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To: Joint Inquiry and Advisory Committee (IAC)
RE: AGL Crib Point Gas Import Project
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 but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife.
First, I would like to say that I fully support the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council decision of
the 17 August 2020 to: Oppose AGL and APA Group’s proposed Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and
Pipeline Project
That the State Government could even be contemplating approving the AGL proposal is beyond
the belief of the majority of people living and working on the Mornington Peninsula. People
have chosen to live in towns in Westernport because it provides a lifestyle not found in city and
urban areas. This proposal as it stands has significant environmental, economic and social
implications, especially for Crib Point and Hastings.
The fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal proposed by AGL 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 facility is close to residential areas and a
pristine beach. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these
risks. The very nature of the proposed facility cannot, regardless of how many risk assessment
reports AGL produces guarantee 100% safety for residents.
The issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife. Australia and Victoria in particular, have an appalling record of flora and fauna
extinction and many believe this project will add to the loss of marine biodiversity. It would only
take one accident, one technical error and the biodiversity of the Westernport Bay will be gone.
Westernport Bay with its Ramsar Wetlands is a special environmental sanctuary. One that is
close to a major city enabling day visitors to come and enjoy and learn about our coastal eco
systems.
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 economically on Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent
region in all of Australia.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts
of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in
the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like

this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained
most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent
of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the
climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport
Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution
to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defence against the impacts of climate
change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape
being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The
impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the
intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back
into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable.
I urge the State Government to show long term strategic sense rather than a short term $$
driven decision. 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,
Mechelle Cheers
cc: Chris Brayne MP, State Member for Nepean
The Hon. Richard Wynne, Minister for Planning
The Hon. Lily D’Ambrosio, Minister for Energy, Environment & Climate Change
The Hon. Lisa Neville, Minister for Water

Louise O’Shea
Elwood Victoria 3184
26 August 2020

My name is Louise O’Shea and I visit Westernport Bay often.
I did my nursing training in Wonthaggi in the late 1970's and one of the nurse's family lived
very close to Western Port Bay. I remember thinking how amazing it was then and it is even
more so now. Please don't destroy this 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.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss
of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is
not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more
disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the
Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of
one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan

currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
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,
Louise O’Shea
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My name is Austen Venville and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks
include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and
increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K.
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach
is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is
not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until
we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future
but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees
Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from
fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered
fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business.

Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded
assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we
need to do to create a safe climate.
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,
Austen Venville
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My name is Jack Miers and I live in the Westernport Bay area. I have grown up my
whole life on the Mornington peninsula surfing western port bay and would hate
nothing more than to see it get ruined. Please stop AGL 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. 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. 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,
Jack Miers
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I write as a deeply concerned Victorian who is astonished that this EES public
response has not been postponed in light of COVID-19 and the community
shutdown. From everyone that I have spoken to about this since I first heard about it
in December 2019, there is a critical need for a credible stakeholder engagement
process. In AGL's documents, reference is made to the IAP2 model. I worked for the
Victorian Government for several years as a community engagement policy officer
and I can assure you that the claims made by AGL that they have adhered to the
IAP2 model are false. The Victorian Government has over the years taken great
pride in its community engagement processes. In this case, the process is a sham.
Hardly anyone knows anything about the potential implications to both the
waterways and the communities living within the project's catchment. The huge
amount of documents released by AGL, with only 30 days for the community to
respond IN THE MIDDLE OF A GLOBAL PANDEMIC is not only insulting but it
breaches the Victorian Government's own stakeholder engagement models. The
Minister for Planning gave an additional 10 days for the community to respond, a
community reeling from the Stage 4 shutdown and all that encompasses. For AGL to
have two years and millions of dollars to invest in highly talented consultants to
produce a bamboozling 11,000 pages+ of complex information and for the public to
be so patronised by a 40-day window, with no opportunity to consider the
information. The media is dominated by COVID 19 (or the pending US election). I
am, for one, demanding that any further public consultation is not enacted until we
are free of community shut downs, when meaningful engagement when take place.
If AGL can have two years to prepare its EES, the public should have a minimum of
six months to deliberate. A citizen's jury would be a fair and reasonable request. For
a State Government that has taken pride in leading in so many areas, including
positive environmental safeguards, this proposal that risks not only the health of
Westernport Bay but also what could happen economically to the large populations
of Mornington Peninsula and Phillip Island if there were industrial accidents must
not be rushed through. I plead with Premier Andrews and all parliamentarians to
play fair. We need time to have a thorough look at what the EES has identified. We
need to be reassured that the hard work of volunteers and tax-funded initiatives to
restore the wetlands and waterways of Westernport after the industrial damage of
the previous Century are honoured, and that there is zero risk of it happening again.
I also understand there are alternative sites for a gas plant with far less risk, and that
the transition plans to renewable energy are eroding the argument that a plant such
as this is needed at all. AGL may have spent millions getting to here. Now they have
to wait until fairness prevails and credible community engagement is given time to
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My name is Ellie Collins and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are
a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in
my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who access
them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally
impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence
of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little
penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage
and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows them
to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot.
Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and
protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove
stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than
being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day
which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal
requirements this proposal should not continue.
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,
Ellie Collins
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My name is Andrew Collins and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The area has a diverse ecosystem with a wide selection of flora and fauna. A Gas
terminal is unnecessary when fossil fuels are an outdated energy source and
sustainable renewable energy is a viable alternative.
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.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil
fuels. Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power

