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Corinella Foreshore Reserve
Committee of Management Inc
c/‐ Smythe Street
Corinella Vic 3984

ABN: 55 538 955 809

22nd August 2020
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Dear Sir/Madam
The Corinella Foreshore Reserve Committee of Management (‘CFRCoM’) thanks the Minister for
Planning and the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environmental assessment of the gas pipeline and Crib Point gas import jetty project (‘the
Project’).
The Corinella Foreshore Reserve is an area of coastal crown land within Bass Coast Shire which
includes several kilometres of shoreline on the eastern side of Western Port. The 30‐hectare Reserve
encircles the township of Corinella and is an integral part of the section of Western Port which, in
1982, was designated as a wetland of international importance as waterfowl habitat under the Ramsar
Convention. The reserve also contains features of state significance, including geological formations
at Settlement Point and sites of Indigenous and Non‐indigenous cultural heritage.
The Corinella Foreshore Reserve is predominantly Crown land, permanently reserved for the purpose
of ‘protection of the coastline’ under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978. The primary responsibility
for this Crown land is held by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP).
As the land managers appointed by DELWP to protect a significant area of land surrounded by Western
Port, the CFRCoM believes that unacceptable risks of irreparable environmental impacts on the
wetlands and wildlife of Western Port are associated with the proposed Project.
The greatly increased environmental risks to Western Port and our foreshore reserve resulting from
further industrialisation of Western Port, the incursion of huge gas transport vessels and the
construction of a floating storage and regasification plant pose an unacceptable threat to the marine
life, environmental values, amenity and aesthetic qualities of the area. The proposed developments
are entirely inconsistent with the status of Western Port as a pristine and internationally recognised
and protected Ramsar wetland.
As a signatory to the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, Australia has
formally committed to promote the conservation and prudent use of wetlands. This commitment
mandates the prevention of degradation and the maintenance of their ecological character. It is
therefore grossly inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of an
internationally significant wetland, and one of the most environmentally sensitive and precious
marine habitats in Victoria.

Corinella Foreshore Reserve
Committee of Management Inc
c/‐ Smythe Street
Corinella Vic 3984

ABN: 55 538 955 809

The resulting increase in disruptive shipping traffic in Western Port and the proposed exclusion zones
will adversely impact recreational boating and fishing. The increased shipping and release of toxic
chlorine into the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty will have a devastating
effect on the environment. The significant cooling of water in the surrounding area may have an
adverse effect on certain marine species.
The lack of credible assessment into the impact of noise from the development on marine and avian
wildlife in Western Port, during both the construction and ongoing operation of the Project, is also
extremely concerning. The Environmental Effects Statement (‘EES’) produced by AGL acknowledges
the absence of baseline studies of noise in Western Port. AGL have not evaluated the potential
detrimental impacts of noise in Western Port itself, nor the noise produced by a berthed Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit. Irrespective, the EES states that underwater sound would elicit
behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales and other cetaceans in the
area, consistent with existing evidence. The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals
from foraging nearby, with potentially significant negative repercussions for the overall ecosystem of
Western Port.
CFRCoM greatly appreciates the opportunity provided to contribute this submission to the
environmental assessment of the proposed Project. As we represent and advocate on behalf of many
of our local residents and the large number of recreational users of the Foreshore and surrounding
marine environment, we trust that this submission will be seriously considered as representative
of the views of a large number of Victorian citizens, who, together with the Western Port
environment, risk serious and long‐term negative impacts from the proposed Project.
Yours truly,

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

AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the
important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Frederick Mills
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My name is Patricia Stewart and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport Bay is part of the Westernport Biosphere, an area globally recognised by
UNESCO for the richness of its biodiversity, both aquatic and terrestrial. We are blessed to
live in an area of such significance.
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.
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,
Patricia Stewart
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Submission in attached PDF file. I decided to live near beautiful Westernport while at
Lord Somers camp in 1962 as a 12 year old. We moved there in 1976 and raised a
family. We still love our regular swims and walks along the relatively unspoiled
beaches, the mangroves and wetlands, alone or with U3A hiking groups. As we age,
this is vital for our physical and mental health. Risk assessment can never be entirely
accurate. Westernport is a unique treasure to be shared with all of Melbourne and
we can't afford to risk it. As the population grows, we need it more than ever. There
are many other alternatives for energy, and several other locations for the Gas
Terminal but only one Westernport.

My name is Wendy Doube and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I decided to live near beautiful Westernport while at Lord Somers camp in 1962 as a 12 year
old. We moved there in 1976 and raised a family. We still love our regular walks and swims
along the relatively unspoiled beaches, the mangroves and wetlands.
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.
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.
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 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,
Wendy Doube
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My name is Julie Mills and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport Bay is my special place. If I am feeling anxious or upset a walk on one of the many
beautiful beaches or a swim always restores me. I love how the local wildlife, indigenous plants and
people from my community exist harmoniously together.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most
is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities
who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental
distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas.
This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure
to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep
and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The
impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in
a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see
the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the
area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could
impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our
freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not
know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL
has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
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,
Julie Mills
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I oppose the Crib Point gas facility because we are in a climate emergency, and gas is
the most dangerous fossil fuel option. Evidence against it is found in this article from
the Canberra Times. https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/6887070/australiais-about-to-get-ripped-off-by-the-gas-industry-and-its-not-the-first-time/?
fbclid=IwAR1yJLDlhCl2b48Qk8EjuCicFp1AxmkBfXVH-PIy6pEjFK6fmvaMSBDttsM In
contrast, we need to urgently pursue the viable renewable energy options described
by Beyond Zero Emissions, particularly the Stationary Energy Plan and the Million
Jobs Plan. https://bze.org.au/ This is the way we should be going!

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

971

Request to be heard?: Yes
Full Name:

Richard Clarke

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I live within 2 km of Westernport Bay and visit its shores on an almost daily basis.
With my family, friends I enjoy the Bay, its appearance, flora, and fauna as it is it
currently exists. This project puts at risk many of the things local people value so
much about the Bay and it seems most unlikely to benefit the people of Victoria.
There are many good reasons already put forward by the local community and the
environmental movement as to why the project should not proceed. I support these
but also would want a response from the responsible minister to the following
questions: • The project may benefit AGL shareholders, but can you guarantee that
the people of Victoria will benefit from reduced gas prices? • What figure have you
put on this gas cost reduction and how have you balanced this against the negatives
of the project? • Given the imperative to reduce carbon emissions how can the
Victorian Government approve a project that increases carbon emissions rather than
reduce them when there are so many alternatives? • Given that global warming
does not respect state or international borders how have you balanced the
enormous carbon emissions generated in the gas production, reticulation and
shipping process before the gas would arrive at Crib Point? • Is there a place where
you and your family love to go to enjoy the natural environment? • How would you
react if a major project of negative environmental and dubious economic value were
planned for the area you enjoy? • Tell us how could you justify this project which
appears to corporate benefit ahead of the interests of local people and goes against
the environmental position of your government? • Can you tell me how many
submissions has the Government had from members of the public or community
groups (not business or lobbyists) specifically to reduce gas prices? • Depending on
the answer to the above can you reflect on the apparent democracy of the process if
the project was to be approved? I look forward to hearing from you, Yours
sincerely, Richard Clarke Balnarring
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I live in the area, and have children living in the area and hope to have grandchildren
living here someday. I frequent the waterways for recreation and sightseeing. I'm
concerned about the potential for a large scale accident or gradual degradation.
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I am concerned about the impact of the AGL proposal on the health of Westernport
Bay. I have enjoyed many holidays in this area. The area is an important home for
marine life. The impact of the proposed terminal and shipping traffic have not been
properly studied. I feel everything from noise pollution to the impact of chlorine on
the environment has not been sufficiently examined. I am also very concerned
about the impact of this proposal on the internationally recognised wetlands and
the wildlife of the area. Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on
earth. They are home to over 1350 species like the critically endangered orangebellied parrot. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array
of flora and fauna rather than being subject to damaging projects like the gas import
terminal proposed by AGL. Australia has a distressing record of refusing to protect
its unique flora and fauna. It has not prioritized clean energy, something AGL could
certainly invest in. If Australia continues to disregard its unique nature, it will lose
tourism and the accompanying financial well being of that industry. It will also lose
the opportunity to combat climate change, something that must be tackled soon;
this should be a priority in examining all energy proposals. I implore you to consider
these points while considering this proposal. There are certainly other, less
damaging measures to take in order to supply Australia's energy needs for the
future.
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My name is Sally Mantell and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Our Westernport
Bay is our home. Our wetlands are listed as Internationally significant with
Ramsar.Our bay is home to so many fur seals,dolphins,fish,weedy sea dragons,
migratory birds and Us.We do not want the water cooled forcreatures and us 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. 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 be
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My name is Jim Shnookal and I visit Westernport Bay often. My family has been
actively engaged with Westernport for over 65 years. It is a special part of Victoria
and its proximity to ever expanding Melbourne demands its protection. It is a fragile
and important ecosystem. 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. 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. Thanks Jim Shnookal
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My name is Carrie van der Weyden and I care about the environment in Westernport
Bay.
Recent COVID lock-downs have emphasised the importance of local nature reserves
to the local community as a means of recreation and open green space - something
not always available to all. In this context Westernport Bay becomes even more vital.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on
greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green
spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by
communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact
on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and
light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep
and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to
focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of
mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store
large amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and
enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which
has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.

Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future
but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees
Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from
fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered
fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business.
Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded
assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we
need to do to create a safe climate.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect
marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline
studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of
noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even
with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit
behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area.
The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby
which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or
the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Carrie van der Weyden
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To the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
Please find attached, my submission opposing the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project
My name is Anne Wardrop and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The preservation of environmentally sensitive areas is vital. The erosion of numbers of these
areas in Australia and around the world will result in the degradation of the earth's
environment and atmosphere, threatening the survival of all life on earth.
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. However, the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife.
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.
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.
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 industrialization 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.
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 Bay. 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 terminal 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 in, each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and dispersed with the current, thereby further affecting
marine wildlife.

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.
In addition, 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
result in excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation. Households
can also experience loss of sleep and irritability, as well as increased prevalence of anxiety
and a lack of ability to focus.This can result in increased prevalence of mental health
conditions in a community.
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 recognized 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,
Anne Wardrop

978

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

Request to be heard?: No - but please email me a
Full Name:

john Allnutt

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Callanans Lane, Pearcedale

Callanans Lane, Pearcedale

Callanan

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is john Allnutt and I live in the Westernport Bay area. we live adjacent to
western port bay . Our house overlooks the bay.Therefore Western port is part of
our day to day life .It subtely permeates through our existance from the bio divesity
it provides which overflows into our property I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and
Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas
pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife. Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental
and physical health of the communities who access them. The potential loss of
nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these
areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or
among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased
prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of
Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and
Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Recent research has
shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their
role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has
contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
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Submission to the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Environmental Effects Statement
Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
Tim Forcey – Independent Energy Advisor
Sandringham Victoria
22 August 2020
About the Author
I achieved a Batchelor of Science in Chemical Engineering at Lehigh University, USA.
I worked:
•

15 years with Exxon Mobil

•

15 years with BHP’s oil and gas division as Sr Advisor Facilities and Operations,
including Bass Strait / Gippsland and Long Island Point / Westernport

•

with Jemena as Commercial Manager for the Queensland Coal Seam Gas Pipeline

•

with the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) as Gas Planning Principal

•

as an energy-systems researcher with the University of Melbourne.

I wish to be heard at the public hearing. I have indicated this via the online forms.
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Summary: The proposed project is unnecessary as alternatives
to fossil gas have become superior economic choices
My submission focuses on how the demand for gas in eastern Australia is falling.
Households and businesses are switching off gas and turning to more cost-effective
alternatives including:
•

energy-efficiency measures

•

fuel-switching to renewable-heat and renewable-electricity based energy

and
services.
The submissions of others will focus on the significant and damaging environmental and
climate change impacts of this proposed fossil-fuel infrastructure project.
My submission highlights that rather than expanding fossil gas supply, already gas
is an uneconomic energy source in many applications. Steps are already being taken
by Victorian households and businesses to reduce gas use and to implement cost-saving
energy-efficiency and fuel-switching solutions.
Remarkably, even AGL, via its webpages, is informing its residential customers
that gas is a poor economic and environmental choice.
My submission describes how, with expanded efforts to move households and
businesses away from uneconomic and damaging fossil gas and on to more costeffective energy-efficiency measures and renewable-heat / renewable-electricity based
energy services, this and other proposed fossil-gas expansion projects become
unnecessary.

2

Gas demand in eastern Australia peaked in 2012
Gas demand in eastern Australia peaked in 2012, eight years ago, and has declined
14% since. This is illustrated in the following chart.
Less gas is being burned in all sectors of the eastern Australian economy. (1,2)
Gas demand is not keeping pace with Australian population or GDP growth
(2% growth trendline shown in orange on the chart).

Declining gas demand in eastern Australia,
compared with a 2% GDP growth trendline.

