Watson’s creek zones. Mapsheet 3 in the Environmental Effects
Statement Map Book29 outlines the significant swathe of land bounding the Warringine
Park area proposed for pipeline development, and the proposed HDD entry under
Warringine Creek. The swamp skink sighting in Warringine Park in 2018 was on the
existing pipeline easement, where much of these works are proposed to occur.

(iii)

Additional swamp skink colonies have been documented through the Kings Creek area30,
also impacted by the pipeline in Mapsheet 4. Mapsheet 10 outlines the environmental
imprint of the project through Watson’s Creek surrounds and underneath the creek
itself.
The total pipeline, according to APA descriptions will be approximately 56.2 km in
length, with a corridor of up to 30 metres in width. Horizontal Direction Drilling is
proposed for under some creeks and other areas designated as environmentally
sensitive, but not through all waterways. Machinery will still need to be brought into
these sensitive areas, to complete this work.

1.2.3

Activity 3 - Assessing the level of Impact of potential risks

Appendix 7 (p. 398) of the Technical document lists “Project assessments against the EPBC Act,”
for some threatened species” (not including the swamp skink).

29

AGL & APA, 2020, Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project Environmental Effects Statement, Attachment V111,
Map Book
30
Legg, Malcom, 2008, SWAMP SKINK SURVEYS OF KINGS CREEK, HASTINGS, LIMESTONE ROAD, BONEO AND DRUM
DRUM ALLOC CREEK RESERVE, ROSEBUD WEST”
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Most of the outcomes were ’negligible’, according to AGL and APA, which appears as a
dismissive approach.
(i)

We pose those same questions on the impact of the project to the swamp skink:
•

Will the action lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population?
Likely – see below.

•

Will the action reduce the area of occupancy of an important population?
Likely – removal and change of habitat is highly likely to reduce the area of
occupancy. Even if for a small period, swamp skins are highly territorial and do not
move outside of a defined area – they fight aggressively for territory31. Even initial
displacement of habitat is highly likely to impact the immediate skink population.

•

Will the works fragment an existing population into two or more populations?
Not Likely – it is unlikely the skinks can successfully relocate.

•

Will the works adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species?
Highly likely – Legg indicates that longer term effects of proximity to pipelines
(such as at Tootgarook Swamp) are yet unstudied. His concerns regarding the
impact on skinks and other fauna from pipeline construction, despite management
plans, include:
The obvious reduction in the extent of habitat caused by such constructions, altered
hydrology of sites, followed by (perhaps gradual and hence less noticeable) changes
in vegetation, increased weed invasion, increased fire risk, increased risk of
Cinnamon Fungus infection of habitat plants and barriers to dispersal and
fragmentation of populations.

•

Will the works disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population?
Highly likely – the works are proposed over an 18 month to two-year period,
during dry months, including summer. After reaching two years of age, skinks lay
live young during late Jan-March, after breeding in August- September. It is highly
unlikely that tiny live young will be spotted by contractors, and if the skink mating
and birthing season is interrupted, populations will suffer.

31

McKInlay, Norman, 2008, “Presentation on the Swamp Skink – Tootgarook swamp” (powerpoint).
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•

Will the works modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or
quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to decline?
Highly likely – variations in habitat that increase light, compacted soil from
machinery impacting on water retention and for capacity for skinks to move freely.
Pipeline corridors created for foxes and rats encourage their easy movement
between sites, all leading to a potentially critical reduction in species.

•

Will the works result in the introduction and establishment of invasive species that
are harmful to the vulnerable species?
Likely - it is common for weeds to be easily spread by machinery, footwear, and by
creating more open spaces in which weed seeds lodge.

•

Will works introduce disease that may cause the species to decline?
Highly likely - pathogens such as cinnamon fungus are easily spread by machinery
and footwear and already pose a significant problem to flora and fauna across the
Peninsula.
In addition to these concerns, 78 of the 180 samples taken along the pipeline
confirmed the presence of Acid Sulphate Soils. (EES technical report E). The
management of this during construction must follow EPA guidelines which can
include use of clay, black plastic and/or lime. The existing pipeline through the acid
sulphate soils area of Warringine is protected from corrosion by an electrical
current. Clay, plastic, lime, and low-voltage electrical currents may disturb the
swamp skink.

•

Will the works interfere substantially with the recovery of the species?
Highly likely – due to all above concerns.

We are unconvinced about the capacity of many suggested mitigation measures to make
a difference to outcomes for the skink, with risk impact assessed by us as high.
1.2.4

Activity 4 -

Develop and recommend environmental mitigation

measures that can be implemented by the Project to avoid impacts where
possible, or to mitigate risks during construction and operation of the
Project
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The report’s suggestions to mitigate risk include a range of protocols in line with various
relevant Acts and management plans, including:
(i)

Using expert advice at construction - to advise construction workers in best environmental
methodology to protect flora and fauna.
Given experts already contracted by APA were unable to locate the species, despite the
surveyed area being a known habitat, we are concerned that this will offer little support
to protection of skink habitat, or the skinks themselves.

(ii)

Including fauna management standards in the Environmental Management Plan (EMP).
Standards are only as effective as the adherence to them. Will there be external or
local expert monitoring of the implementation of these standards? What are the
consequences for breach? Rectification works are often too late for threatened,
rare and vulnerable species.

(iii)

A specific protocol will be developed for clearing Swamp Skink and Glossy Grass Skink
habitat, in consultation with Mornington Peninsula Shire, which will refer to the
management activity guidelines developed by Robertson and Clemann (2015)32 for
Swamp Skink. This protocol is proposed to be included as a management standard in the
Gas Import Jetty Works EMP.
In our view, Mornington Peninsula Shire is not an expert for providing advice on the
swamp skink, nor other threatened species.