production. This holds true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of
storage to guarantee that renewable energy can be delivered when required
according to the Australian Energy Market Operator and CSIRO. The fact that firmed
renewables will displace gas is becoming increasingly accepted in the energy
markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian GPG annual consumption forecast
for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that gas consumption will be
dramatically below what was previously thought due to a higher penetration of
renewables than previously forecast.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like
plankton and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they
would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to
chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly
half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or
the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Andrew Collins
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My name is Jasmin Kallista and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I live there now and have lived their all my life, I do not want it to be destroyed by these horrible
monstrous machines. I love the wildlife, animals and plants and am trying passionately to save
them. I strive to keep all flora and fauna safe.There are a variety of issues 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 and it’s
animals. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households and animal homes 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 of humans or marine
creatures.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see
the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area
and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact
Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass
beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site
for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion.
The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not
know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL
has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this
proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay
Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the
atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact
is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each
day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the 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. Please listen to me for the sake of our future.
Passionately,
Jasmin Kallista
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My name is Peter Moore and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The Westernport region is very important to me ... crashing waves and quiet inlets provide
sanctuary to birds. A less commercialised alternative to Port Phillip Bay. Mud flats.
Mangroves - who would expect mangroves? A link to a quieter and more relaxed age. Fond
memories of childhood trips to Tyabb.
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
and the resulting adverse effects on people who use the region.
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 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 would almost certainly 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,
Peter Moore

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2430

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

Montanna Macdonald

Organisation:

Environment Victoria

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is Montanna Macdonald and I care about the environment in
Westernport Bay. Westernport Bay area is important to me because as a Victorian
resident, I care for the beautiful and rare biodiverse ecosystems in my area. The
Weternport Bay is the home to beautiful flora and fauna, and must be protected. I
thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. 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. There are many
other viable options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Western Port Bay. Sincerely, Montanna
Macdonald
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My name is Kendall Ingram and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is important to me because there are unique ecosystems there that
would be damamged or destroyed if the gas import terminal goes ahead. The
mangrove ecosystem for example, is an important part of the bay's breeding habitat
for fish.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green
spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by
communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact
on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and
light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep
and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to
focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of
mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land
and water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory
birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport
Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and
fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.

Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future
but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees
Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from
fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered
fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business.
Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded
assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we
need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like
plankton and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they
would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to
chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly
half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the 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,
Kendall Ingram
ReplyForward
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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. I live in Bass Coast Shire and visit
Westernport Bay regularly. 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. Thank you for your consideration Yours
sincerely Anne Somerville m
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Westernport Gas submission My name is Christina Flann and I care about the
environment in Westernport Bay. As a botanist and environmental consultant, I care
about Australian nature. Westernport is a beautiful area, home to specific
wildlife. The remaining mangroves are an important CO2 sink. I thank the Crib
Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. Natural environments play a
crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who access
them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to
mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental
health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As
well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The
impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental
health conditions in a community. Phillip Island is the second most tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and
the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form
of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine
the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular
tourist destination. Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth.
They combine land and water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species
including migratory birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot.
Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a
nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant
site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the
shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an
extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. If the project is
approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life
in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in
some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
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,
â€¨Dr Christina Flann
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My name is Alex Kydd and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is a sanctuary for so many incredible Australian species. Species
that rely on our protection for the future. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife. 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 -
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My name is Madelin Craig and I visit Westernport Bay often. The beaches that
surround this area are some of the most raw and unpopulated with in such close
proximity to the city and such a treasure needs to be protected for the sAke of our
future generations. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the
Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on the local community. 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 too much risk involved with this practice for the marine life
in the area and subsequent effect on local tourism. Please reconsider this decision
with the priorities of the local community surrounding the Phillip Island area at hand
Thanks Madelin Craig
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My name is Jenny Jones and I have family who live in Westernport Bay. I have lived
here for the past 20 years. It is a magnificent and unique environment. I thank the
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. Natural environments play a crucial role in both
the mental and physical health of the communities who access them. The potential
loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these
areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or
among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased
prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of
Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and
Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Australia has committed
to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the
maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is
inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the
most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland. If
the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inaappropriate. Regards Jenny Jones
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My name is David Smythe 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 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.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other marine mammals.

The EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at 1-in-2500 per year. Using their own
figures the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This means a 1-in-16 chance over the proposed 20-year
lifespan. It is likely that these numbers are conservative because the number of whales observed
with injuries consistent with ship strike is higher than the number of strikes reported by shipping
operators. The conclusion that a ship strike would have a low consequence to the visiting Southern
Right whale population is inconsistent with the Conservation Management Plan for Southern Right
whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative impact on
greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
David Smythe
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26 August 2020

My name is Jess Nailon and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
We need to start taking extra measures to care for our environment, and it starts local. We don\'t need
new gas, we need smarter, renewable energy. And we need to protect our wetlands and the wildlife
that inhabits this area.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity
to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who
access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress
and environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can
detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and
light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As
well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers
and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered
Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a
nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in
Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly
around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key
habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging
projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each
day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about
how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport
Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in
their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the
plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Gas is more carbon polluting than coal if methane leakage throughout the whole gas supply chain is
above 3.2 per cent. Recent studies have shown that we have previously underestimated how much
methane is released to the atmosphere during gas production. It has been found that onshore gas fields
in the United States have levels of leakage of 2-17 per cent. Despite these findings the Australian gas

industry and federal government report far lower emission intensities for unconventional gas emissions
based on default emissions factors rather than on reliable measurements. Gas is not a climate solution.
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,
Jess Nailon
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My name is Tegan Kop and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. It is a
place of extreme natural beauty and gorgeous wetlands which are a carbon sink. 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. The issue that concerns me most
is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. 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. 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
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My name is Mary Ferguson and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
It’s one of the few stretches of reasonably wild beach in southern Victoria and it’s
ecological system is fragile
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in
Victoria.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include
exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk
of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to
the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL
have completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary
studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to provide
final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay
in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to
the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We
cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life
in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.

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,
Mary Ferguson
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My name is Emily Cassano and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Generations of my family and friends who have become family have grown up on the waters of
Westernport. As a community at Somers Beach, we cherish our beautiful beaches and bay, playing
with our cheeky dolphins and sailing with the amazing local yacht club in all of our free time.
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 discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay

Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the
atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife.
AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the
important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Emily Cassano
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DEVILBEND FOUNDATION INC. (DFI) SUBMISSION THE
GAS IMPORT JETTY AND PIPELINE PROJECT EES, DRAFT PLANNING SCHEME
AMENDMENT, THE WORKS APPROVAL APPLICATION AND PIPELINE LICENCE
APPLICATION TO THE
INQUIRY AND ADVISORY COMMITTEE
26 August, 2020

The Devilbend Foundation Inc. (DFI) is an environmental group formed to preserve
Devilbend Reservoir and its surrounding lands from untoward development. The group
collaborates with Parks Victoria in remedial volunteer work and water quality surveying in
Devilbend Natural Features Reserve, using its working arm the Friends of Daangean.
DFI is strongly opposed to the proposed project for the following reasons:
1. The project is ethically perverse
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