One reason that less gas is being burned in all sectors of the eastern-Australian economy
is the availability of economic alternatives to burning fossil gas, as described below.
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Huge volumes of gas are “wasted” in Vic homes and other
buildings; far less gas is used in industry and for electricity
generation
In Victoria, far more gas is used in buildings (and unfortunately wastefully so), than is
used in industry or to generate electricity, as shown in the following table: ~ 60% of all
gas used in buildings versus ~ 32% in industry and only ~ 9% for electricity generation.
Gas consumption

Petajoules per year

%

125

59.8

Industry

66

31.6

Electricity generation

18

8.6

209

100.0

Buildings (residential and commercial)

Total
(Data for 2020 from the Australian Energy Market Operator)

In Victoria for the year 2020, ~60% of all the gas used will be burned in homes
and other buildings. This is a direct out-of-pocket cost to Victorians of more than

two billion dollars every year. Much of the gas burned in buildings is essentially
economically “wasted” in the sense that there are now available much more economic
and cost-effective ways to heat our homes and living spaces. Much of that two billion
dollar annual expense can be readily eliminated.
Victorians would be better off financially by millions and eventually billions of dollars
each year by implementing energy-efficiency measures and also by “economically fuelswitching” to renewable-heat harvesting heat pumps for heating living spaces and
water.
See the following sections for more description of these home economics.
In Victoria for 2020, ~ 32% of all gas used will be used in industry.
See the following sections for more discussion on industrial alternatives.
Only ~9% of all the gas used in Victoria in 2020 will be for electricity generation.
Gas industry publications often compare the greenhouse-gas impacts of burning gas
versus burning coal for electricity generation. This is a false and relatively unimportant
comparison in Victoria because:

4

1. In Victoria, gas cannot compete economically with coal for electricity generation.
Today in Victoria, burning coal is a far cheaper way to generate electricity,
compared to burning gas. (A price on carbon would influence this competition
and improve the economic position of gas versus coal, but there has been
no price on carbon in Australia or in Victoria since July 2014.)
For electricity generation today, gas must also try to compete with renewables
and energy storage. In this comparison also, gas is no longer competitive.
The cost of building renewables and energy storage has fallen dramatically
in recent years. Therefore, in Victoria, renewables and energy storage have
or are being rapidly expanded, as are interconnections to the electricity grids
in South Australia and Tasmania in order to further drive expensive gas out of
the electricity market. This is further described in the following sections.
2. The amount of gas used for electricity generation in Victoria is small compared
with the other ways gas is used in Victoria: ~ 9% of all gas used.
As the amount of gas burned to generate electricity dwindles to an even smaller
amount, it is far more important for decision makers to focus on the economic
alternatives we have today to burning gas in buildings, where ~ 60% of all gas
is used in Victoria.

Economic alternatives to fossil gas
A series of reports into the gas industry published by the ACCC found that since the
2015 commencement of liquefied natural gas (LNG) exports from eastern Australia,
wholesale and retail gas prices have increased dramatically. Fortunately, today there are
less costly and cleaner alternatives to fossil gas (3)
•

for homes and other buildings,

•

for industry,

•

for electricity generation,

as I describe next.

Getting off gas in homes and in other buildings
As I write from Melbourne in COVID lockdown, some folks in Melbourne are freezing,
while running up big gas bills. But some Victorians like myself, aren’t freezing, nor are
we running up big gas bills. How can this be?
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Because the basics in our homes - draught proofing, insulation, window coverings –
have been attended to. These are important home energy-efficiency measures.
Furthermore, some Victorians aren't using any gas in their homes at all. So how do
we stay warm? We know a secret. We’ve found the heat button on our reverse-cycle
air conditioners (aka heat pumps) and we’ve worked out, that as we reported at the
University of Melbourne in 2015 (1), and as have others since (4), heat pumps can be
a far cheaper way to heat than burning expensive fossil gas.
Using a refrigerant system, heat pumps are able to harvest free renewable heat from
the air outside our homes. One good thing about “free” heat is that no one will send you
a bill for it! Millions of heat pumps are used globally and in Australia for this reason.
With gas-free alternatives available for space and water heating and also for cooking,
there is no longer any economic reason for any new home or suburb to be connected
to the gas grid. Around the world and in Victoria (5), entire suburbs are being planned
and built without any connection to a gas grid, because this is the preferred economic
thing to do.
In the Australian Capital Territory for example, as the ACT seeks to reduce its climate
impact, rebates are available for homes switching off gas heating and instead choosing
to install and use reverse-cycle air conditioners for space heating. (6)
At my home, we heat with our reverse-cycle air conditioners for one-third the cost
of ducted gas, and we save hundreds of dollars each winter heating system. (7)
At the University of Melbourne in 2015, we calculated that Victorians, and others across
Australia, could save hundreds of millions of dollars each winter simply by pushing
the heat button on the reverse-cycle air conditioners they already own and have
installed in their homes. (1)
The following figure illustrates how heat pumps can be used for water heating.
The principle of the reverse-cycle air conditioner is the same when it comes to heating
living spaces.
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Heat pumps harvest free renewable heat from the air outside your house
The August 2015 article clipped below from The Age highlighted our research findings
and the possible cost savings for Victorians. (8).

Since the publication of that research, more and more Australians are becoming aware
of this money-saving opportunity. There are currently more than 18,000 members at
the Facebook group “My Efficient Electric Home” where Australians share ideas around
switching off gas and having their gas meters removed from their properties. (9)

7

Photo illustrating where a Melbourne home has been disconnected from the gas grid
and the gas meter has been removed from property.

Remarkably, even AGL have been informing their retail customers that they are

better off having no gas in their homes. One of several AGL webpages covering
this theme is shown below.

AGL website: https://discover.agl.com.au/your-home/setting-new-home-benefits-electricitygas/
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Getting off gas in industry
Industry also can save money by burning less gas. Industry needs to recognise that gas
at the cheap prices of past decades isn’t coming back. (10) Industry needs to deploy
energy-efficiency measures and fuel-switching measures, such as investing in
electrically-powered industrial-scale heat pumps, as has been described by
Beyond Zero Emissions in their report “Electrifying Industry” (11) and has been
described by other reports supported by the Australian Government’s Renewable
Energy Agency ARENA. (12)
To cite one example:
“Thomas Foods International at Lobethal Abattoir … west of Adelaide replaced its gasfired boiler with a two-stage ammonia heat pump, saving 40 per cent on bills.” (13)

Getting off gas for electricity generation
For electricity generation, the most economic options are wind, solar, and electricitystoring batteries. Burning large volumes of coal and gas are no longer competitive with
the renewable energy sources linked with batteries.
As a result, less gas is being burned to generate electricity in eastern Australia. My coauthored 2017 University of Melbourne report (14) marked the point where solar and
wind advanced beyond gas as an economic choice for electricity.
Since 2017, wind and solar have become cheaper still, as have electricity storage
batteries. For example, in their recently finalised 2020 Integrated System Plan (ISP),
the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) sees no role for gas in electricity
generation unless gas prices “materially reduce”. (15)
Even AGL have recently announced that they are investing in batteries as a preferred
option over gas-fired power stations, as shown in the 17 August 2020 Renew Economy
article below.
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Governments should assist businesses and individuals to get off gas
My previous reports published with the University of Melbourne (1,14) described and
recommended how governments should be helping people and businesses to move
away from burning gas. In eastern Australia, gas is now too expensive to burn versus
more economic alternatives.
A recent study done by Northmore Gordon for Victoria (16) showed how demand-side
measures can reduce gas demand by around 100 petajoules per year, thereby obviating
the need to supply expensive gas to Victoria via gas import terminals or expanding
pipelines to transport coal seam gas from Queensland.
AGL /APA claim that the proposal may help to put downward pressure on gas prices.
It follows therefore that conversely, significant efforts to reduce gas demand can be
another way put downward pressure on gas prices.

10

Conclusion: Reject the proposal, Victorians are already
switching off gas and deploying more economic energy options
The proposed project should be rejected.
We are in the midst of a climate and other ecological emergencies. All new fossil-fuel
projects accelerate the release of greenhouse gases into our atmosphere, and therefore
accelerate the catastrophic breakdown of our climate.
Fortunately, people and businesses are already switching off gas and deploying more
economic cost-effective alternatives such as energy-efficiency measures and “fuelswitching" to heat pumps for heating living spaces and water.
Governments should be assisting individuals and businesses to accelerate the ongoing
transition away from burning fossil gas, by supporting energy efficiency measures
and the widespread deployment of heat pumps.

11
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To the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Please find this submission re concerns for the marine environmental effects of the construction
and operation of AGL gas import project at Crib point.
Wildlife Coast Cruises is a 27-year-old multi-million-dollar marine tour business operating in
Westernport Bay and adjacent coastal waters. With a focus on the Seals, whales, dolphins and
seabirds in the region. Any detrimental effect to the marine flora and fauna and the surrounding
delicate marine eco-systems can have quite a negative impact on the Business model as it
currently operates.
Therefore, on advice from our environmental staff and concerns of my own, I have bought
forward some of our concerns below.
The EES for the project is a very comprehensive environmental impact study employed by
AGL with detailed modelling and consideration for environmental effects. While respecting
this approach, and having no claim as a qualified marine scientist, I am presenting in respect to
knowledge and experience working in local marine environment for over the 45 years, these are
more the practical concerns we have.
EFFECTS on RAMSAR protected wetlands
•

•
•

Westernport Bay includes approx. 60,000 hectares of RAMSAR protected wetlands/
mangroves under the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, therefore state
and federal environmental management bodies need to ensure the AGL project considers the
management principles outlined within the document below:
https://www.environment.gov.au/water/wetlands/managing/australian-ramsar-managementprinciples
It is questionable if the project can address many points outlined in the management
principles of a RAMSAR site, with the gas import terminal being proposed especially points 2,
3, 4, and 9,

Gas import jetty and pipeline project EES – points discussed in the EES
The executive summary outlines some key findings of the operational impact assessment:
(mostly water quality/ocean chemistry concerns and small marine organisms- though effects
can potentially disrupt ecosystems)
•

•

•

•

Concerns on detrimental effects on marine diversity as seawater intakes and discharges of
millions of liters a day of cooler seawater that has been chlorinated (due to electrolysis
treatment to control biofouling) Has there been Consideration to coating the inside of pipes
with an antifouling system, some modern product give 10 years growth free, thus eliminating
chlorinating the seawater.
Entrainment of small organisms: seawater that is pulled into the FSRU (floating storage
regasification unit) can include many very small fish, zooplankton, Larvae, eggs, propagules,
drifting fish and phytoplankton, and their organisms are predicted to not survive before
seawater was discharged.
The effects of millions of liters of chlorinated, cooler seawater into Westernport Bay are
unknown. On modeling AGL stated that the effects would be small, however in a practical
sense and given the links throughout the bays eco-system we find this modeling questionable.
The LNG transported is stored at roughly -141°C, so to warm it up seawater is sucked up and
used to warm the gas, this causes the water that is put out to be significantly cooler (up to 7°C)
creating thermal stress on the RAMSAR site.

Southern Right/Humpback whale risks
•

•

•

The coastal waters from Cp Schank to Cp Paterson including the Phillip Island coast and
Westernport Bay is being recognized as a significant whale watch area from June to August. It
now has become a major part of WCC whale watch operations, along with land-based whale
watching bringing a significant injection into Phillip Islands off season tourism economy.
Local coastal movement of the Southern Right and Humpback whale migration has the
potential to be affected by any increase on amount, movement, and underwater noise created
by the large ships that will transit Westernport as the project grows.
Together with the increase in large vessels entering the bay, and the further commercialization
of local ports causing more aquatic noise and possible pollutants, whales that usually enter
Westernport Bay (mostly Humpbacks) may be more inclined to stay offshore.

Other points:
•

•

•

•

The additional dredging of the Westernport channel, effects on sediment could be severe –
seabed in the channel would need to be deepened and widened, as this method is known to
disturb soil composition and decomposing organisms on seafloor being disturbed can acidify
water, remobilize contaminants, entrainment and increases in suspended sediment
concentration as well as habitat degradation
This can affect Weedy Sea Dragon habitat (seagrasses occupy most of seafloor). This area is
also important for replenishing fish stocks, as food webs attract multiple organisms (some
include diet of Australian Fur Seal and Little Penguin)
As Westernport Bay is part of a RAMSAR protected area, the mangroves and mudflats around
Hastings, French Island and Phillip Island are all preserved by the respective Parks (PINP, Parks
Vic etc.) as are the species that reside in them. The areas are all important habitat for 330
native and 25 introduced terrestrial species such as wading birds and migratory birds, 89 of
which currently threatened in some way
Sensitive wetlands, particularly surrounding Rhyll and Hastings could be affected as they need
very particular soil composition, salinity, and acidity. Mangroves are extremely important for
coastal protection, stability of soils, filtration, and erosion

Overall, we are concerned the Gas Import Terminal project may affect various eco-systems of
Westernport Bay and Phillip island coastal waters in a way that would not be able to be
reversed. These impacts if widespread has potential to affect the economy of not only our own
company, but to the businesses relying on the rich local marine-life such as
recreational/commercial fishing, aquaculture, diving, Tourism, etc.
For the local marine environment, we risk ongoing effects on the bottom levels (and arguably
the most important) of the food chain in the 60,000 hectares of RAMSAR area. Plus, unknown
effects on the local ocean chemistry and stability, as the chlorines and thermal stress, together
with the effects of additional dredging churning up sediments put pressure on the health of
local waters.
Yours Sincerely
John Dickie
Managing Director
Wildlife Coast Cruises
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Monday, 24 August 2020

My name is Kent Thomas and I visit Westernport Bay often.
I surf here and visit regularly for other outdoor activities.
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.