(iv)

Other concerns are inadequately addressed – including - construction and ongoing
operation of the works include noise, (impact on flora and fauna assessed as low, with
no mitigation offered (7-39); machinery fuel and oil leakages or spills (mitigation
suggestion is to fill machinery 50 metres away from waterways – which does not take
into consideration unique and varied wetland and other soils and their drainage).

(v)

Extensive management measures were recommended by Monarc Environmental, based
on the Robertson and Clemann study (cited above) to mitigate some of the above
threats, but much of the detail is not referred to in collated risk reports.
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Robertson and Clemann, 2015, Guidelines for management activities in Swamp Skink habitat on the
Mornington Peninsula.
https://www.swifft.net.au/resources/Swamp%20Skink%20management%20guidelines%20Robertson%20and
%20Clemann.pdf, accessed July 2020.
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Given the unique and complex nature of Westernport, and the interplay between subtle
changes to vegetation and the survival of threatened or vulnerable species, in particular
the Ramsar listed sites, we question APA and AGL’s capacity to instigate the initial risk
mitigation, even with the support of experts, and their capacity and willingness over
time to understand and monitor the ongoing environmental threats of their work.
(vi)

We also question what are the outcomes or plans for rectification of any breach of
environmental requirements? We consider it unlikely that rectification, after the fact,
will be effective.

1.3

Other significant risks to fauna that are not adequately addressed

An expert witness, Dr Mary Cole will speak to the two sections below. We have summarised
some concerns that we have.
1.3.1

Spread of Cinnamon Fungus and Amphibian Chytrid Fungus

An additional risk that is not adequately addressed throughout this chapter is the spread of
Cinnamon Fungus and Amphibian Chytrid Fungus are both FFG listed threatening processes33.
The Technical Report notes that these two pathogens are already present within the Pipeline
Works Study Area and that there is also risk of a novel strain of Phytophthora being introduced
to the site due to the Project (Technical Report B, p.166).
It is because these pathogens are in some soils that digging across the landscape is dangerous.
Cinnamon fungus is spread by mud being moved.
The only mitigation is (7.11.8, p.154): a mention of handlers conducting a survey before the
construction, and they will follow hygiene protocols.
1.3.2

Growling grass frogs (Litoria raniformis), Nationally threatened species and
ecological communities EPBC Act

Growling Grass Frog have been detected within Cardinia Creek at the end of Bloomfield Lane
(KP 40.1). It is also presumed present in connected waterways, including Cardinia Creek southeast of Ballarto Road and in Lower Gum Scrub Creek. A total of 185 database records occur
within the northern half of the Pipeline Works study area, demonstrating the existence of a
population in that area.

33

Australian Government, CHYTRIDIOMYCOSIS (AMPHIBIAN CHYTRID FUNGUS DISEASE); environment.gov.au
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EES surveys were conducted in March 2018 and Feb 2019. This is not an appropriate time
to survey for frogs as they are not calling but bury themselves underground.
Another survey should be conducted, at the correct time, to establish where the
populations are.
Works are planned to occur across waterways in summer/autumn, no or low-flow periods.
Will there be a timetable for pipeline works according to the ecological needs?
A survey by handlers is not adequate to protect these species from soil movement and
heavy machinery. This risk is not adequately addressed in risk mitigation strategy,
section MM- FF06 topsoil management.
AGL/APA need to review their risk mitigation strategies regarding these species.
1.3.3

Native vegetation and habitat loss/modification
‘Section 7.1.1 (p. 153) indicates that 1.603 + 15.352 = 16.955 hectares of native
vegetation is proposed for removal. This includes loss of 13.903 hectares of ‘patch native
vegetation’ (115 habitat zones, 11 EVCs). The bioregional conservation status is listed as
6.012 hectares Endangered, 1.395 hectares Vulnerable and 6.495 hectares of Least
Concern. Loss of 50 large patch trees, 29 large scattered trees and 50 small scattered
trees. This includes removal of individuals of, and habitat for, significant flora species’
(Section 7.1.3, p. 157). This area does not include the bulldozing in 2020 of land adjacent
to the Port of Hastings, at Woolleys Beach.
‘Most native vegetation loss would occur in the southern half of the Pipeline Works
study area, in areas around Crib Point, Warringine Park, Hastings rail corridor north of
Kings Creek, and south of Watson Creek. The cleared active pipeline easement between
KP 1 and KP 1.9 also qualifies as native vegetation due to the composition of the
regenerated ground layer vegetation’.

These areas include both primary habitat, and as acknowledged in the report:
‘While all patches of native vegetation are moderately or highly disturbed, they provide
a range of habitat values for native fauna. Impacts on fauna may extend beyond the
mapped native vegetation used in the NVRR calculation as predominantly introduced
vegetation, including invasive species such as Blackberry and Kikuyu, may provide
habitat for cover-dependent native species such as Southern Brown Bandicoot.’
Additionally, construction of the Project has some inherent capacity to adversely impact on
adjacent native vegetation or habitat through fragmentation or degradation of existing adjacent
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habitat, land or water pollution (e.g. spills), noise and vibration, lighting, dust, hydrological
change and providing clear pathways for invasion by pest species or pathogens.
‘Due to the temporary nature of works, the planned removal of 1.1 hectares of bandicoot
habitat is considered minor, and mitigation measures including MM-FF04 Contractor
awareness and MM-FF09 Southern Brown Bandicoot would ensure that short-term
impacts are reduced as much as practicable’.(p.157).
We dispute this level of risk, given the clearly explained risks to these species, and rate
the risk level for threatened fauna as high.
1.3.4

Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems

P. 133 of the report outlines the groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs), or ‘ecosystems
where a supply of groundwater is required in order to maintain the biota and ecological
services and processes that they support’.
The report outlines the types of groundwater dependent ecosystems within the construction
zone. These include
•

wetlands, lakes, seeps, springs, river baseflow, coastal areas and estuaries that
constitute brackish water and marine ecosystems (Type 2); and

•

terrestrial vegetation that depends on groundwater fully or on a seasonal or episodic
basis to prevent water stress.

The GDE Atlas identifies the following relevant medium or high-potential Type 2 GDEs within
the Pipeline Works study area, as eleven waterways (including outside of Mornington Peninsula
shire) within the construction zone; and medium or high-potential Type 3 GDEs, including:
Swamp Scrub, Heathy Woodland, Coastal Saltmarsh (the report omitted that this is EPBC listed),
Damp Heathy Woodland, Grassy Woodland, Swampy Riparian Woodland and Damp Sands Herbrich Woodland. and Damp Grassland of the Gippsland Plain (also omitted as EPBC listed).
Section 7.1.6 indicates a strong reliance on habitat revegetation to address risks:
‘All of these locations would be rehabilitated following construction so any effects on
terrestrial environments that may be used by the species would be temporary and of
short duration.’ (p.183).
Groundwater is affected by digging trenches and drilling. In summer digging and drilling, which
sometimes involves drawing on groundwater to aid drilling, can easily dry up localised water
sources for fauna. We are not convinced this risk has been adequately addressed in the
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risk assessment; that is, rehabilitation after the fact will not address immediate and
potentially significant habitat loss for threatened species.

1.4

Case Study – Watson’s Creek

1.4.1

Watsons Inlet at risk from Pipeline
Watsons Creek, a tidal creek crossing the broad salt
marsh and mangrove zone on the western shore of Quail
Island
Photo credit: Western Port Biosphere Website

The AGL APA pipeline is proposed to go through Watsons Inlet, an area that is recognised
Internationally, Nationally, at State Level and locally. This cannot be allowed to happen. The
Shapiro Study 34 declared it one of six areas of Major Ecological Importance in Westernport
in1974. The State Government responded by declaring it one of six areas of ecological
importance in the Westernport region in January 1976.
1.5

Yaringa Marine National Park is located between the mainland and Quail Island

Nature Conservation Reserve in Western Port, this park is part of the Western Port RAMSAR
wetlands and is an area of international significance due to its importance for wader birds.
According to Agriculture Victoria,35 Watson Inlet and Quail Island
‘is the least disturbed mangrove and salt marsh area on the mainland shore of Westernport
Bay. It is a major site in Victoria to study the nature of sedimentation in a mangrove
environment and the role of the mangroves in prompting sediment accumulation. The area of
Cranbourne Sands topography is one of the largest of these areas left undisturbed in the
Westernport region. The relict sandy spits are of similar significance to that described at
Bungower Point.’

34

Westernport Bay Environmental Study 1973-74, Director, Maurice Shapiro, Ministry for Conservation,
Victoria, Melbourne, 1975.
35

http://vro.agriculture.vic.gov.au/dpi/vro/portregn.nsf/pages/port_lf_sig_sites_watson
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Western Port can be said to support one of the most significant stands of salt marsh in
south- eastern Australia and considered to be of national significance. The proposed
pipeline route should be nowhere near Watsons Inlet.

1.6 Project Offsets
While we strongly disagree that the project should proceed, should it do so, we are
concerned about offsets.
AGL is proposing that it will consult to find the most appropriate and available offsets. What is
AGL’s decision making framework to ensure that offsets address local habitat loss?
Doctors for the Environment note that restoration of biodiversity is rarely successful after
mining and other projects.36 The use of offsets as a trade off in development approvals
is not supported, as they fail to provide adequate habitat replacement.37 38
The Mornington Peninsula Shire has developed a list of potential offsets, and should the
project proceed, they will continue to consult with the community about those
suggestions.
We submit that, should the project be granted authority to proceed, AGL should commit
to working with Mornington Peninsula Shire to determine the most relevant offsets
within the Shire.

1.7 Summary
We consider the location of the project as too risky to the degradation and population of
threatened rare and vulnerable flora and fauna species.
Risk assessments have failed to take on board the understanding or the complexity of
the ecological systems, existing loss of habitat and threats. Risk mitigation measures,

Bowman, D (2013). Restoration won’t work: a new way to fix old mines.
https://theconversation.com/restoration-wont-work-a-new-way-to-fix-old-mines-21236
37 Regnery, B., Couvet, D. & Kerbiriou, C. (2013). Offsets and Conservation of the Species of the EU
Habitats and
Birds Directives. Conservation Biology
38 Possingham, H and Mc Carthy, M.; Submission to the Senate Committee on the Effectiveness of
Threatened Species and Ecological Communities Protection in Australia.
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary Business/Committees/Senate/Environment and Communicatio
ns/Completed_inquiries/2010-13/threatenedspecies/index
36
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where offered, are inadequate; and in some cases, are not ever going to be adequate,
given the scale of this project and the diverse lands and waters it traverses.
Westernport is a site of National Botanical Significance. It is of such unique
environmental significance and fragility that this level of risk is unacceptable.

Technical Report C- Surface water
We refer to the submissions by Environment Victoria, Save Westernport, Victorian National
Parks Association (VNPA). We also refer to the Mornington Peninsula Shire’s submission, as an
expert in many local matters.