Monday, 24 August 2020
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,
Kent Thomas
94 Truemans Road,
Tootgarook,
3941
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My name is Kimberley Brooke and I have family who live in Westernport Bay. I
thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. A new fossil fuel project like the
gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new risks to the local
community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire
and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import
facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have
completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary
studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent
region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating
Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the
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Westernport Bay and its surrounds have of great importance and interest to me for
many years as a place of recreation, natural beauty, and unique biodiversity. Plans
for a gas import facility at Crib Point are highly disturbing. This is particularly so
given the lack of consideration of the detrimental impact such a development would
have on the natural surrounds of such an important area. In particular, the
construction of a 60 km pipeline would require loss of significant habitat threatening
36 vulnerable species including the Southern Brown Bandicoot and Merran’s Sunorchid. With the addition of many ships entering the bay and the very nature of the
facility, there is significant and on-going risk of future industrial accidents involving
oil spill or gas explosion and pest invasion from ship hulls. It is not hyperbole to
suggest the damage to environment and surrounds under these events are likely to
be catastrophic. The current Environmental Effects Statement is clearly lacking as
it fails to adequately and scientifically address many concerns regarding the facility
including its impact on threatened species, its impact on the marine ecosystem, the
impact of industrial accident, and its impact on significant marine species. Given the
failings to adequately address the most important concerns regarding this project,
and given the high potential for significant and costly environmental damage, I urge
that approval for the Gas Import Facility for Crib Point be strongly rejected.
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I object to the proposed AGL import terminal on the grounds that the planned
facility imposes an unacceptable risk of damage to the Western Port area , an area
of world recognised environmental significance
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My name is Ian Pascoe and I live in the Westernport Bay area. I thank the Crib Point
Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. Our home overlooks Swan Bay and is a short walk
from Rhyll inlet, both important components of Westernport’s Ramsar site. I see
water birds every day from my front window, and I am always astonished by the
huge numbers of multiple bird species, feeding busily on and amongst the mud flats
and seagrass meadows, mangroves and channels. The constant feeding by many
thousands of birds suggests that incalculable quantities of food items, mostly
crustaceans, worms, molluscs, fish, plants, plankton and algae, must be consumed
every day. It seems self-evident that the loss or diminution of any component of this
complex ecosystem would potentially threaten the whole ecosystem. For example,
toxic compounds such as chlorides, if discharged into the bay (as planned by AGL),
could potentially result in a significant reduction of filamentous algae. These algae
are particularly abundant on and amongst seagrass, and are grazed by small
molluscs, shrimps and juvenile fish etc., the loss of which would have a significant
impact on higher order predators such as wading birds, cormorants, and fish.
Ramsar is the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, to which Australia was an early
signatory. The convention is particularly important for the protection of migratory
wading birds using the East Asian-Australasian Flyway to migrate annually between
northern Asia and Alaska and overwintering sites in Australia and New Zealand. A
number of species, particularly the Far-eastern Curlew are listed as critically
endangered. Westernport and Corner Inlet are the most important overwintering
sites for migratory wader in Victoria. These birds are endangered by habitat loss
along the East Asian-Australasian Flyway, and the loss of any feeding site along that
route potentially endangers this large and important group of birds. I find it difficult
to comprehend how our state Labor government (a government lauded for its
exemplary leadership of the COVID-19 crisis), could on the one hand generously
subsidise my purchase of a rooftop solar installation, thereby facilitating a reduction
in my CO2 emissions, whilst at the same time also contemplating the import of gas
from overseas to be processed here in our environmentally sensitive Westernport,
with an undeniably unnecessary and unjustified increase in global emissions of both
CO2 and methane, to the detriment of life on the planet.

My name is Ian Pascoe and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Our home overlooks Swan Bay and is a short walk from Rhyll inlet, both important
components of Westernport’s Ramsar site. I see water birds every day from my front
window, and I am always astonished by the huge numbers of multiple bird species,
feeding busily on and amongst the mud flats and seagrass meadows, mangroves and
channels. The constant feeding by many thousands of birds suggests that incalculable
quantities of food items, mostly crustaceans, worms, molluscs, fish, plants, plankton and
algae, must be consumed every day.
It seems self-evident that the loss or diminution of any component of this complex
ecosystem would potentially threaten the whole ecosystem. For example, toxic
compounds such as chlorides, if discharged into the bay (as planned by AGL), could
potentially result in a significant reduction of filamentous algae. These algae are
particularly abundant on and amongst seagrass, and are grazed by small molluscs, shrimps
and juvenile fish etc., the loss of which would have a significant impact on higher order
predators such as wading birds, cormorants, and fish.
Ramsar is the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, to which Australia was an early
signatory. The convention is particularly important for the protection of migratory
wading birds using the East Asian-Australasian Flyway to migrate annually between
northern Asia and Alaska and overwintering sites in Australia and New Zealand. A
number of species, particularly the Far-eastern Curlew are listed as critically endangered.
Westernport and Corner Inlet are the most important overwintering sites for migratory
wader in Victoria. These birds are endangered by habitat loss along the East AsianAustralasian Flyway, and the loss of any feeding site along that route potentially
endangers this large and important group of birds.
I find it difficult to comprehend how our state Labor government (a government lauded
for its exemplary leadership of the COVID-19 crisis), could on the one hand generously
subsidise my purchase of a rooftop solar installation, thereby facilitating a reduction in
my CO2 emissions, whilst at the same time also contemplating the import of gas from
overseas to be processed here in our environmentally sensitive Westernport, with an
undeniably unnecessary and unjustified increase in global emissions of both CO2 and
methane, to the detriment of life on the planet.
We know that the primary reason for AGL’s plans is to take advantage of currently high
domestic gas prices, caused by the export of Australian gas in the first place at lower

prices than domestic prices, and then to add insult to injury re-imported to be processed
here at huge environmental cost and sold to domestic consumers.
We also know that the profitability of both gas and coal is set to fall dramatically as
renewables take over the energy needs of the nation and just as surely provide huge
employment opportunities for the development of industries fuelled by renewable
energy. Consequently, AGL’s import and reprocessing plans are doomed to be short-term
gain at the expense of long-term environmental cost. And the nation and the world
cannot afford that cost.
The whole idea is foolish, greedy and irresponsible and must be stopped.
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My name is Jasmine Wigley and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Westernport Bay
is a Ramsar site of international significance, thousands of migratory birds flock to
Westernport annually, additionally marine mammals and fish and other marine life
use Westernport to breed and raise their young. 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. 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
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My name is Sarah Toose and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It is a beautiful place to grow up and grow old in and is an environmentally diverse place. I
love the combination of the marine environment and the bush areas. It is a place which gives
me joy to live in. The beach is my happy place. Unique.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of
a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
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.
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,
Sarah Toose
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My name is Tony Hacking and I live in the Western Port area. Western Port is a
unique and integral part of the character of the Mornington Peninsula. It is visited by
Australian fur seals, whales and dolphins, as well as many migratory waders and
seabirds. It is a listed wetland via RAMSAR Convention. 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. Also, natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and
physical health of the communities who access them. 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 Western Port 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 Port 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 Western Port. 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 Western Port - clause 22 of the
State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). 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
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My name is Eloi Grace and I visit Westernport Bay often. i love swimming there with
my friends and go canoeing and there is all the wildlife, ibis, toadfish and it is just a
GREAT place to camp with my friends and family. 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 Environmen
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To whom it may concern, I write to oppose the AGL gas terminal in Crib Point. In the
midst of a pandemic, this is the last thing that should be pushed through. As climate
change and the effects of natural resource use exacerbate not only whether events,
but also global health threats such as COVID-19 (which is due to human distruption
of natural systems). We have more than enough natural gas reserves to keep our
domestic energy prices low, but the export pricing has disrupted this and forced our
pricing up. Put in domestic protections instead if you want to bring the cost down,
dont just create new expensive and environmentally damaging sites. The ecosystem
in this area is home to so many unique and valuable creatures, and the bay should
not be subjected to the effects of chlorination and bringing toxins in to the system.
As is common for company such as AGL, their risk assessments do not adequately
address the impacts of potential spills, leaks or other damage. How many more of
these exploitative systems can we allow through with untold damage to
environments, animals and human food sources before we realise that it is enough?
Creating yet another gas terminal also fails to recognise the urgent need to move
away from fossil fuels, which are outlined in the Paris Agreement and various state
and local committments to renewable energy and reducing carbon emissions. I
implore you to halt the progression of this project immediately. It has already gone
far enough. What kind of world are we leaving to future generations and even for
our own future if we exploit every cheap resource available at the expense of
natural systems and immeasurable pollution. I do not accept that this environmental
risk assessment from AGL is even close to scratching the surface of the damage this
site will cause. Without taking a stand against these projects, we face a future that
grows bleaker by the day. AGL and the people responsible for allowing this project
to develop should be held fully accountable for the damage that it will undoubtedly
cause, and all carbon emissions should be carbon offset at a rate of 150% which
would be the very least that could be done for the massive corporate profits at the
expense of our shared planet. Sincerely, Tanzy
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Attachment provided

My name is Kelsey Geurds and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Itâ€™s my home
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
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet.
Wetlands are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil
carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth.

Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to
prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is
particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect
marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline
studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of
noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even
with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit
behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area.
The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby
which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or
the local community to any harm.
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I love camping at Balnarring campground and canoeing with the dolphins.I like
seeing all the toad fish and there are heaps of rock pools with lots of crabs and
cuttlefish.I still want to see weedy sea dragons and sharks and whales as well. 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 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. 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. sincerly, Matari
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Submission on the Environment Effects Statement for AGL/APA gas import
terminal and pipeline at Western Port Bay, Melbourne
Closing date: Wednesday 12.00 AM 26 August 2020
To the Review Panel
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission to the Environment Effects Statement
(EES) process for the proposed AGL/APA project at Crib Point, Westernport Bay.
INTRODUCTION
I have lived in Melbourne for the great majority of my life and I am disturbed about the
accelerating environmental effects of climate change that I am seeing during my lifetime.
The overall reluctance of political decision makers to make as rapid a retreat as possible
from fossil fuels in order to lower greenhouse gas emissions and draw down carbon as
quickly as possible, causes me enormous concern. Furthermore, the response of decision
makers to address the scale of the extinction and environmental crisis we are facing as a
result of climate change and other factors, is completely inadequate. We have the
responsibility to ensure protection and restoration of our Earth, particularly so when we
understand the strong connection between climate change and the degraded state of the
environment. Addressing these issues is the critical challenge of our time.
RESPONSE TO EES
As can be surmised from the above paragraph, I therefore have great concerns about the
FSRU/pipeline project proposed by AGL/APA and even though there are many reasons why I
think this project should not be endorsed, my submission will address the following two
areas that preoccupy me the most:
•
•

Context for this project – the climate crisis and our response
Australia does not need gas as a “transition fuel”

The climate crisis and our response
I would like to paint a broad global context for this gas import terminal and gas pipeline as
proposed by AGL/APA and outline my concerns.
As is becoming increasingly evident from scientific evidence and observation, the planet is
undergoing a climate crisis marked by ever increasing instability in the climate. The situation
is being driven by human impacts on the terrestrial and marine environment, one of the
most serious of which is the combustion of fossil fuels which releases greenhouse gases
(carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide) into the atmosphere. These emissions are
contributing to the average temperature of the Earth rising at nearly twice the rate than it
was 50 years ago and the levels of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere are higher now than
at any point over the past 800,000 years. There is a strong correlation between this situation
and the extreme weather events that we are experiencing across the globe, from firestorms
to severe hurricanes and flooding, from worsening droughts to damaging heatwaves. It is
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within this scenario that we are continuing to burn fossil fuels and even considering new
fossil fuel projects.
I am concerned about the cumulative damage of fossil fuels as they are burnt and the
certainty of more emissions from new fossil fuel projects to add to the damage we are
causing. I would like to ask the panel to consider this AGL/APA project in the context of the
cumulative nature of all other fossil fuel projects proposed not only in Australia but around
the globe, and I ask, In the interests of preserving life as we know it, should we be
accelerating our transition away from fossil fuels and therefore should we NOT be
considering new fossil fuel projects? There are many people, organisations and world
decision makers who voice these concerns, The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, and many others:
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/02/WG1AR5 Chapter12 FINAL.pdf

https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/chapter/spm/
https://climateactiontracker.org/global/temperatures/
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/climate-change/
https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/CC-IPCC-report-1.pdf

If we continue on our current trajectory, we stand to lock in 4 degrees Celsius of global
warming by the end of this century. AGL/APA’s proposal simply has no place in this context,
and I ask the panel to consider the Environmental Effects Statement prepared by them, not
just in the narrow context of whether AGL will use sea water to warm liquid gas instead of
fuel combustion, or whether APA will dig under Ramsar wetlands instead of through them,
but in the wider context of harm to the environment of another fossil fuel project and what
the effect will be when the gas is burnt. I ask the panel to consider the scenario of
dangerous climate change in the future and the job that generations after us will have, not
only to exist in a hostile world but to draw down all the carbon dioxide in the atmosphere
from our combustion of fossil fuels. In the EES summary which I have read, I do not see that
AGL/APA has considered the effects that the gas will have on the environment when it is
burnt. For me, this is the most compelling and overarching reason to reject the proposal put
forward by AGL/APA.
Australia does not need gas as a “transition fuel”
I contend that Australia does not need gas as a transition fuel, as has been outlined in the
Technology Roadmap released by the Morrison government, and supported by the Chief
Scientist, Alan Finkel. As has been expressed by many organisations around the world, we
are not in a position to decide whether we do or do not need a “transition fuel”, we simply
have to transition away from fossil fuels as quickly as possible or accept the consequences
of not doing so. https://52a87f3e-7945-4bb1-abbf9aa66cd4e93e.filesusr.com/ugd/148cb0 a0d7c18a1bf64e698a9c8c8f18a42889.pdf

Fortunately, there are excellent alternatives and governments should be fearlessly
accelerating the deployment of these zero-emissions technologies through all sectors of the
economy.
2

ClimateWorks has released a report that presents comprehensive information in its recent
report, “Decarbonisation Futures: Solutions, actions and benchmarks for a net zero
emissions Australia” for decision makers in government and business. It provides, across all
sectors of the economy, technology pathways for achieving net zero emissions, and
guidance to formulate action plans:
https://www.climateworksaustralia.org/resource/decarbonisation-futures-solutions-actions-andbenchmarks-for-a-net-zero-emissions-australia/

The report states that the transition to net zero emissions in Australia needs backing from
businesses and individuals and every level of government to support technology
development, demonstration, and deployment.
A discussion paper from The Australia Institute
https://www.tai.org.au/sites/default/files/P908%20Gasfired%20backfire%20%5Bweb%5D.pdf does not support gas as an option to provide
economic recovery out of the downturn produced by the Covid-19 situation. Government
support of the gas industry would dampen the impetus for renewables.
The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) provides a road map to guide Australia’s
transition to renewable energy. It recognises that the energy market is complex and
confirms that Australia can rapidly move to a renewable powered grid without the need for
any new gas. It uses cost benefit analysis and no-regrets scenario modelling to determine
the most efficient way transition can be reached. Under none of AEMO’s scenarios does the
amount of gas burned for electricity in Australia’s main grid increase over the coming
decade. AEMO forecasts that nearly two-thirds of Australia’s coal generation will retire in
the next two decades and that this capacity will be replaced by renewable energy. All of
AEMO’s scenarios have Asutralia’s electricity market evolving from a centralised coal-reliant
generation system to a highly diverse portfolio dominated by renewables. I contend that
decision makers should listen to the market operator and support the rapid transition of the
energy system with clear policies and investment in renewable energy.
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2020/final-2020-integrated-systemplan.pdf?la=en&hash=6BCC72F9535B8E5715216F8ECDB4451C