Technical Report D – Groundwater
We refer to the submissions by Environment Victoria, Save Westernport, Victorian National
Parks Association (VNPA).

Technical Report E – Contamination and acid sulphate soils
We refer to the submissions by Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Save Westernport,
Environment Victoria and Victorian National Parks Association.

Technical Report F - Greenhouse gas
We are extremely concerned about this project’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and
the resulting impact on social health and wellbeing, economic and environment.

1.

Global warming

The past six years, 2014 to 2019, have been the warmest since global records began, a period
that has included enormous heatwaves in the US, Europe and India, freakishly hot temperatures
in the Arctic, and deadly wildfires from Australia to California to Greece.
Australia emits much more than our fair share. Our emissions are 1.3% of the global total, but
our population is 0.3% of the global total.
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Past projections from the United Nations' Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change39 (IPCC)
show summer sea ice persisting over a million square kilometres until at least 2050 or even
beyond 2100, but recently, that timeline has begun to look far too optimistic.
Just this year, an analysis of numerous climate models 40 found that even in the best case
scenario, Arctic sea ice would slip below this mark, making the region virtually ice-free.

2.

Composition and impacts of natural gas

1.1. Due to our burning fossil fuels our climate is changing, with devastating consequences now
and in the immediate future. This is well documented. Natural gas is comprised mostly of
methane. Any losses during extraction, transport, and at the point of consumption add to the
global emissions of this gas. In the first two decades of its release, methane is 84 times more
effective a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide41, so it only takes a small amount of methane
emission to negate the benefits of natural gas over coal and oil.
In late June42 the energy and emissions reduction minister, Angus Taylor, amended laws to
reflect a scientific consensus that methane – a highly potent but short-lived greenhouse gas that
leaks during gas processing – plays a greater role in heating the planet than previously thought.
Peak medical groups, representing most of Australia’s doctors and health experts, have issued a
joint call to on prime minister Scott Morrison to embrace clean energy and strong climate action
as part of the government’s response to Covid-19, saying the health of Australians would be
better off as a result.
What is the true negative value of this methane/ethane that adds to global heating, accelerates
species extinctions, sea level rise, ocean acidification, reef die-offs, exacerbated bush fires etc?
The social and economic costs are high.

3.

Taking our environment seriously

39

https://www.sciencealert.com/climate-change
https://www.sciencealert.com/arctic-sea-ice-could-vanish-in-the-summer-even-before-2050-newsimulations-predict
41
https://www.edf.org/climate/methane-other-important-greenhousegas#:~:text=In%20the%20first%20two%20decades,more%20potent%20than%20carbon%20dioxide.&text=Whi
le%20methane%20doesn't%20linger,how%20effectively%20it%20absorbs%20heat.
42
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/aug/26/methane-released-in-gas-production-meansaustralias-emissions-may-be-10-higher-than-reported
40
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We live with an increasing risk, that our politicians and large corporations fail to take note of
the warning signs, focussing instead on short term economic gain, before people and the
environment’s health and wellbeing.
For example, a species must be on its ‘last legs’ before it gets recognition by its Federal EPBC,
Vic FFG, or various NSW EPA Acts listing.
An example at hand is The Morrison government has asked the human rights committee of the
United Nations to dismiss a landmark claim by a group of Torres Strait Islanders from low-lying
islands off the northern coast of Australia that climate change is having an impact on their
human rights, according to lawyers for the complainants.
The complaint, lodged over 12 months ago,43 argued the Morrison government had failed to
take adequate action to reduce emissions or pursue proper adaptation measures on the islands
and, as a consequence, had failed fundamental human rights obligations44 to Torres Strait
Islander people. The Coalition has rejected arguments from the islanders, telling the UN the case
should be dismissed “because it concerns future risks, rather than impacts being felt now, and
is therefore inadmissible”.
Coal seam gas production requires extraction of a large amount of water to allow the gas to flow
to the surface. Additionally, the water is too salty for agricultural use. AGL indicates the gas
will come from a variety of sources and has not ruled out coal seam gas.
4.

Well documented and evidenced community and economic support for
change from fossil fuel, to conserving use and “green power”

Power ledger45 discussed in CNN’s Business News, is just one of many companies listed as
growing in economic clout. Power Ledger works with developers, its platform ‘incentives
homeowners to invest in solar infrastructure’. Market Forces, an affiliate of Friends of the
Earth, is supporting shareholders to call on companies to demonstrate how they will ‘wind up’
(bring about an end to) coal, oil and gas production, protecting money from being wasted on
new projects, and supporting workers as the economy rapidly moves on from fossil fuels to
meet the Paris Agreement.

43

https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2019/may/13/torres-strait-islanders-take-climate-changecomplaint-to-the-united-nations
44
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2020/mar/01/its-our-right-to-be-here-the-torres-straitislanders-fighting-to-save-their-homes-from-a-rising-sea
45
https://www.businessnews.com.au/article/Power-Ledger-Nicheliving-partner-on-energy-trading, 21 April
2000.
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Despite the fantastic renewable resource in Australia, despite the highly skilled work force,
despite the world’s leading behind the meter solar industry, despite the software skills in
Australia, despite a very willing banking sector full of highly skill financiers, despite all these
things AGL (and Origin) persist with coal and gas.
The Australian Energy Market Operator (2020) delivered a report on integrating renewable
energy into the system with an optimistic message. As described by its chief, New Yorker
Audrey Zibelman, the technical capacity was already there, but markets and regulations would
have to be adjusted. There were no “insurmountable reasons” why the grid could not take even
higher levels of renewables, as it will need to for Australia to meet the Paris agreement goal of
zero greenhouse gas emissions.
The Andrews govt is required to write Victoria's first ever Climate Change Strategy by October
31 this year. But while they deal with the pandemic, community members around the state are
coming together online to write a People’s Climate Strategy for Victoria.
The strategy must look at how each region and economic sector of Victoria can rapidly cut
emissions, while creating jobs, and tackling disadvantage. This event is part of a running a series
of forums for community members to discuss how we can do just that, with presentations from
knowledgeable people in each field.