A number of organisations have put forward strategies that call for positive outcomes for
both environment and human health to address the economic downturn which is occurring
as a result from government responses to the Covid-19 health crisis. The crisis now presents
as opportunity for a profound, systemic shift to a more sustainable economy that words for
both people and the planet. Among the strategies that these organisations call for, there are
two that are relevant to my submission:
•
•

Investment must accelerate the decarbonisation of all aspects of our economy
(“Green transition”), and
Invest in sustainable solutions: fossil fuel subsidies must end and polluters must pay
for their pollution

ACF, “Recover, Rebuild, Renew” ACF Recover Rebuid Renew
Beyond Zero Emissions, https://bze.org.au/the-million-jobs-plan/
3

The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, Goal 13 Climate Change
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/climate-change/

Thank you for considering my submission. I can be contacted by email:
mitzi@javabarista.com.au or by phone (below).
Mitzi Tuke
Pitt Street, Eltham 3095
Mobile
24 August 2020
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Victorian Sea Kayak Club (VSKC) Submission
Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
Submission on EES and Draft Planning Scheme Amendment C272 MORN
About the VSKC and our connection to Woolleys Beach
The Victorian Sea Kayak Club (VSKC) was formed in 1979 and currently has over 200 financial
members. The purpose of the club is:
To cultivate sea kayaking as an enjoyable adventure - inclusive, safe and sustainable.
For many years, Club members have regularly launched their kayaks from Woolleys Beach North,
immediately south of the Crib Point Jetty. This sandy beach is one of the few accessible beaches on
the shores of Western Port Bay between Somers approximately 15 km by water to the south west and
Warneet about 18 km to the north.
The beach is part of the Woolleys Beach Reserve and is well served, with recently refurbished toilet
facilities, picnic tables and sheltered electric BBQ’s. The reserve has a gravel carpark which can
accommodate about 20 vehicles.
The beach is also well used by kayak fishers and other members of the local community for
swimming, fishing walking and exercising.
Woolleys Beach North is an important launch site for non-powered water craft because it is sheltered
from the predominant south westerly winds that can make other sites dangerous in those conditions.
Safe, accessible & suitable launching locations are extremely rare anywhere along the shores of
Westernport Bay within reasonable distance of this site. The safety advantage was bought into sharp
focus on 14 April 2019 with the tragic drowning of a kayaker off Somers Beach on the very same day
that a group of VSKC paddlers put in at Woolleys Beach for a four hour paddle without incident.
This beach is suitable for launching kayaks even on tides as low as 0.4 metres AHD whereas the
beach a short distance to the south, which has been suggested as an alternative, is unsuitable in
anything but a high tide, which does not provide an opportunity for paddles of more than an hour
either side of high tide.
The Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project, and in particular Draft Planning Scheme Amendment C272
MORN will have the effect of denying public access to the sandy beach and water at Woolleys Beach
Reserve immediately south of the Crib Point Jetty
Port of Hastings and the Crib Point Maritime Security Zone boundary

The Port of Hastings is a security regulated port and has a Maritime Security Plan as required by the
Maritime Transport and Offshore Facilities Security Act.
The image labelled Figure A below and found on page 6 of EES Attachment VIII – Works Approval
Application shows the Boundary of the Security Regulated Port around the Crib Point Jetty. It can be
seen that the adopted boundary deliberately places Woolleys Beach North outside of the regulated
area.
The location of the boundary shown on the image below is identical to the boundary shown in the
image labelled Crib Point Maritime Security Zones on the Port of Hastings Development Authority
website, which can be found at https://www.portofhastings.com/security

VSKC Submission

P age |2

Figure A

Above image from page 6 of EES Attachment VIII – Works approval application

Comments on Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project EES & Draft Planning Scheme
Amendment C272 MORN
Summary Document, EES July 2020 on page 27 (Para 4) states that:
The Project avoids direct impacts on community facilities including public open space areas. Where
these areas can’t be avoided, mitigation measures such as using HDD techniques to construct the
pipeline through Warringine Park would maintain access during construction.
and further at para 6 that:
landside facilities would be on vacant land within the Port Zone and would not encroach on existing
public open space to the north and south including Woolleys Beach.
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Throughout the EES documentation the landside Gas Import Jetty Works Area on south of the jetty
is identified as the area that is currently fenced off from the Woolleys Beach Reserve and is within the
existing Port Zone. That is the land contained within Crown Allotment 2040 Parish of Bittern.
The line of the southern boundary of the proposed Gas Import Jetty Works Area located over the
water & south of the jetty extends a short distance to the south of the existing fenced area on the
land, in the order of 5 metres. Refer Figure B below and EES Technical Report Land Use, page 10,
figure 3 Zoning Map. Refer Extract below.
As can be seen from the Google Earth Image below (Figure C), the proposed Gas Import Jetty Works
Area does encroach over approximately 40 metres of the beach leaving only about 20 metres of
unaffected beach despite the claim above, that landside facilities would be on vacant land within the
Port Zone and would not encroach on existing public open space to the north and south including
Woolleys Beach.
The proposed waterside Gas Import Jetty Works Area (including the beach & land up to the existing
fence beyond the beach) on the south side of the jetty appears to be an arbitrary 40 metres wide. In
fact, close examination of Figure B below shows that the proposed Gas Import Jetty Works Area on
the south side of the jetty is twice as wide as the approximately 20 metres proposed area on the north
side of the jetty. Furthermore, all of the landside infrastructure for the Crib Point Receiving Facility is
located on the north side of the jetty as shown in Figure D below and in Appendix B “Preliminary
Concept Plan” attached to Amendment C272Morn – Explanatory Report.
There is no justification put forward in the EES for the extent of either the proposed Gas Import Jetty
Works Area, the Project Land, the Port Zone or the Specific Control Overlay Schedule 9 (SCO9) in
the EES documentation.
Figure B
Extract from EES Technical Report L - Land Use, page 10, figure 3 Zoning Map
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Figure C
Google Earth Image – showing Woolleys Beach Reserve immediately south of the Crib Point
Jetty.

Note the yellow line in the image above shows the location of the existing fence which corresponds
approximately to the existing PZ boundary in figure 3 above. At the southern end of the sandy beach
a small rocky headland can be seen towards the bottom of the image.

EES Attachment VI – Draft Planning Scheme Amendment.
The Draft Planning Scheme Amendment introduces the concept of the “Project Land” which has not
been explicitly used elsewhere in the EES.
Outside of the draft planning scheme amendment the term most often used is “Gas Import Jetty
Works Area” with a smaller footprint which, whilst it does significantly impact on public access to the
beach and water at the Woolleys Beach Reserve immediately south of the jetty, does not cut access
off completely.
Figure D below shows that the Project Land (Proposed SCO9) now extends to the south past a small
rocky headland which will effectively deny the public access to the small sandy beach and water
adjacent to the south side of the jetty. Again, this is contrary to undertakings given throughout the
EES documentation that the project will not encroach on existing public open space to the north and
south of the jetty including Woolleys Beach.
Figure E below shows the proposed Port Zone PZ and the existing Port Zone at the Crib Point Jetty.
It can be seen that the proposed PZ extends to the south past the small rocky headland which will
effectively deny the public access to the small sandy beach and water adjacent to the south side of
the jetty, as, if the beach reserve is included in the PZ then it could reasonably be fenced off at any
time. Again, this is contrary to undertakings given throughout the EES documentation that the project
will not encroach on existing public open space to the north and south of the jetty including Woolleys
Beach.
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Thus, without any sound explanation or reasoning being offered by the proponent, we appear to have
somehow moved from a position of “not encroaching on existing open space to the north or south of
the jetty including Woolleys Beach” to effectively, completely denying public access to a highly valued
and well used sandy beach in an area where such natural community assets are very scarce indeed.

Figure D
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Figure E

The map on the left-hand side is the proposed rezoning map, whilst the map on the right hand
side is the current zoning map
Small Parcel of Land West of Crown Allotment 2085
A further example of inconsistencies in the proposal can be seen by comparing what is stated in the
Explanatory Report to Amendment C272Morn as the land affected by the Amendment being, Crown
Allotment (CA) 89, Section C Parish of Bittern and CA 2085 Parish of Bittern, and CA 2040 Parish of
Bittern and an enlarged view of the proposed PZ south of the jetty in Figure F below which clearly
shows that land outside of CA 2085 that is not described as land affected by the amendment is
proposed to be rezoned from Public Use Zone Schedule 7 to Port Zone.
Figure F
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The following Figure G is taken from the DELWP VicPlan website. It shows the boundary of CA 2085
marked with a dashed blue line. The red shaded area west of CA 2085 is not within “The Land
Affected by the Amendment” and should not be rezoned from PUZ7. It should also be noted that the
blue dashed line in this area appears to be that same as the proposed SCO9 boundary shown in
Figure D above.
Figure G

Under the heading “Strategic Assessment of the Amendment” at sub heading:
How does the Amendment support or implement Local Planning Policy Framework, and
specifically the Municipal Strategic Statement?
Clause 21.08 (Foreshores and Coastal Areas):
The proponents say that:
The Project seeks to avoid, mitigate and/or manage any potential impacts from construction and
operation to ensure the protection of the area’s environmental values and continued enjoyment of
surrounding areas (including Woolleys Beach Reserve). Construction and operation of the Project will
be undertaken in accordance with an EMP which will include mitigation measures generally in
accordance with the Minister’s Assessment made pursuant to the Environment Effects Act 1978 as
applicable to the Project unless otherwise approved by the Minister for Planning
Yet the extent of the proposed Port Zone (PZ) and Specific Control Overlay Schedule 9 (SCO9) will
effectively deny the public access to the beach and water at the Woolleys Beach Reserve
immediately south of the jetty.

VSKC Submission

P age |8

Is the full extent of the expanded Port Zone & Specific Control Overlay Schedule 9 necessary?
An analysis of Technical Report K – Safety, Hazard & Risk Assessment shows that there is no
justification for the increased extent of the PZ & SCO9.
The stated purpose of the Safety, Hazard and Risk Assessment is “to provide summary and
explanation of the hazards, safety and risk assessments for the EES, excluding environment hazards,
and to detail the mitigation measures currently in place to address the potential impacts.” (Section 1.1
of report)
It should not be unreasonable to expect that this Safety, Hazard and Risk assessment has considered
external threats or risks posed to the project infrastructure as well as operational risks in order to
determine the hazard, safety and risk impacts on the adjacent and nearby land users during gas
operations.
Section 7 and Appendix C deal with safety, hazard and risk under the heading Gas Import Jetty
Works – Jetty Infrastructure and Crib Point Receiving Facility.
This section discusses the following major risks:






Release of Gas – Gas piping
Release of liquid hydrocarbon
Co-Located Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipelines (United berth)
Bushfire risk
Cryogenic hazards

There are no safety hazards or risks identified in this section that would justify extending the Port
Zone or the SCO9 area so as to deny access by the public to the small beach and waters of Western
Port Bay immediately to the south of the Crib Point Jetty.
Section 9 and Appendix C deal with safety, hazard and risk under the heading Project Areas
Interfaces, with section 9.2 focusing on Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) at the Gas Import Jetty
Works site.
To establish a threshold of tolerable risk, the Project has adopted the recommendations outlined in
NSW Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No.4 (HIPAP 4)
Table 9.1 (on page 71) Summary of Gas Import Jetty Works QRA results vs HIPAP 4 States that:
HIPAP 4 Criteria 1E-05 Active open spaces – including sporting complexes is satisfied.
1E-05 represents a 10 in a million likelihood of fatality per year
Table 9-3 (on page 71) Calculated risk vs HIPAP4 criteria – Gas Import Works areas of interest
Public Access Active open space 6.12E-06 vs 1.0E-05 HIPAP 4 Criteria Met – Yes
6.12E-06 represents a 6.12 in a million likelihood of fatality per year
Both Tables 9.1 & 9.3 show that risks to users of Active Open spaces and the “Public Access” area
(Woolleys Beach) nearest the LNG import facilities at the Crib Point Jetty satisfy the adopted HIPAP 4
Criteria and indeed the calculated risk of 6.12E-06 as determined by the Quantitative Risk
Assessment is approximately 40 percent lower than the HIPAP Criteria of 1.0E-5.
Further, under the heading Conclusions it is stated that:
The Picnic Point and Public Access recreational area are designated as open spaces, this meets the
risk criteria of not exceeding. 1x10-5 per year.
There are no safety hazards or risks identified in section 9 of Technical Report K – Safety, Hazard
and Risk assessment that would justify extending the Port Zone or the SCO9 area so as to deny
access by the public to the small beach and waters of Western Port bay immediately to the south of
the Crib Point Jetty.
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Technical Report M – Social Impacts
This technical report whilst determining that kayaking activities from Woolleys Beach North may be
impacted during both the construction phase and operational phase of the project never the less
acknowledges that the activity will continue. There is no indication that access to the beach or water
will be restricted or denied. Refer, tables 8.2 and 8.3
Extract from Table 8.2 – Technical Report M

Extract from Table 8.3 - Technical Report M

Conclusion
There is no apparent justification within the EES documentation for the proposed extent of the Gas
Import Jetty Works Area or the Project Land or the extent of the Port Zone and Specific Control
Overlay Schedule 9 (SCO9) and the resultant denial of public access to a highly valued and well used
sandy beach in an area where such natural community assets are very scarce indeed.
To the contrary, throughout the documentation there are repeated examples of explicit and implicit
statements that can only be interpreted as confirming that the public will not be denied access to the
beach and water at Woolleys Beach North.