5.

Economic implications

An ACTU paper46 calls for the Australian government to develop a sustainable manufacturing
sector by maximising Australian-made content in infrastructure and public sector procurement,
accelerated depreciation for large gas and electricity users to upgrade equipment, and zerointerest loans for renewable energy developments with a direct link to manufacturing. It also
calls for a $1bn fund to invest in “manufacturing-tied renewable energy projects, new industrial
uses of renewable energy” and carbon-neutral manufacturing projects. Jim Stanford, the
director of the Centre for Future Work, says it was “far-fetched” that gas infrastructure could
solve the manufacturing sector’s energy problems, arguing it “hasn’t been a lack of gas
production that has caused high prices and uncertain supply”.
By failing to plan for and manage this necessary decline, these companies risk burning cash on
‘stranded or dead assets’, or projects that cannot go ahead. This exposes workers and investors,
including super funds, to the economic and social shocks of abrupt project closures.

46

https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2020/jul/20/covid-19-commission-should-focus-on-carbonneutral-manufacturing-projects-not-just-gas-actu
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New gas-fired power is not essential for a grid increasingly based on renewable energy, and gas
prices will need to stay low if it is to compete with alternatives, according to the government
agency responsible for the electricity system AEMO.
AGL should invest in solar battery storage instead.
This project proposal is taking place against the backdrop of significant disruption to the global
energy market, because of the global outbreak of Covid-19 in 2020, that places its economic
outcomes at further risk.

Technical Report G - Air Quality
We refer to the submissions by Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Save Westernport,
Environment Victoria and Victorian National Parks Association.

Technical Report H - Noise and vibration
We refer to the submissions by Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Save Westernport,
Environment Victoria and Victorian National Parks Association.

Technical Report I - Landscape and visual
We refer to the submission by Save Westernport and others who provide a detailed account of
our collective concerns regarding potential landscape and visual impacts of the project.
We highlight their notes regarding:
The Planning and Environment Act 1987 required for the Gas Import Jetty Works (including the
FSRU) regarding visual amenity.
‘Planning is to prevent environmental and amenity problems created by siting
incompatible land uses close together. Planning is to facilitate sustainable development
that takes full advantage of existing settlement patterns and investment in transport,
utility, social, community and commercial infrastructure and services’: and ‘Planning
must implement environmental principles for ecologically sustainable development that
have been established by international and national agreement.’ (p. 27, EES document)
We cannot evidence that the EES document has consistently or adequately taken the
environmental, social, and business values of Westernport into account; and that it has
minimised the impact of the potential project throughout this report, and others.
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In addition, we highlight the lack of understanding and failure to address the unique nature of
Westernport, including its tidal flows:
‘There is significant tidal and sediment movement interplay between the bay’s diverse
landscapes, flora, and fauna, with at times unpredictable outcomes. What might appear
as a landscape change on the northern lower arm of the bay may well result in
significant visual impact to the eastern side of the bay, in a relatively short time, through
sediment movement either from degradation of wetlands or coastal erosion that
subsequently kills seagrass and mangroves, or various tidal movement, waves and water
quality changes’. (point 1.2.2 Save Westernport submission).
As noted in Melbourne Water’s 2011 report47, the cumulative impacts of sediment may not be
immediately noticed, but over time ( for example) mangroves or seagrass may begin to die off as
a result of sediment works that occurred several years ago, or increased shipping that causes
wave flows and turbidity.

Technical Report J -Transport
We refer to Mornington Peninsula Shire submission.

Technical Report K - Safety, hazards, and risk
We support the detailed submissions of Save Westernport and others and wish to highlight a
few of our concerns that we do not believe have been adequately addressed by AGL and APA.

1.0

Accidents and unforeseen events

We are concerned that there are many ways an accident could occur on the FSRU that could see
the Westernport marine environment and the community put in danger, including:
•

A malfunction in the regasification unit that could see excess quantities of chlorine
introduced into the LNG heating system and pumped through the outlet pipe into Bay.

•

There is a greater risk of fire and other accidents on board the FSRU due to 40 personal
operating aboard the FSRU 24 hours per day, when in operation. Human error is an
evitable factor in accidents.
As noted by MIB, a company that manufactures FSRU components:

47 Melbourne Water, 2011, Understanding the Western Port Environment A summary of current knowledge and priorities for future research
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‘The loading and unloading of petrochemicals, oil products and liquefied gases at
a tanker berth can be dangerous and hazardous. In addition, jetty personnel and
ship’s crews are often under pressure to minimise tanker berth turnaround of
time, whilst constantly addressing the numerous safety issues concerning their
ship, the jetty installation, the environment and personnel. MIB website.’ 48
•

A fire on board the ship that could see fire retardant pollution flow into the bay or
surrounding landscape, or through excess water from fire hoses used to put out any fire
or cracks in hulls caused by the heat of the fire or an explosion. This retardant would
flow quickly through to other parts of the bay due to tidal flows. Impacts of fire
retardant have been cited regarding Merri Creek49 and Stony Creek50, in Melbourne due
to chemical fire retardants in those creeks and are well documented.

•

This same scenario could play out along gas pipelines, during maintenance activities, or
if disturbed due to accidents or roadworks.