Recommendation
A. That the extent of the proposed Port Zone and Specific Control Overlay Schedule 9 in the
vicinity of Woolleys Beach North immediately south of the Crib Point Jetty be reduced so as to
coincide with the existing Boundary of the Security Regulated Port in that location.
B. If recommendation A is not supported, the extent of the proposed Port Zone and Specific
Control Overlay Schedule 9 should be reduced so as to allow public access to the beach and
water to within 20 metres of the existing fence on the southern side of the Crib Point Jetty.

C. That a new condition be inserted under Clause 4.3 Conditions of the incorporated plan, as
follows
Any use or development must ensure that public access to, and use of, Woolleys
Beach Reserve north and waterfront is maintained.
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D. If none of the above is possible, and as an absolute last resort, any EMP issued, should,
include mitigation measures requiring that a new rock wall and sandy beach be placed
immediately to the south of the extended Port Zone land. The rock wall and beach should be
designed & constructed so as to provide similar access to the water & amenity to the public at
tide levels down to 0.4m AHD as is enjoyed at the existing beach. And,
E. That the proposed boundary of the Port Zone in the area immediately south of the Crib Point
jetty should be amended so as to not affect any land outside of Crown Allotment 2085, Parish
of Bittern.

Request to be heard
The VSKC requests that it be heard by the Inquiry and Advisory Committee that will be established to
consider this and other submissions on the EES and Draft Planning Scheme Amendment.
Due to the limited time available to review all of the documentation supporting the proposal and the
constraints imposed by the Covid 19 restrictions it is possible that further issues of concern may be
raised by the club at the hearing.
Mr Bill Zombor, of
Zebrafinch Court
Carrum Downs, 3201
Will speak to this submission in any public hearing.
Mr Zombor, a club member, will also act as contact person for this submission.

Authorised by
President - Kate Alberico
21 August 2020

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

996

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

barbara Shalit

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I visit Westernport a number of times per year and think a gas terminal will impact
adversely on the species there. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria. A
new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks
include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and
increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K.
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach
is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is
not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until
we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments. Phillip Island is
the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see
the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport
Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit
will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that
it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular
tourist destination. 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
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My name is Catherine O''Byrne and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport Bay is a beautiful wilderness area with a diversity of marine and terrestrial fauna and flora.
Our region has unique environmental value and beauty - dirty industrial activity ruins the environment
for already at-risk wildlife
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity
to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who
access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress
and environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can
detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and
light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As
well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers
and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent
with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a
popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater
wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between
1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each
day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about
how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport
Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in
their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are responsible
for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per
cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a

priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is
particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other marine mammals. The
EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at 1-in-2500 per year. Using their own figures
the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This means a 1-in-16 chance over the proposed 20-year lifespan. It
is likely that these numbers are conservative because the number of whales observed with injuries
consistent with ship strike is higher than the number of strikes reported by shipping operators. The
conclusion that a ship strike would have a low consequence to the visiting Southern Right whale
population is inconsistent with the Conservation Management Plan for Southern Right whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the 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,
Catherine O'Byrne
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My name is Adam McInerney and I live in the Westernport Bay area. It is a relatively
untouched wilderness that needs to be left alone 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 (Waters). AGL has so far been
unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fac
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Dear members of the IAC Crib Point
I have nothing technical to offer. I do maintain that this project is immoral and should not be
permitted. I offer a few suggestions to mitigate damage should the project be permitted.
Environmental effects of the project
Everyone now knows how much damage fossil fuels are doing.
Everyone now knows we must stop using coal and gas as soon as possible.
We all now have a moral imperative to reduce our use of gas, preferably to stop using gas.
You have a moral imperative to recommend against this project.
Ecologically sustainable development
Please recommend against this project because it is not a sustainable development and advise that
this project may even relieve the pressure for sustainable development.
Please report that Victorian residents have changed quickly in the past, from briquettes to oil to gas,
and advise that Victorian residents would change quickly to renewable electricity in their homes.
Mitigate or offset adverse environmental effects
Please recommend that the proponent build a transmission line from north-western Victoria for
renewable electricity.
Please recommend that the proponent place one of its planned batteries in Crib Point for
regasification and also as a contribution to the electricity supply on the Mornington Peninsula.
Please advise that these initiatives would be sustainable developments.
Modifications to the design of the project
Please recommend against using water from the Ramsar Wetland (“open loop mode”).
Please recommend against regasification by using the transported LNG (“closed loop mode”).
Please recommend that only renewable electricity be used for regasification of the LNG.
Summary
This project is morally wrong. Please forward my judgement and my suggestions to the Minister for
Planning.
Yours faithfully
John Lorkin
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Submission commenting on the EES for AGL’s Gas Import Jetty and
Pipeline Project at Crib Point. V2.3 Final
Maarten Koster
Shoreham, August 2020

SUMMARY
This submission, objecting to AGL’s plans for a LNG re-gasification plant and gas pipeline at Crib
Point Victoria, has two main pillars: The flawed rationale and site selection for the project, and the
fact that in addition to the stated environmental damage, the EES ignores the cumulative and bio
concentration effects of the operation of the facility in an environment that is already under
significant stress. The technical reports supporting AGL’s conclusions about the effects on the
marine biodiversity simply do not meet the generally accepted standards of scientific rigour. They
require in depth vetting by independent leading scientists in each of the relevant fields.

1. Project Rationale and Justification
This submission will show that AGL is justifying the project based on a distorted representation of
the Australian and Eastern gas markets. It ignores certain hard facts on gas production in Australia
in general and Victoria specifically. It relies on what can be best described as a creative
interpretation of the 2018 and 2019 reports on the Victorian Gas Market by the Australian Energy
Market Operator (AEMO). The description of the Australian gas market in this section of the
submission has been fact checked by Professor Samantha Hepburn, Head of the Centre for Energy
Policy at Deakin University Law School.
This submission will also show that the “Victorian gas shortage” is an artificial construct and that
the project is in fact completely unnecessary, especially in Victoria. Indisputable facts are that
Australia is currently the biggest gas exporter on the planet and that Victoria is currently a net
exporter of gas. However, there is no doubt that there is an artificially created under- supply to the
domestic market in general and a resulting pricing issue for domestic gas. As per the AEMO reports,
domestic gas supply security can be achieved in several alternative ways, at a lower cost to the
consumer and the environment. These alternatives do not include alternative or renewable types of
energy but of course they can and will play a (positive) role as well. Unlike the AGL proposal,
these alternatives do not require the unnecessary and environmentally damaging liquefying
and subsequent re-gasification of natural gas.

2. Environmental Effects
AECOM, the consulting firm that produced most of the technical reports on Environment, Social,
Safety, Agriculture, Environment etc, is more forthcoming than AGL itself in their conclusions and
summaries, in stating the direct and potential environmental damage of the project.
They also go to some length in stating the existing environmental degradation already suffered by
the Western Port Bay area including the RAMSAR listed wetlands and mangroves and that part of
the hinterland through which the pipeline will run. This submission will show that instead of
considering the fact that the environment is already stressed and degraded as a red flag for the
project, they go in the opposite direction: what harm can more damage and degradation do to an
already degraded ecosystem?

This submission will also show that in some cases they go even further by inferring that some
aspects of the discharges into Westernport bay are beneficial to the environment.
The AECOM definition of cumulative negative environmental effects of the project will be shown
to be extremely narrow: If the effects do not reinforce each other and/or are in different areas, they
do not consider them either relevant or out of scope of their report. Existing degradation of the area
is not considered, nor is the compounding effect of the project on forecast further human activity
related damage as a result of population growth. Possible environmental effects, cumulative with
the effects of climate change are also considered to be “out of scope” (Technical report A, page 418)
The examples of existing degradation include long term decline in levels of oxygenation of the bay,
retreating sea grass beds, removal of native vegetation, rising nutrient levels, run-off and silting, etc.
as per Chapter 6, 7 and Technical report A of the EES. As a result, the proposed mitigation
measures in relation to AGL’s proposed activities deal with cumulative issues either not at all or
inadequately.
This submission will deal in some detail with the greenhouse emissions of the project and will show
these emissions, combined with the flawed rationale, contravene the Victorian Government’s stated
climate policies as enshrined in the Victorian Climate Change Act 2017 and re-iterated in the
Victorian Greenhouse Emissions Report 2017.
Part of the regulations related to the Victorian Environmental Protection Act that specifically deal
with waste discharge into marine environments, are contained in the State Environmental Planning
Policy (SEPP (waters) 2018. The AECOM reports do not consider the SEPP (waters) 2018 clear ban
on new waste discharge into Western Port Bay as binding. (Technical report A, section 7.8.6) They
consider it merely as “an indicative guideline” in the mistaken belief that the new Victorian
Environmental Act would come into effect on 20 July 2020 (it will now be 2021) which would
affect the legal status of SEPP.
All of the above leads AECOM (and therefore AGL) to the conclusion that discharging up to 468
million litres of chlorinated waste water daily, is allowable and acceptable. (Note: As per section
6-3 in Chapter 6 of the EES, AGL’s own discharge numbers add up to a maximum of 529
million litres in open loop mode, the vast majority but not all of it chlorinated. The 468
million litres of chlorinated FSRU discharge for instance, does not include the discharge of
53.5 million litres per day of chlorinated ballast water during loading.)
The very extensive report on the biodiversity of the bay, the hydrological modelling, water
sampling, tidal measurements, plankton monitoring etc. fails to hide the fact that even the most
casual reader intuitively will understand that dumping this much chlorinated, under-cooled water
into a relatively small highly tidal bay, is probably a very bad idea. It also insults the intelligence of
the reader when the report with lots of science and citations of allegedly supportive scientific
research reports, is trying to convince the reader that this significant amount of pollutant from
chemicals, specifically deployed to kill aquatic life (or bio-fouling as they like to call it), dumped in
a small bay with very strong tidal flows, miraculously does not move more than a 100-160 meters
from the production facility (FSRU). Detailed study of Technical Report A, on AGL base their
conclusions, shows that the reality is very different from the above picture.
Technical Report A, state that the effects of the chlorine concentrations and under-cooled water
discharge, can be up to 100 microg/L and spread over up to 20 HA and 800 meters beyond the
FSRU. However, in the summaries and conclusions, these numbers, based on their adopted time
averaging theory and assumptions about dilution and lack of bio-concentration, conveniently look

like overall being within their self-imposed standard of 6 microg/L and generally only spreading
over .5 of a HA.
Some of the scientific sources this submission will quote, state that the ill effects of some of the
more harmful chlorine by-products will be measurable over far larger distances and that generic
modelling used for the spread and effects, is seen by parts of the scientific community (including
CSIRO) as inadequate to predict the effects on specific ecosystems and species.
Technical Report A will be shown to contain instances where no scientific underpinning for their
justifications and assumptions is given at all or, where their assumptions are underpinned, highly
selective sources are quoted and mis-quoted, while selectively omitting sources that point out a
more inconvenient point of view. This submission will provide specific examples of this practice in
the area of the toxicological impact of Chlorine and its by-products. (Chlorine Produced Oxidants,
including bromides)
I am not a marine biologist, I do not have a degree in chemistry or hydrology, nor am I am expert on
Energy policy. But I can read and I understand how credible scientific research and reporting works.
Presenting only one side of a very complex scientific problem is not an accepted practice. Also,
from a purely Economic standpoint, I know that selling Australian gas cheaply on long-term
contracts we allegedly cannot get out of, to overseas buyers and then buying it back on the world
market to fix an entirely self- inflicted and artificial domestic gas shortage, is an economic
absurdity, unless you are AGL and you can sell this gas at the very high domestic gas prices. To
further ecologically damage a RAMSAR listed marine environment in the process and using a
model that first involves unnecessary liquefying of natural gas and then re-gasifying it, is an act of
corporate vandalism.
CONCLUSION
Based on the two issues above, (superseded and demonstrably flawed project rationale and
demonstrably flawed and biased technical reports understating the environmental effects) plus the
fact the project directly contravenes amongst other things, current SEPP (waters) 2018 regulations
and contravenes the objectives under the Victorian Climate Change Act 2017, the project should not
receive the necessary approvals from the various authorities like the EPA, nor ultimately from the
relevant Victorian and Federal ministers.

1. Project Rationale and Site selection
1.1 The Australian Gas Market
To understand the flaws in AGL’s project rationale, one must understand the basics of the Australian
gas market and the Victorian gas market. After studying various reports by the Australian Energy
Market Operator (AEMO), I contacted professor Samantha Hepburn, head of the centre for Energy
Policy, Deakin University Law School, who further educated me on the ins and outs of the gas
market and was kind enough to fact check when I wrote down my learnings and findings.
The basic and pretty much indisputable facts are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

At a record 77.5 million tonnes of LNG, Australia is the biggest gas exporter on the planet.
This gas is mostly (but not exclusively) extracted from the main gas fields in Victoria,
Queensland and WA. Surat-Bowen Basin, Bonaparte Amadeus, Cooper Basin, Gippsland
Basin and Otway Bass Basin)
Queensland, WA and Victoria are net exporters of gas
The 3 biggest buyers of Australian LNG are China, Japan and South Korea.
The gas used to be sold on long term contracts, but the contract periods are now shortening
The majority of the extraction is done by overseas exploration companies
There are no current binding regulations that determine how much gas is exported and how
much gas is made available to the domestic markets, except in WA
The Eastern states are the biggest domestic gas users due to their colder climates
The use of gas in the Eastern states, especially Victoria is in a long- term decline, despite
more gas fired generators coming on stream. One explanation is that industries with a
dependence on gas for their production processes, are increasingly voting with their feet due
to the domestic gas prices being 3 times higher than in other comparable economies.