•

Crib Point and surrounding localities are in bushfire prone areas, and aspects of
Warringine Park and surrounds are subject to Bushfire Management overlays.

•

The 2016 fires that spread rapidly throughout the Hastings, Crib Point and Bittern area,
including many people’s lack of capacity to drive out due to roads being blocked (Stony
Point Road as an access road to Cerberus) or clogged with traffic remain front of mind
for local people.

•

The FSRU could (potentially) be determined as a terrorist target and if sunk, by same,
would severely damage the environment and if an explosion occurred significantly
impact the Crib Point Community.

•

An FSRU from time to time will be subject “freak winds” and if the mooring lines were to
break, as was the case on January 13, 2016 when the Spirit of Tasmania broke all its
mooring lines whilst tied to the Port of Melbourne pier due to a freak wind (100klm per
hour). If that happened the FSRU could easily be blown onto the nearby mud-banks,
possibly tipping, and causing widespread pollution. This scenario would be much worse
if an LNG Tanker were moored alongside the FSRU while unloading LNG.

48

https://www.mibitaliana.it/en/16/66/solution-high-pressure-marine-loading-arms

49

https://www.mcmc.org.au/29-front-page/front-page-blurb/538-update-on-industrial-fires-along-merricreek
50
https://www.epa.vic.gov.au/for-community/current-projects-issues/active-environmental-issues/westernmetro/tottenham-fire
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2.

Summary of our concerns about AGL’s safety record

Below is an extract of fines AGL has received, that we are aware of, for their conduct. These
concerns, along with misleading comments and lack of clear information provided to the
community to date ( as highlighted throughout our and other’s responses to the EES), , highlight
or lack of trust in AGL’s willingness or capacity to safely conduct its business in line with
legislation, and importantly, the intent of that legislation.
•

29 May 2018 $15,000 for slurry overflow from ash dam infrastructure at Liddell Power
Station51.

•

16 May 2018 $10,000 for failing to collect data on two gas wells as part of the Camden
Gas Project.52

•

11 Jan 2017 $124,000 for failing to declare political donations it made to NSW political
parties. 53

•

8 Jan 2016 $30,000 for sulphuric acid pollution into Tinkers creek at Bayswater Power
Station (NSW). 54

•

11 May 2015 $40,000 for disconnecting customers in hardship programs or payment
plans. 55

•

8 Aug 2013 $150,000 for environmental project due to failure to comply with
environment licence. 56

•

8 July 2005 $325,000 for gas explosion at Kogarah shopping centre in 1995 killing two
people. 57

•

13 Aug 2003 $100,000 over the electrocution of a Melbourne carpenter in 1999.

We submit that it is unrealistic at best, and dangerous at worst, to expect an organisation
such as AGL to be able to safely implement and manage the balance of risk, safety and
environmental concerns within such a fragile and high-risk area.

Technical Report L - Land Use

51

https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2018/epamedia180529
https://www.macarthuradvertiser.com.au/story/5405549/agl-fined-for-camden-gas-project-breach/
53
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2017/jan/12/agl-fined-124000-failing-declare-politicaldonations
54
https://www.singletonargus.com.au/story/3652676/epa-fines-macquarie-agl-for-water-pollution/
55
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-05-11/agl-fined-40,000-for-disconnecting-sa-customers-inhardship/6459892
56
http://agl2014.sustainability-report.com.au/how-we-operate/legislative-compliance
57
http://workplaceohs.com.au/hazards/hazardous-chemicals/cases/agl-fined-325-000-for-gas-explosionswhich-killedtwo
52
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We refer to the Mornington Peninsula Shire submission.

Technical Report M – Social
We refer to the Save Westernport submission for detail on this report, and wish to add:
There was an archaic plan, under Menzies, developed in the late 1960s to industrialise
Westernport, turn it into the ‘Ruhr of Australia’, concrete the top half, and build a nuclear power
plant on French Island. This sparked a huge mainstream movement in the 1970s to protect
Westernport Bay. Premier Dick Hamer commissioned The Shapiro Study58 was the biggest
environmental study ever undertaken in Australia. It resulted in The Westernport Region being
the subject of the first Victorian Planning document.
Since that time, due to changes in demography. which include families and retirees moving form
urban to regional areas, and better information and education on environmental matters, the
interest in protecting ‘green space’ and the natural environment of Westernport has continuesd.
Mornington Peninsula Shire Crib Point Township plan59 (2016, updating 2020), developed in
consultation with residents, capture these changes.
AGL and APA’s project is out of step with contemporary thinking that values a diverse, healthy
environment; with climate policy; and with the wishes of the vast majority of people who live,
recreate, and run business in Westernport, as evidenced by the thousands of submissions
already presented to this EES process.
A new economic paradigm puts ‘nature’ at the core Ecosystem services. The idea has become an
effective bridge between ecological and economic approaches. It is helping to create a more
transdisciplinary ecological economics that is better able to understand and manage our
complex, interconnected system.
The critical importance of ecosystem services challenges the conventional approach to growth
and development, while paving the way for a different approach to prosperity based on social
and environmental wellbeing.

58

Shapiro, M., 1975, A preliminary report on the Westernport Bay Environmental Study : report for the period
1973-1974; https://trove.nla.gov.au/work/17726059 accessed August 2020
59
MPSC, Crib Point Township Plan Refresh; https://www.mornpen.vic.gov.au/Building-Planning/StrategicPlanning/Strategic-Planning-Projects/Crib-Point-Township-Plan-Refresh, accessed August 2020.
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Technical Report N – Business
1.