It is true, that in 2017, AEMO started flagging the potential of a shortage of gas for domestic users
(both industry and consumer) in the Eastern states. Both AEMO and AGL, clearly state that these
potential shortages (although AGL consistently leaves the word potential out) are caused by the
volume of gas being exported overseas being so high that gas supply for domestic purposes is
limited. In addition to causing the domestic gas prices to rise to unacceptably high levels, it was
stated by AEMO that it also has the potential to lead to domestic supply shortages in the Eastern
states. Given the fact that there is no overall gas shortage in Australia, and indeed in Victoria, this
“shortage” is therefore an entirely artificial construct of a malfunctioning market mechanism and
lack of regulation.
It is important to note, that in subsequent reports, AEMO changed these predictions and in their
2020 report they are predicting no Eastern supply shortage at least till 2024. They also list
mitigating factors like:
•
•
•
•

Easing domestic and international demand due to the global economic down turn
More pipeline capacity coming on line like the Northern pipeline, giving Victoria potential
access to NT gas
Newer gas fields like the Otway Basin coming on stream
Increased production forecasts from Victorian gas producers

The above verifiable facts are extracted from the AEMO 2018 and 2019 and 2020 gas reports, plus
information provided by Professor Samantha Hepburn from the Deakin Law School Centre for
Energy Policy. Based on this, the conclusion is inescapable: There is no gas shortage, not even a
potential one. What we do see is a largely unregulated and as a result, dysfunctional market
for gas in Australia.

1.2 Project Rationale
AGL’s project Rationale as provided in the EES Summary and Chapter 6 of the EES, is based on
creative interpretations of the AEMO reports and AGL’s statements are either incorrect or not
supported by any facts other than AGL’s opinion.
Here are the examples taken from Chapter 2 Project Rationale:
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•

The WA Gas pipeline (which could potentially supply large volumes of gas to the Eastern
States) is currently by AGL dismissed as a non-viable option, no supporting facts provided
other than that the pipeline needed “currently does not exist”. (section 2.2, Chapter 2)
According to the AEMO reports, the Otway capacity coming on line, is a significant
contributor to the Victorian gas supply, but AGL states “dynamic operational pipeline
constraints” as the reason this will not make much difference to the problem.
“QLD Gas is all but completely committed to long term international supply contracts”.
This is ignoring the fact that these international contracts have increasingly shorter run
periods and that due to the global downturn international demand as well as prices are
dropping fast. As a result, Queensland is now looking at increasing the volume of gas they
pump southward. NOTE: In its very recent report, the ACCC laments the fact that
despite significant drops in global gas prices, the gas companies including AGL, have
yet to pass these price drops on to their customers.
AGL is dismissing QLD gas as a solution regardless, again stating pipeline capacity as the
main problem. This statement is simply not supported by facts and pipelines can be built,
exactly as they propose to do for this project.
AGL is ignoring the fact that AEMO have recently revised their forecasts in the light of
Covid 19 driven easing of demand, increased gas production in Victoria and easing
international demand, all of which lead to extensions to the life of the current Victorian gas
fields.
AGL is ignoring the fact that Victoria is verifiable a net exporter of gas and that AEMO
states there are sufficient supplies, albeit potentially with a reduced capacity to supply SA,
NSW and Tasmania in the future.
AGL states that the 2017 ADGSM, the Federal domestic gas security mechanism as
ineffective (which is probably correct) but omits to add that the WA domestic reservation
policy is highly effective and can be easily replicated by the Victorian government.
AGL ignores the fact that according to AEMO gas demand in the Eastern states is in long
term decline and that that even the increased demand from gas fired electricity generation is
not affecting this trend. (AEMO 2019)

1.3 Flaws in the Site Selection

In Chapter 2 of the EES Project Rationale, AGL endeavours to show the reader that they went
through a rigorous selection process between Port Adelaide Crib Point and Port Kembla before
settling on Crib point on economic and environmental reasons. AGL states that dredging near a
dolphin breeding ground is seen as problematic, which is inconsistent with their findings that
somehow dumping 500 million litre of chlorinated seawater each day into a RAMSAR listed site, is
not. Truth is, they are both equally problematic but based on AGL’s own statements in Chapter 2,
Crib Point is simply cheaper.
CONCLUSION
As the above points have shown in detail, there is no gas shortage and it is extremely unlikely
Victoria will face one in the outlook period. Unless the Victorian Government puts in place a
reservation policy for domestic gas for the Eastern states, it is possible NSW and SA may face
shortages from 2025. Given the falling domestic and international demand and falling prices, as
well as the increases now forecast in Victorian gas production, even this is an unlikely event. At
any rate, this makes the choice of Crib Point illogical and combined with the environmental
arguments, unacceptable.

2. Environmental Effects
2.1 Lack of proper consideration of cumulative environmental effects of the proposed
facilities
As stated in the Project Summary, AGL uses an extremely narrow definition of the term
“cumulative environmental effects”. This has a flow-on effect as it leads to inadequate risk
assessment and mitigation strategies required to counter the negative environmental effects. It also
misleads the reader in thinking the project has only very limited negative effects on the Westernport
biodiversity. This section of the Submission gives specific examples, drawn from the EES Chapter
6 Marine Biodiversity and Technical Report A on which AGL’s conclusions are based.

AECOM writes in Technical Report A: Marine biodiversity impact assessment, page 418, the
following:
“Human population pressures are catchment-wide (Melbourne Water 2011) and extend over
marine regions. Natural pressures on marine populations (annual variations, long-term
changes in climate and sea-level) result in corresponding variations in the marine ecosystem
of Western Port (e.g. Morrongiello and Jenkins 2016). Human activities in the catchment affect
water quality and topography in Western Port. Fishing pressure on populations affects adult,
juvenile and larval populations of targeted fish species (at least). Increased vessel transport
spreads exotic species and disease widely over regions. Accelerated climate change results
in changes to bio-regional boundaries resulting in warm water species extending ranges into
previous cool water systems and cool-water species becoming rare or extinct. The cumulative
effect of the operation of the FSRU at Crib Point could be assessed against this background
of present ecosystem change. However, it is beyond the scope of this report to address this
societal-level assessment.”

The above sums up the attitude with which this report was written. The same is true for Chapter 6
Biodiversity. The writers go to some length in stating what levels of existing environmental damage
and degradation already exist, and then use this as justification for stating the risk to the
environment resulting from some aspects of the operation of the FSRU (like chlorine discharges,
temperature changes and seabed scouring) as “negligible or very low”. Their definition of
cumulative effects is deliberately extremely narrow: they consider and deal with the cumulative
effects of both cooler water and chlorinated water, shading, entrainment and seabed scour (see
section 8.5.2) but do not consider these negative impacts cumulative with the existing
environmental stress. For instance, in section 8.1.3 AECOM states in relation to the combined
impact:
“For all discharge scenarios, the predicted extent of the area above temperature and chlorine
Guideline Values is limited to the shipping basin and ship berthing areas within the Port of
Hastings boundaries. This comprises seabed that has previously been dredged and is
regularly subject to sediment re-suspension by propeller wash from existing shipping activities
at Crib Point jetty.” AECOM is inferring that an already damaged environment is not easily
damaged. This is reflected in their risk ratings in table 8-3, of overwhelmingly low and very low.
In sections 8.5.2, 8.5.4 and 8.5.5 (which deal with Combined Entrainment, Temperature, Chlorine,
Shading and Seabed Scour, Stresses, Combined Project and Catchment Development Stresses and
Combined Project and Climate Change Stresses), AECOM hypothesises that some of these stresses
could be beneficial to the environment. Conversely, some sections state that some external forces
like climate change will (slightly) negate some of the negative effects of the chlorination by way of
increased dilution.
Section 8.5.2 states:
“The assessment of entrainment impact in this report is based an assumed zero survival of all
plankton passing through the heat exchangers. This may be a conservative assumption, as
there is evidence that about half the plankton would survive (Michels, 2010; Ramirez-Duque,
2012; Wang and Lan, 2018). Whether survival is 50 % or zero, there would be a supply of food
to the infauna under the discharge ports. Thus, filter feeders (and their predators) are expected
to flourish. There would be no loss or addition of organic carbon and nutrients. The overall
effect of these combined stresses is expected to be a greater shift in the composition of the
infauna community within the 5-ha zone of combined stresses.”
First, when looking up the quoted publication about the survival rate of the plankton after
entrainment and discharge, (Ramirez-Duque 2012) it turns out Dr Ramirez-Duque was researching
the survival rate of micro-organisms going through the pumps in a bio-reactor (which produces biogas). The publication suggests certain pump designs to aid the survival rate. Clearly, a bio-reactor
where the objective is to keep bio-organisms alive, is hardly relevant for the survival rate of
plankton after a journey through the heat exchangers of the FSRU where the objective is to kill
them to stop “bio-fouling”. This is just one example of the misleading statements at best based on
sloppy research, at worst on deliberate mis-quoting.
Even leaving that to one side, stating that filter feeders and their predators will do well feeding in
the zone near the discharge ports with predicted very high chlorine and CPO levels, (including
harmful bromides and other CPB’s ) on plankton that, in addition to having been mechanically
damaged as the result of entrainment, also has been poisoned in the process, is by any scientific
standard, not a credible statement.

Section 8.5.4 states:
“In Section 5.1, it was noted that there is rapid urban population growth in the northern parts of
the Western Port catchment (Casey Shire and Cardinia Shire) and by the year 2041, the
present population in the Western Port catchment is projected to increase from 45,000 persons
at present to about 250,000 persons (sum of municipality projections by id.population, 2020).
The majority of the run-off from this urban development would drain into the northern part of
Western Port. This would exacerbate the already elevated nutrient concentrations in the northeast section of Western Port due to run-off from the existing urban population and agriculture.
The EPA water quality monitoring of Western Port has identified that nutrient concentrations
in the north east are approximately twice those near Hastings (e.g. total nitrogen averages
0.25 mg/L near Lang Lang and 0.12 mg/L near Hastings). Some further increase in nutrient
concentrations in the north-east of Western Port can be anticipated with possibly a small
increase elsewhere in Western Port (responding to dispersion and also the smaller rate of
population growth in Hastings and elsewhere on the Mornington Peninsula).”
“Assuming nutrients are, at times, a factor limiting plankton growth, the higher nutrient levels
would permit increased plankton populations, mostly in the north-east of Western Port. The
2013 Melbourne Water report points out that areas with the highest anthropogenic nutrient
concentrations in Western Port, such as Watsons Inlet, also have some of the highest
seagrass densities (Holland et al, 2013). Thus, urban growth may result in higher plankton and
seagrass abundance. On a bay-wide basis, the extra plankton abundance would compensate
(most likely more than compensate) for the loss on plankton due to entrainment. However, the
increase in plankton is hypothesized for the north-east of Western Port while the entrainment
process occurs at Crib Point. These are widely different zones, with a slow connection from mixing
over many tide cycles. In conclusion, it is not considered there is the potential for a significant
cumulative impact between the Project and catchment development – these are separate effects in
different areas of Western Port.”

Section 8.5.5 states:
“Section 5 notes that sea level in Western Port has increased by about 250 mm over the last
hundred years due to the warming climate. Thus, climate change has already had a significant
impact on the intertidal zones of Western Port.
Steadily increasing sea level and seawater temperature increases over coming decades would
have further significant impacts on Western Port, particularly on mangroves, saltmarsh,
estuaries and seagrasses. These impacts would mostly occur around the perimeter of Western
Port and would be separate from the effects of the Project in the deeper channel near Berth 2
of Crib Point Jetty. There is minimal overlap between the areas impacted by climate change
and the predicted combined area above the Guideline Values for the Project. Infauna are
unlikely to be affected by rising sea level.
Climate change will result in slightly deeper water at Crib Point Jetty, but would not affect the
operation of the FSRU. Deeper water would slightly increase dilution. For example, an
increase in MSL of 40 ml (2 mm/yr for 20 years) would increase the dilution of the plumes by
about 0.2 %.
As described in Section 7, the regional model predictions show that there is no continual
cooling of waters in the Project area or more broadly in Western Port. Assuming the cooler
seawater mixes over the tidal excursion of 8 km north/south by 1.5 km east/west, a

temperature reduction of 0.015 o C in the waters within this zone would alter the atmospheric
heat balance to the extent necessary to balance the temperature reduction caused by the
FSRU seawater discharge. This reduction in seawater temperature is approximately equal to
the annual increase in water temperature due to global warming (0.015 o C per year).
In respect of the cooling effect of the FSRU discharges and the warming effects as result of global
rising of temperatures, the author's comparison is irresponsibly conflating the effects of two
completely independent mechanisms on the Western Port Bay system in a way that can be
misleading.

CONCLUSION
Overall, the above shows that Section 8 of Technical Report A, is a jumble of facts, unsupported
statements, inferences and hypotheses and is not of the scientific standard required for the important
and complex subject matter.

2.2 Understated effects of Chlorine (including CPB’s/CPO’s) and cool water discharge,
lack of credible scientific underpinning of AGL’s and ACOM’s conclusions in
Technical Report A
In Technical Report A, in the sections dealing with the effects of discharging large amounts of
Chlorinated water (up to 5.21 million litres a day), AECOM decides to deal mostly with chlorine
concentrations and not with the concentrations of the chlorine produced by-products (Chlorine
Produced Oxidants or CPO’s) or their long term effects and potential bio-concentration in a marine
environment.
This is convenient for AECOM because the effects and interaction of the CPO’s especially of the
bromides with organic matter in a marine environment is a contentious area. AECOM selectively
quotes certain sources (ANZECC 2000, CEE 2018b, CSIRO 2019, ) but leaves out very relevant
other CSIRO sources like Batley and Simpson, 9 January 2020 Short term guideline for Chlorine in
Marine Waters. Batley and Simpson state: “chlorine rapidly hydrolyzes in seawater to hypochlorite,
which undergoes further reaction with bromide, and then with organic matter. These reaction
products, collectively termed chlorine‐produced oxidants (CPOs), can be toxic to marine biota.”
Batley and Simpson propose testing and modelling specific to the most sensitive species in a
particular environment. When contacted, Dr Greame Batley, who is the chief Scientist CSIRO Land
and Water, stated that using generic models as used by AECOM to predict the effects of CPO’s both
short term and long term, is simply inadequate as research is showing that the effects are often
unique to a specific marine environment. In other words, AECOM is using the wrong tools.
AECOM states in section 7.8.1: “As explained further in Section 7.8.4, the chlorine in CPO quickly
converts through a series of reactions back to natural seawater salts sodium and chloride. Bromine
products created in the reaction of chlorine back to chloride convert back to their natural seawater
salt, bromide, so there is no long-term accumulation of chlorine or related products in the
seawater.”
And: “The generally low concentration of bromoform presence in low natural concentrations in

seawater and biological tissue as a widely produced naturally produced organic chemical in the
marine environment (Figure 7-31) confirms that natural physical (volatile), chemical (oxidation
breakdown) and biological (oxidation and depuration) processes prevent accumulation of
these chemicals.”
This statement, which accompanied by pictures of chemical reactions, is trying to impress the
reader with a veneer of scientific credibility but is by no means generally accepted by the scientific
community. Even a cursory check on scientific sources cited by AECOM to make their statement
look like they are underpinned by outcomes of scientific research, show this deliberate selectivity.
For example, a source quoted several times, is Boudjellaba et al 2016. When checking that specific
publication, it becomes clear that Dr Boudjellaba found more than merely “slightly higher
concentrations in some biota close to chlorinated seawater discharges” as AECOM states in
section 7.8.25. What Dr. Boudjellaba found, were measurable concentrations of CPO’s, up to 10km
away from the discharge points. Dr Boudjellaba also found specifically in the discharge plume of
re-gasification plants, high concentrations of CPB’s (Chlorine produced by-products
including bromoforms ) of up to 18.6 microg/L. He found that a simple risk assessment of the 11
identified CBP’s showed that for 7 compounds the concentrations were above the potential risk
levels to the local marine environment. Muscle tissue in a larger predator (conger eel in this case)
contained relatively high levels of 2,4,6-tribromophenol, with a global bio-concentration factor of
25. None of this is mentioned in the AECOM report..
I note that Dr Boudjellaba’s publication is based on research on Chlorine discharges of
power stations and actual operational FSRU’s, not on generic desk-based modelling as
performed by AECOM.
When looking for publications in the same field of research as Dr Boudjabella (chlorination byproduct concentration levels in seawater and fish), there are similar findings.
For example:
“Assessment of individual and mixed toxicity of bromoform, tibromoacetic-acid and 2,4,6
tibrophenol, on embryo-larval development of Para centrotus lividus sea urchin, LeBaron, Mechiri,
Richard, Auastry, Bodenne and Coupe, May 2019.” LeBaron et al find that exposure of one hour of
Sea urchins to Bromo DPB’s, (brominated disinfection by-products of chlorine) at several
concentration levels, resulted in significant DNA damage.
CONCLUSION
AECOM Technical report A on Marine Biodiversity is at best inadequate, as the modelling and
scientific underpinning of their statements and assumptions are demonstrably questionable. Limited
research shows up AECOM’s confident statements as a veneer of pseudo-scientific “proof”. They
show only one side of a scientific debate. What is more, the other side of the scientific debate is at
least in part based on research done on the discharge plumes of actual FSRU’s, not just on a
hypothetical model which according to some credible scientific sources, lacks specificity.
As a minimum this requires vetting and verification by a panel of independent leading Marine
scientists. Consequently, AGL’s findings in Chapter 6 of the EES, which is based on the findings in
Technical Report A, cannot be relied on when assessing the environmental effects of their proposed
project.

2.3 Environmental Effects of the project’s Greenhouse Emissions
I have read the Victorian Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report 2019 (published by the Victorian
Government) to test AGL’s statements in the EES against the Government’s stated direction on
climate change. This stated direction is to reduce Victoria’s emissions by 50% from the current
levels by 2050.
From the Minister’s Foreword to the Victorian Greenhouse Gas Emissions report:
“The Victorian Government recognises the overwhelming scientific consensus that human activity is
causing climate change and that global greenhouse gas emissions need to decline to net zero by the
second half of this century if the goals of the Paris Agreement – to limit global average temperature
increases to well below 2 degrees C above pre-industrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the
increase to 1.5degrees C – are to be met.”
“We established the Climate Change Act 2017 to provide a statutory foundation for action in
Victoria to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2050; and to ensure the state’s economy,
community and natural environment are resilient to the impacts of climate change.”
As per the Victorian Greenhouse Gas Emissions report Summary, Victoria’s total net emissions in
2017 were 110.3 million tonnes (Mt) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO 2 -e). AGL believes that
the project will not add more than 1% of Victoria’s total emissions. Put like that it does not seem a
lot. But expressed in tonnes of CO2 equivalent, 1% is 1.103 million tonnes EXTRA greenhouse
gases. Keeping in mind that this re-imported LNG was, as it turns out unnecessarily, liquefied
first at minus 163 Celsius in order to transport it overseas, only to then be re-gasified after reimportation. If the gas was directly transported to Victoria, it would not have to be liquefied
in the first place, which would REDUCE greenhouse emissions.
Taking AGL’s projected numbers, the project would actually emit approx. 0.25% of Victoria’s net
emissions, which is still in excess of a quarter of a million tonnes of CO2. This moves 180
degrees in the opposite direction of moving towards net zero emissions by 2050.
The report lists the sectors that add the most to the greenhouse emissions increases. The Energy
sector and the Fugitive Fuels segments in which AGL falls, stand out:
“The energy sector – which comprises electricity generation, direct combustion, transport and
fugitive emissions from fuels – was responsible for 91% of total net emissions in Victoria in 2017.
Almost 77% of fugitive emissions in Victoria arise from losses involved in the production,
transmission, storage and distribution of natural gas.”
The Victorian Government not only states its climate and greenhouse policy, it enshrined it in the
2017 Climate Change Act. The AGL project not only ignores this, but by their own admission goes
into the opposite direction.

OVERALL CONCLUSION

To fix an unlikely gas “shortage” for Victoria, caused by putting international and interstate
customer’s interests above those of Victorian citizens who collectively own that resource, AGL is
proposing they purchase gas on the international market (including gas originally extracted from
Australian gas fields, including Victorian gas fields) and then re-import this LNG through the Crib
Point re-gasification facility. This re-imported and re-gasified LNG is then sold by AGL to
consumers at very high domestic gas prices.
The underlying assumption that Victoria is about to have a gas shortage is shown to be incorrect.
Also, this submission lists the mitigating factors to alleviate the problems caused by the - to use the
recent words of the ACCC, “dysfunctional Australian gas market”.
This submission lists some of the alternative ways to improve domestic gas supply and consumer
pricing. These include a Victorian domestic gas reservation policy modelled on the WA equivalent,
and increased pipeline capacity, for Queensland and WA gas. The AGL project is unnecessary and
should be seen against a back drop of long term falling demand for gas in Victoria and declining
overseas demand.
Technical Report A is technically and scientifically flawed and cannot be relied on to properly asses
the environmental effects. The choice of Crib Point as the best site has been shown to be flawed for
both environmental and geographic reasons.
Purely from AGL’s myopic corporate profit objective, the desire for the project is sort of
understandable albeit unethical. But as per the second pillar of this submission, to do so while
environmentally damaging a sensitive RAMSAR listed coastal ecosystem, violates current
Victorian environmental protection laws and regulations both in spirit and law. There are very clear
alternative ways to alleviate or even solve the problems in the currently dysfunctional Australian
gas market.
Based on the above, the project is an economic and environmental absurdity and the relevant
ministers and authorities, both State and Federal, should withhold approvals for the AGL
project.

PERSONAL NOTE
What this submission does not specifically address, but what is a very important underlying driver
for objecting to the AGL project, is the effects that further entirely unnecessary degradation of our
environment will have on us as people. Or even more importantly, on our children and grandchildren. Western Port Bay is a magnificent ecosystem providing life and shelter to millions if not
billions of organisms, many of which are already under threat or endangered. It is listed as
containing one of the three most important wetland areas in Victoria. It also provides enjoyment to
very many Victorians and overseas and interstate visitors in the form of boating, fishing, walking,
bird watching, or even just looking at it and sitting on its shores. Who are we, and indeed who is
AGL that gives us/ them the right to put this environment in danger and potentially take this away
from our children and grand children?
My request to all involved, from the IAC members to the relevant ministers, is to look into your
hearts and souls and examine your humanity. Re-discover the inner person that would never put
money and power above the interests and rights of other human beings, and more importantly,
above the interests of your own children and grandchildren.
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My name is Mary OBrien and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Westernport is
home to our Penguin Parade and Seal Rocks and is habitually visited by many whales
migrating each year. We also have amazing birdlife and Ramsay wetlands to boot!
These combine to give Phillip Island our main employment opportunities and we
have established a beautiful tourist destination for coaches, cruise ships and
individual travellers. I personally am also a keen boater and fisher 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
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My name is Jayne McSwiney and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Westernport is
my home. It is also home to many marine animals and other native flaura and fauna.
It is critical it remains untouched by fossil fuel developers. Australia has committed
to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the
maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is
inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the
most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland. If
the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does
not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue. Wetlands
contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite
occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting
wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the
release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly
important as a defense against the impacts of climate change. 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.
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My name is Lily Enders and I live in the Westernport Bay area. It is an incredible
environment, many children, families and animals share the bay and it is important
we don’t damage and destroy the amazing ecosystem currently thriving there. I
spent my childhood exploring the beaches and swimming with dolphins. I thank the
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. Natural environments play a crucial role in both
the mental and physical health of the communities who access them. The potential
loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these
areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or
among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased
prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of
Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and
Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Recent research has
shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their
role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has
contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
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My name is Megan Trevaskis and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Every day I
walk on the beach and most days I see our resident family of dolphins joyfully
swimming and teaching their young to catch fish.Our pristine bay is home to so
many birds and mammals and is such an important diverse ecosystem. 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 project unacceptable under its current form but the main issues that
concern me the 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 communities who access them.The potential loss of nature and access to
green spaces can contribute to mental distress.The impact of noise and light
pollution can result in loss of sleep increasing anxiety and inability to focus creating
more risk of mental health conditions as a community. Phillip Island is the 2nd
most tourism dependant region in all of Australia.People come to see the penguins
and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whale as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge tankers and a FSRU will undermine the beauty of the area and will impact
Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands are among the most
biodiverse ecosystems on earth. Half of 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 around the Crib Point jetty is
an extensive mangrove stand and should be protected as a key habitat for the
icredible array of plants and animals that live there. If the project is approved AGL
could dump up to 450 million litres of cold chlorinated wastewater into the bay each
day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay.The
fact that this plan does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not
continue. With climate change an actual threat to our future we need to curb our
emissions from fossil fuels and AGL should be investing more in renewables and
supporting consumers to move away from gas. This proposal to build a gas import
terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate. As
outlined above the impact this project would have on internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife is unacceptable.There are many other viable options Victoria
can pursue to meet our energy needs. Sincerely Megan Trevaskis
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My name is Jeremy Beckett and I visit Westernport Bay often. I spent summers
there as a kid, and to think that a similar experience may not be possible for further
generations, is unacceptable. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the
environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project.
There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its
current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me
most is the 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.
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I hold the area close to my heart as it’s part of where I grew up and these plans will
hold permanent negative affects will ruin the bay and the fishing
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As the federal representative for the seat of Flinders on the Mornington Peninsula,
and as a concerned resident, I write to again express my opposition to the AGL/APA
plan to site a gas import terminal at Crib Point. In my formal role, I speak with many
local constituents about the matters they care most about. The proposed Crib Point
Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project is one of them and my observation is that there
is overwhelming community opposition to this proposal. My constituents tell me,
and I agree, that Crib Point, and its surrounds is a distinctly non-industrial area that
is known for its quiet and peaceful setting. Crib Point is the wrong location for this
kind of large-scale industrial facility. My constituents also state the project does not
belong in wetlands that have been deemed to have worldwide significance as
demonstrated by their listed status under the Ramsar Convention. Westernport Bay
also contains National and Marine parks and a UNESCO biosphere reserve. I
understand that at least two other locations, both heavily industrialised, are
potential sites for such a project. A clear preferable alternative is Port Kembla in
New South Wales and the other is near Corio in Victoria. These are vastly better
alternatives from an environmental perspective and I note neither requires a 57
kilometre pipeline to get imported gas into the distribution network as this project
proposes, through bush-land reserves and prime agricultural land . Mornington
Peninsula residents welcome responsible economic development that is siteappropriate. Tourism is a cornerstone of the Mornington Peninsula economy and
many visitors come to enjoy one of the area’s best features - a beautiful coastline
and open water vistas. The proposed gas import terminal is incompatible with this
experience. It will bring negligible economic benefits to the region and could have
detrimental effects on our key industries of tourism including fishing, bush-walking
and visiting local wineries and farm gate businesses. I have taken every possible
opportunity to voice my objection to this proposal. I am also keenly aware of the
large numbers of Mornington Peninsula residents who have also expressed their
vehement opposition. Some issues find popular support both for and against. This is
not one of them. Yours sincerely, GREG HUNT MP Federal Member for Flinders
Minister for Health
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I have been a passionate wildlife lover and environmentalist my entire life, and
through this I have found fulfilment in personal hobbies such as bird-watching and
hiking – both of which are contingent on environmental preservation. As an avid
bird-watcher, I understand the immense value of Westernport bay as a key habitat
for the endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot, migratory bird populations, and other
Australian native animals. I am absolutely floored that after our most devastating
bushfire season yet - that took the lives of over 1 billion animals – fragile ecosystems
such as this are not being proactively preserved. I am also currently studying a
Doctor of Veterinary Medicine, and as a vet student, it has become ever clearer to
me that environmental conservation is of crucial importance in my pending
profession. As an inhabitant of the Mornington Peninsula, it is extremely likely that I
will be practicing as a vet in this region. I have a particular interest in wildlife health
and rehabilitation, therefore Westernport Bay is not only of personal significance,
but professional as well. What will be the point of attempted wildlife release into a
region that is already largely occupied with agricultural land and suburban
developments if areas such as this are also going to be destroyed? Lastly, I would
like to acknowledge the value of mangrove environments such as this in their
massive capacity for carbon storage. Engaging in the fossil fuel industry is reckless to
begin with, but bringing with it the destruction of crucial carbon traps such as the
mangroves at Westernport is even more so. I am 27, meaning within my lifetime I
will witness the worst effects of climate change. It is grossly irresponsible to engage
any further with fossil fuel use, particularly when it is associated with AGL - the
largest producer of greenhouse gas emissions in Australia. This is a development
that will benefit few, and negatively impact many. I hope that you will listen to what
I and countless others have expressed, and our collective disapproval of this
development. I am afraid of my future and what developments such as this will
mean for my personal wellbeing, and professional ability as a vet. Rejecting this
proposal will send an important message to the public that environment and our
climate is to be prioritised over profit, and that it is shameful to suggest otherwise.
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My name is Barbara King and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It\'s important because it's a biosphere reserve and Ramsar wetlands site. It includes marine
and coastal habitats (particularly intertidal habitats) that are only rarely found on the
southern Australian coast.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of
a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day, which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements means 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.
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,
Barbara King
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My name is Barbara King and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It\'s important because it's a biosphere reserve and Ramsar wetlands site. It includes marine
and coastal habitats (particularly intertidal habitats) that are only rarely found on the
southern Australian coast.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of
a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day, which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements means 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.
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,
Barbara King
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My name is Russell Barrett and I live in the Westernport Bay area. All my life I have
been enjoying Westernport boating, sailing and fishing. i have sailed out of Hastings
and appreciate the unique qualities of the mangroves and associated wildlife. it is
such a delicate environment that could easily be destroyed. 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 li
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My name is leigh borley and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I swim surf dive and sail and have done all my life .My family want to live here to in a clean
and safe environment.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
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.
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,
leigh borley
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Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Inquiry into AGL’s Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Works Proposal
23/08/2020
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.
My name is Morgan Price, I am currently a resident of the City of Glen Eira, Caulfield but grew
up in Mount Eliza on the Mornington Peninsula, Victoria. My earliest memories are connected to
the ocean, bays and shorelines. The ocean brings me an indescribable sense of peace and
connection to this world and my community. I love that no matter where I am, when I stand on
the coastline I can close my eyes, take a deep breath and feel a rush of calmness throughout
my mind and body. The fresh, salty air brings me so much clarity and joy.
I can cherish the memories of long summers with my family; being crammed into the car on a
hot day and driving down the Westernport Highway, bursting with excitement to be reunited with
my cousins to spend the next few weeks running wild on the beaches and wetlands of Phillip
Island and Westernport Bay. I spent hours exploring the land, looking for native animals and
playing in the water. These are the memories that I yearn to recreate with my children one day
and teach them the beauty that is our native country.
When Port Phillip Bay was dredged in 2008, I remember my shock at returning to the once
golden, pristine shoreline in Mount Eliza to find grey sludge, sand erosion and water that was
one crystal clear, now murky and dark. To this day I see the scars on the land from this
shortsighted and irresponsible act.
When I learnt about AGL’s Gas Import Terminal proposal I was horrified. Horrified that
proposals such as this even exist in this day and age of the climate emergency. Despite rising
availability and efficiency of renewable energy, corporations continue to disregard climate
science and knowingly place precious, complex environmental ecosystems at risk of
degradation and extincion for a quick profit.