Westernport is Victoria’s ‘marine playground’

As a unique tidal bay and wetland with remarkable environmental and recreational values right
on the fringe of the expanding city of Melbourne. Unlike the large, deep, cold ports of the
Northern Hemisphere, Westernport is warm and shallow - so shallow that 40% of it is exposed
at low tide.
Phillip Island is at the bay’s entrance, home to colonies of Little Penguins and a tourism industry
worth up to 1.9 billion dollars per annum to the Victorian economy. Westernport is increasingly
attracting more visitors from within and from outside of the region. Mornington Peninsula
Regional Tourism (MPRT) 2018 figures record60:
•
•
•
•
•

6.2 million visitors
16% visited the Westernport region
Increase of 88% to Westernport since 2012
25% of tourism expenditure across the Peninsula occurred in the Westernport
region
121% growth in expenditure since 2012 from the Westernport region

Bass Coast - Westernport
Phillip Island Visitor figures for 2018 for Phillip Island, Bass Coast:

1.1

•

2.4 million visitors, resulting in 2.5 million visitor nights in accommodation
facilities

•

Over 2.3 million of these visitors were from the domestic market

•

$461 million expenditure received by the domestic visitor market

No longer an industrial zone

These significant increases indicate that the region is no longer seen as an industrial area but is
being admired and sought after for day-tripping and relaxed nature-based experiences.
Allowing a gas factory at Crib Point would significantly impact the growing visitor industry and
investments made to encourage greater visitation numbers across the Westernport region.
Making use of the region’s current assets and increasing nature-based experiences including
walks and bird-watching across the Ramsar listed bay, cruising charters, fishing charters,

60

https://www.mornpen.vic.gov.au/About-Us/Business-Economy/Tourism-Visitor-Economy
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increasing kayak club use, heritage tours, maritime history, Indigenous history and water-based
industries and activities would enhance and utilize this opportunity.
Increasing the visitor experience would have far greater and farther reaching potential for the
economy of the region than the introduction of the gas factory that puts the health of both the
bay and the community at risk whilst reducing current amenity and liveability. In addition, it
represents few, if any local jobs.
The floating gas factory proposed at the picnic area of Woolleys Beach, Crib Point, represents
critical risk not only to the RAMSAR protected bay area but also to the burgeoning Mornington
Peninsula - Westernport tourist industry over the long term.
The long-term benefits of the tourism industry are more beneficial to society and will
contribute far more to the environmental goals of Victoria.
LNG gas importation from Queensland is dependent on short term market fluctuations and
questionable firming value to the energy market. Renewable and new battery technologies are
currently providing cheaper and more viable firmed energy into the market. Our CSIRO
scientists, the energy regulator AEMO and the ACCC currently attest that this supposed LNG
‘firming’ market is already obsolete and non-viable and is forecast to be ever increasingly so61.
Surveys conducted by the Mornington Peninsula Shire, indicate that most of the community
seeks an economy that preserves and protects the natural wealth, beauty and promise of
Westernport for the long term. We expect that if surveyed, the bulk of Victorians would seek the
same outcome.

Technical Report O – Agriculture
We refer to the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council submission.

Technical Report P - Aboriginal Heritage

61

https://www.thesaturdaypaper.com.au/news/politics/2020/08/22/hopes-gas-boomfizzle/159801840010304
https://www.visitphillipisland.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/regional-tourism-opportunities-guide-201920-FINAL.pdf
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We pay our respects to the Boon-Wurrung/Bunurong people whose sovereignty in their land
has never been extinguished, and all the First Peoples of Australia: their Elders past who cared
for the land so well, their Elders present from whom we could learn so much, their Elders future
who will still have the grace to teach us, and all the People.
We respect and acknowledge the Uluru Statement from the Heart and Makarrata; and the
people who contributed to those statements.
1.0

The Tyabb waterholes (now a spring-fed dam) in Watson’s Inlet are identified as
culturally important. Tyabb waterholes are marked on the earliest known maps of
the area and the name “Tyabb” is Aboriginal for water holes or mud holes. This
has not been picked up in the EES.

2.0

We refer to and endorse the submission by Save Westernport and others, with
special reference to the following, all quoted from the Save Westernport
submission (bold emphasis is ours):
The relationship between Aboriginal wisdom and a sustainable future for Australia is an
extremely important one. The Aboriginal people are the longest continually surviving
race on our planet. They know how to live sustainably with this land. They stand ready
to share their knowledge with non-Aboriginal Australians [1]. For that to happen, nonAboriginal Australians need to develop greater respect for Aboriginal Cultural and
Intangible heritage.