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 MUST protect our wetlands
Wetlands are incredible places. Combining land and water, they are home to a vast
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.
It is totally inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one
of Victoria’s most precious environments and an internationally significant wetland.
2. Our climate cannot afford new fossil fuel projects
For millions of Australians climate change is not a distant future threat but a dangerous
reality right now. In the last decade we have suffered what might be the worst drought in
Australia’s history, ravaging our farmers and pushing the Murray-Darling river system to
its limit.
This drought – exacerbated by climate change – also created the dry conditions that
fueled the devastating bushfires last summer. Lives were lost, rural communities
destroyed, and pristine areas of bush were lost meaning three billion wild animals were
killed or displaced.
With the plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage, fossil fuel projects are not
only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Instead of investing in
soon-to-be stranded assets, corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas.
AGL’s proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do
to create a safe climate.
3. AGL are unfit to build and operate a facility like this
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.12
Adding to a long string of similar offences, 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”.13
On the basis of AGL’s poor track record, and the incredibly high risks involved with this
proposal, we question if AGL is fit to build and operate a gas import terminal in
Westernport Bay.

I want to 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 would be pleased to
hold further discussion via email at
Yours Sincerely,
Morgan Price
Glenhuntly Road
Caulfield, VIC 3162
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CRIB POINT GAS IMPORT JETTY AND PIPELINE
EES SUBMISSION
Peter Balfe B.E, M.Eng.Sci, F.I.E.Aust
Introduction
I am a resident of Rhyll on Phillip Island, and I am very concerned about
conservation of the unique beauty and environmental qualities of Western Port
for the benefit of current and future generations.
I am strongly opposed to the AGL proposal to install and operate an LNG
regasification terminal at Crib Point because of the impacts that this will have on
the amenity and environmental health of Western Port and because of the folly
of maintaining a reliance on fossil based fuels when we know that urgent action
is required to reduce carbon emissions and curtail the potentially disastrous
trends in climate change.
In my opinion the published EES fails to deal with these holistic environmental
impacts and implications of the proposed gas import project, and glosses over
some significant local impacts
The purpose of my submission is to highlight the broader environmental matters
that the EES fails to address and specific matters in the EES relating to the
potential impacts on marine biodiversity.
The submission discusses these aspects under the following headings:
•

The need for a major gas import facility

•

Impact of the complete end-to-end gas import process

•

Impacts on Western Port amenity

•

Impacts on marine biodiversity

The need for a major gas import facility
The Crib Point gas import proposal is predicated on the views expressed in the
Executive Summary of the EES that ‘Victoria needs to find alternative sources of
gas supply’ and ‘the Project would also assist in Victoria’s transition to a lowcarbon economy and provide the foundation for ensuring that energy security is
maintained and keeps pace with a growing and changing Victoria.’
These views must be challenged. We know that we are facing a potentially
disastrous change in climate in this century unless we reduce our carbon
emissions significantly, particularly in the energy sector of the economy.
The reality of climate change is now an accepted scientific fact and the potential
impacts have been starkly demonstrated by the increasing intensity and
frequency of devastating bushfires.
The Federal Government seems intent on locking into further expansion of the
domestic gas industry as a panacea for rising energy costs, despite the rapidly
reducing costs of renewable energy generation and storage alternatives. The lack
of a sustainable national energy policy that addresses the threat of climate
change is a threat to our environment, and to our economy as businesses like
AGL are encouraged to invest in new assets like the proposed gas import facility
that will inevitably prove to be bad business decisions.
The EES contains chapters that purport to assess risks in the areas of Climate
Change and Sustainability, but these give no consideration to Victoria’s potential
to reduce demand for gas, or to alternative energy sources that could obviate the
need for the expansion of gas supply. On this matter I note that a report
commissioned by Environment Victoria1 estimates that the State of Victoria
could reduce gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030 using
existing technology and targeted economic support.
The reduction in cost of wind and solar energy generation and battery storage is
radically changing electricity markets in Australia, Europe and the USA,
demonstrating that there are viable alternatives to gas expansion and debunking
any claims about the role that gas will play in the transition from fossil based
fuels to these new technologies.
The EES is fundamentally flawed without a proper assessment of the need the
proposed gas import project
•

The EES should have been required to examine the viability of gas import
in the context of alternative energy policy scenarios for Victoria, instead
of simply assuming that alternative sources of gas supply are required.

•

Increasing our reliance on gas is certainly not going to assist in Victoria’s
transition to a low-carbon economy!

Northmore Gordon ‘Victorian gas market – demand side measures to avoid
forecast supply shortfall. June 2020’

1

Impact of the complete end-to-end gas import process
According to the Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis (IEEFA)
AGL’s investment in an import terminal is a bet by the company that Australian
domestic gas prices will stay high enough in the future to cover the cost of
liquefying foreign gas and shipping it to Australia2.
This is acknowledged by an article on an AGL website 3 which states that the
source of the proposed import gas to Victoria would most likely come from
overseas markets. This absurd situation is another symptom of energy policy
failure.
The end-to-end process of using imported gas to provide electricity to Victorian
consumers would involve:
•

liquefying the gas at an overseas production facility

•

transporting the gas significant distances by tankers to Australia

•

re-gasification at Crib Point

•

piping gas to the point of electricity generation; and

•

burning the gas to generate electricity

Each step in this process would consume substantial amounts of energy and
produce greenhouse gas emissions.
The total energy demand and carbon footprint of this end-to-end process is not
mentioned in the EES.
In my opinion the EES is fundamentally flawed without a proper consideration of
the environmental impacts of the end-to-end gas import process.

'It's absurd': new gas import terminal for one of world's biggest gas
exporters," Guardian, Aug 10, 2017
2

3

‘Crib Point – Why import gas?’ thehub.agl.com.au

Impacts on Phillip Island
The EES provides assessments of impacts on land use and amenity in the
immediate environs of the Crib Point facility and the pipeline works, but it fails
to address broader community concerns related to the mooring and
management of massive tankers awaiting berthing at Crib Point.
There is no detail provided regarded the proposed management of tankers
supplying the re-gasification facility. These vessels are expected to come from
overseas. It is unrealistic to assume that they will arrive at Western Port exactly
when they are required for berthing at Crib Point.
Vessels awaiting berth facilities generally anchor in the East Arm of the Port of
Hastings adjacent to Cowes and Silverleaves on Phillip Island. Residents in these
areas have always been concerned at disturbance caused by the light spill and
engine noise from these vessels.
The massive LNG tankers required to service the proposed import terminal will
be up to 345m. long and 50 m. wide, 20 % longer that the largest cruise ships
that have visited Western Port and far exceeding the size of the majority of
vessels that have been anchored in the East Arm of the Port in the past. The
amenity impacts will be correspondingly greater.
Residents adjacent to these temporary anchoring sites will also have significant
concerns about the safety of these vessels. The EES gives no consideration to
safety at temporary anchorages, possibly in the vicinity of other vessels such as
cruise ships.
I am a resident at Rhyll and I have been concerned at the visual intrusion and
potential impacts of the large cruise ships that anchor between the Rhyll inlet
and Tortoise Head. I have personally witnessed one cruise ship dragging its
anchor in the channel, and I am most concerned at the potential damage that will
be done to the seafloor by massive tankers, 50m wide and 12m draft, anchoring
in an 18m deep channel with tidal speeds of almost 1m/sec.
These vessels will also impact on the tourism potential of Phillip Island and on
the very significant recreational fishing areas along the north coast of Phillip
Island
The EES should explain how the logistics of tanker movements will be managed,
clearly defining berthing and discharge times, where tankers will be held
pending berthing at Crib Point, and what impacts this will have on amenity for
Western Port residents on Phillip Island.
Detailed consideration should be given to potential environmental damage at
temporary anchorage locations and potential safety and amenity issues when
tankers are in the vicinity of cruise ships.

Impacts on marine biodiversity (EES Vol 2. Chapter 6)
Tanker numbers and volumes
The EES Summary Document states that the Project will have the potential to
supply up to 160 Petajoules of energy per year. The marine biodiversity impact
assessment states that it is based on a conservative estimate that this will
require up to 40 LNG tankers per year. My calculations indicate that 160PJ would
require at least 44 tankers assuming that these were the maximum capacity of
170,000 cub.m. of LNG. I therefore challenge the estimate of 40 tankers because I
believe it could require significantly more.
Details of the calculations used to derive anticipated total volumes of LNG
required to produce 160 PJ of energy , and a realistic assessment of the numbers
and capacities of the LNG tanker fleet, are not provided in the EES to enable
verification of the estimated tanker traffic volumes. This information must be
included

Entrainment
The discussion of impacts of entrainment must be challenged. It compares the
percentage of biota predicted to be entrained from all ecological zones in the
North Arm with losses due to natural mortality and flushing (tables 6.12 and
6.13). Surely the issue is about the impact on the ecological zone in the
immediate vicinity of Crib Point, and not about comparisons with natural
processes. The arguments in the EES are considered to be specious.

Temperature and chlorination effects
Western Port is a RAMSAR nominated environment. The mangroves and
mudflats in the vicinity of Crib Point are breeding grounds for the fish
populations and other organisms that support the biodiversity of Western Port
and the migratory sea birds that live here or migrate here. These contribute to
the fishing potential of the seals, penguins and the southern oceans.
The idea of AGL releasing 468 million litres of chlorinated seawater per day at 7
degrees less than ambient during the re-gasification process is an experiment of
huge proportions with outcomes that cannot be positively predicted, with the
potential for long term effects on the marine ecosystems of Western Port’s
planktonic, benthic environments and the tidal mudflats.
The EES states that discharge times for each tanker will be around 36 hours
which would require berthing for about 2 days. Why does the analysis of
temperature and chlorination effects assume only 1 day? The longer berthing
time increases the extent of impacts.
The Guideline value for chlorine levels has been set at 6μg/l in the assessment.
Surely the EES should show the extent of the plume that exceeds the lower
Guideline of 2μg/l. given the consistent discharge process?

Despite the lack of consideration of the above matters, the EES concedes that
there will be significant effects of temperature and chlorination in the immediate
vicinity of Crib Point. Whilst the temperature effects dissipate fairly quickly the
wider effects of chlorination and the organo-chlorinated residues must be given
more consideration.

Scour and turbidity
It is clear that scouring due to the displacement of the berthed vessels and the
high velocity discharge of water from the FSRU will be significant and will result
is significant increase in water turbidity. The extent of this impact has not been
adequately addressed.
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My name is Katie Fisher and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
The area is not only home to my community but also a wide array of wildlife and
natural land which we must protect.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks
include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and
increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K.
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys
Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative
risk assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that
basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not
continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia.
People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern
Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store
large amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and
enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands
which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the
climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine
wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken
these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant
future but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several

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