AGL/APA’s construction and operations as proposed in the [EES] for their proposed Crib Point
Gas Import Project would significantly harm Aboriginal Cultural heritage.
The fact that Intangible Cultural heritage is almost entirely missing from the proponents’ EES
leaves a significant gap in the proposed project’s planning and therefore construction
and operations.
AGL’s proposal disrespects Aboriginal Cultural AND Intangible heritage. In every aspect,
the proposed project would cause destruction of the tangible and disrespect of the
intangible: already in the planning phase and ongoing during construction and
operation.
This is not ‘rubbish land’ just to be used. This is Country, to be cared for and brought back
to a healthy state.
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‘Bias arises from the earliest conditioning of a person and the values with which they have
been inculcated. The proponents demonstrate two obvious sources of bias. The first is
profit. The decisions made by the leadership of AGL since the inception of this project
show they have been taught to value profit above the local community’s clearly-expressed
wishes and health, and above the health of the entire Mar-ran biik [Boon Wurrung for
Westernport] ecosphere – every element of it, from the smallest, such as algae, to the
largest, such as whales and humans.
Thus, the basic bias of profit comes before protecting Aboriginal Cultural and
Intangible heritage.
AGL seeks to reduce their proposal to a series of separate unconnected individual impacts
on locations and artefacts, most of which are characterised as small and of low impact.
The author of Technical Report P has made an effort to research ‘the ethnography’ of the
Boon Wurrung people but still doesn’t display a clear or broad understanding of the
continuing (our addition) relationship between people and Country today (our
emphasis).
A huge floating factory with enormous tankers churning through the waters and sea
creatures, a great trench dug with bulldozers through 50 km of Country is affecting their
deepest selves
Bias is specifically evident in the proponents’ perception of Aboriginal Culture and
heritage as ‘subjects of archaeological study’ (our emphasis) in the form of relics rather
than the vibrant living Culture it demonstrably is. The management measures are about
protecting archaeology, not Aboriginal Cultural heritage… ‘in general, archaeologists
examine the edges of a site and miss the middle where the story is.’
This EES fails to meet its evaluation objective to the extent that ‘the knowledge and
expertise of Aboriginal people’ has been ‘ignored or not taken fully into account’ [4].
While there is a lot of data supplied in the Technical report it is of concern that so few Cultural
heritage Management Plans were designated, so few onsite surveys were conducted, so few sites
of significance were discovered, and so many of the Risks to Cultural heritage are designated with
a Low rating.
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AGL has clearly not met this legal requirement of The Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 and
Heritage Regulations 2018 clearly state that CHMPs must be finalised before a project can
proceed.
AGL/APA’s construction and operations as proposed in their EES do not attempt to avoid harm,
in fact, both actively and extensively do harm to Aboriginal Cultural and Intangible heritage. The
proponents have themselves made their proposed project unlawful and invalid.
2.0

Summary comments (again from Save Westernport submission)

In no way does the proposed project contribute to a healthy relationship between Aboriginal
wisdom and a sustainable future for Australia.
In no way does the proposed project develop greater respect for or provide for the protection of
Aboriginal Cultural and Intangible heritage.
They have not ‘respected Aboriginal Cultural Heritage, contributing to its protection as part of the
common heritage of all peoples and to the sustainable development and management of land and
of the environment.’
They have ignored ‘Aboriginal Intangible heritage’ in particular, ‘Country’.
They have allowed bias towards profit and against Aboriginal people to influence their decisions
Questions remain about their consultation with the Bunurong / Boon Wurrung people
They have, in many ways, not adhered to the Act and Regulations
Their proposed risk management leaves them open to continuing their exceptionally poor
Their proposed Cultural heritage Management Plans boil down to harming and salvage
A major question remains about AGL’s professional integrity: can the community trust AGL?

Technical Report Q - Historic Heritage
We refer to the submission by Mornington Peninsula Shire.
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My name is Liam Frampton 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. 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. 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 meet our
energy needs.
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My name is Danny Clarke and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I’m a local Surfer, and grew up spending a lot of time at Phillip Island French Island and Pt Leo Peninsula. It is a
Pristine strip of coastline that would be deeply disappointing for our future generations to not have the possibility
to enjoy.
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. 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-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 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,
Danny Clarke
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Westernport Bay is too valuable to risk damaging the ecosystem. We need to
protect the life that lives here. I have lived and worked in the area for the majority
of my life and I don't support this development.
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I am not in favour of the proposed works and request that the proponent review
their plans. I had assumed that we had progressed from treating Western Port as the
'Ruhr of Victoria' with recognition of the environmental significance of the water
body and surrounding lands under the Ramsar Convention, Western Port Biosphere
Reserve, French Island National Park, French Island Marine National Park, North
Westernport Nature Conservation Reserve, the conservation covenanted Warringine
Reserve and the highly significant environmental tourism destination of Phillip Island
Nature Parks. I currently live in Warrandyte but am employed within the Western
Port area undertaking projects relating to invasive species control on French, Quail
and Phillip Islands. I have strong family links to the area with my fathers family
running an orchard on land that was then sold to John Lysaght with both my father
and I being subsequently employed at the steelworks. I am concerned that the
increase in shipping poses a significant hazard to environmental values within
Western Port via increased potential for introduction of exotic marine pests,
collision with significant marine species (such as whales, orca, penguin and seals).
The intentional and accidental release of pollutants are totally avoidable so it is
difficult to see why they would be entertained as being an acceptable risk. Migratory
bird species, i.e. those listed under Ramsar, visit Western Port annually and are
dependent on the quality of the saltmarsh communities. The recent release of
Orange Bellied Parrots in Pearcedale now range around the Western Port saltmarsh.
These species are already under significant pressure along other parts of the flight
path so further threatening their existence rates somewhere between foolhardy and
vandalism. I note the recent criticism of the EPBC referral process that allows for
the 'death by a thousand cuts' by reviewing each additional impact independently
rather than cumulatively. The environmental condition of Western Port is improving
following the earlier heavy industry activity in the area. It does not make sense to
reintroduce a new heavy industry - and one that does not appear to enjoy broad
support from the local community. I note that the Mornington Peninsula Shire
declared that the project presented an unacceptable risk to the environment with
uncertain economic and resource returns. Mornington Peninsula Mayor Sam Hearn
said: “This is a fundamentally deficient EES which prevents the Council and the
community from undertaking a robust net community benefit assessment of the
project” and “It is a weak analysis and gives us no confidence that the environmental
impacts of this project can be acceptably managed.” It is well time for our energy
resources to have a far greater focus on non-carbon alternatives. Propping out gas
for another X years does nothing to foster these alternative approaches. My kids
will thank you for this.