The whole project is based on a potential of gas shortages in Victoria from 2024 on;
the gas for this project is coming from interstate and/or overseas; Australia is the
largest exporter of LNG in the world; and most of the gas produced at Curtis Is,
Gladstone Q is exported under contract at cheaper prices than gas is sold on the
Australian market.
Esso is exporting LNG from Long Island Point at Hastings only to be brought back
from overseas at a much-inflated price and re-imported back at Crib Point a few
kilometres from Hastings.
Both gas and coal are last century technologies, and contribute to Australia’s
enormous greenhouse gas emissions: the highest per capita in the world
Our Politicians refuse to embrace a renewable future – even though we have as
much as, or more than, any country in the world, of solar, wind, wave, hydro,
hydrogen potential for production of renewable electricity
The pipeline has an extraordinary amount of land on either side taken, 25 to 50 m in
some places: the effect on the loss of their land on the market gardeners is hard to
imagine.
It is scandalous that the Australian domestic market pays much more than the export
price for its gas. The fact is that our cheap gas is exported while Aussies are
relegated to using expensive locally produced gas such as from the Narrabri Gas
Field.
Vast swathes of the voting public are demanding change and we are at a crossroads
for the state and federal politicians to agree to transition to renewables and accept
that to refuse to do so is merely delaying the inevitable and forcing Australians to
carry a stranded asset (coal).
If AGL goes ahead with this project, Crib Point will be saddled with:

•

o An outdated, technologically outmoded Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
with all the attendant environmentally destructive outcomes.
o Residents, the township, Western Port, and the proposed pipeline route will
be the losers, along with millions of plants and animals already under extreme
pressure from dwindling wild places and lack of habitat.
AGL should be a leader in climate change policy with investment in renewable
energy projects rather than continued use of fossil fuels that wreak havoc on the
environment.

2. The project is economically unsound
•

•

•
•
•

LNG (Liquid Natural Gas) is a $50 billion export industry. 1.79 million tons of gas was
exported in April 2020. China received 1.09m tonnes, S, Korea 414k tonnes,
Malaysia 186K tonnes, Japan 127K tonnes. The exporters were mainly Shell and
Santos. Exports have flattened in June and July. But Santos has lost $6.9 billion in
CSG (Coal Seam Gas) and LNG in NSW & Q write offs, and $58 million on its
Indonesian CSG project.
Thus all is not well, and the LNG industry is in damage limitation mode. Production
costs in Queensland are among the highest in the world and Santos, Origin and
QGC (Queensland Gas Company) are in trouble.
AGL will also be the losers economically. They don’t have to be!
The economic benefits of the project DO NOT outweigh the environmental cost, nor
the reduced recreational amenity of the bay and environs for all Victorians.
Natural gas is a fossil fuel. Why is AGL still proposing to invest in a fossil fuel project
albeit on a short-term basis? The company’s selling point of cheaper prices for
consumers leads to a decrease in incentives to invest in renewable energy.

References:
•
Improving Planning Outcomes in Small Coastal Towns, Ursula de Jong, Robert Fuller, David Beynon 2016
•
Australian Pacific LNG: THE JOURNEY TO FIRST CARGO, BECHTEL, Darren Mort, Project Manager, 2016
•
Planning for Western Port, Brian Spicer, Monash University, 1974
•
Bruce Robertson brobertson@ieefa.org

3. The project would threaten wetland diversity
•

•

•

Part of the project will be a new pipeline through the wetlands following the
alignment of existing pipelines. We pose some questions:
o Are any of the existing pipelines redundant?
o If so, why can't one of them be utilised by AGL instead of installing a new
one?
o If they are owned by another entity, why not a "Right of Use" agreement with
that owner?
Wetlands are very valuable biodiverse ecosystems that are disappearing very fast
around the world. Our local wetlands should not be put at risk to boost the profits of
public company. AGL have a terrible reputation when it comes to managing the
environment responsibly, so it cannot be trusted to operate responsibly within with
our unique and diverse wetlands.
Regarding the wetlands between Crib Point Jetty and Bluescope Steel Wharves:

o In general terms the mangroves and mud flats of the Western Port Ramsar
Site should have as little human interference as possible. For that reason the
boardwalk was constructed. There is varied habitat of coastal woodland
marsh, mangroves and tidal flats. Slightly inland is some heathland and
sparse coastal woodland with manna gums. It provides essential habitat for a
large variety of birds: pelicans, cormorants, swans, herons, egrets,
shorebirds, and coastal seabirds feed on the tidal flats. Other terrestrial fauna
and their habitats, including arboreal and ground dwelling bird species, are
present. Some species have already declined dramatically or disappeared
entirely along the proposed pipeline route due to habitat, loss, degradation
and fragmentation. This has occurred on the Mornington Peninsula since
European settlement in the early 1800s.
o Birds that have declined or disappeared entirely include: Grey-crowned
babbler, Nankeen Night heron, Brown quail, Lathams Snipe, Australasian
Bittern, and Pink Robin. (Ref: Westernport Region Conservation Survey CCV
1974). If the pipeline project proceeds this trend will continue. The Pipeline
Project will destroy valuable habitat for flora and fauna which cannot be
recovered.
o The major reason for the loss of wetlands in the area has been drainage for
infrastructure development in the 19th and early 20th century for agriculture.
Melbourne Water, realising the urgency of creek rehabilitation, has set up a
Stream Frontage Management Program involving landholders with creeks to
address this issue.
o Significant habitat, including saltmarsh and mangroves, will be removed or
degraded during site clearing. Priority locations of habitat and buffer zones
have not been referred to in the EES.
o The necessary communications with the various organisations and other
stakeholders where changes to their many programs has not been adequately
dealt with in the EES Documents.
o A number of organisations have responsibilities within the Ramsar Site
Management Plan, including: the Mornington Peninsula Shire; DELWP; Parks
Vic.; Melbourne Water; CMA, and local NGOs. Devilbend Foundation Inc.
strongly endorses the EEC submissions from all of these bodies, and those of
the Environment Victoria, BirdLife Australia, Extinction Rebellion and Western
Port Protection Council.
o The inadequate Federal EPBC Act and the State FFG Act fail dismally in the
protection of all species and ecosystems. Furthermore, they do not
adequately deal with global warming and greenhouse emissions.
o Pest plants and animals, direct habitat removal through commercial/industrial
development and biological resource removal are all identified as high priority
threats to the plants and animals of the Western Port Ramsar Site. Whilst
there has been a large and coordinated program to control predators and pest
plants within the Ramsar Site, this work needs to be maintained. The project
will hamper current management strategies.

o The enormous costs to the community and these organisations will be
significantly greater than recognised within the EES documents.
4. The project would threaten marine diversity
•

•

•

•

Western Port with its World Heritage Ramsar site, UNESCO Biosphere and three
Marine National Parks is an area of extremely high conservation significance.
Considering AGL’s poor environmental history it would be tantamount to disaster to
permit their floating storage and regasification unit (FSRU) to proceed at Crib Point.
The Project activities will have a dire effect on the sea floor and the benthic biota:
plankton, lava and vertebrates unable to escape and which are the bottom end of the
complex food chain.
It would surely be an environmental criminal offence to draw millions of litres of
seawater into the FSRU and subsequently to discharge chlorinated - either hotter or
colder, depending on the operating loop at the time. Current EPA regulations prohibit
new waste water discharges into high conservation areas. AGL has already lobbies
to overcome this impediment to their planned project (fortunately without success, to
date)
The 70-story FRSU ship that AGL proposes to moor in the bay for 25 years would be
300 metres long: twice as large as any present ship using the bay. Its’ use in the bay
will cause major problems to the fragile ecosystems.

Contributors to this submission include Marnie Fitzsimons (DFI President), Jamie Edgerton,
Michael Mann, Sue Milton, Annabel Richards, Roger Richards and Elizabeth Sarrailhe.
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My name is Lily Neal and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Every single day I go to the beach where I live in Point Leo. I’ve swam, surfed,
snorkelled, played and lived at the beach. So many significant parts of my life have
happened in the 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 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,
Lily Neal
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My name is Minna Loft.

I grew up in Balnarring, on the unceded lands and waters of the Bunurong (Boon Wurrung)
people. Having moved closer to Melbourne 6 years ago, I am lucky enough to still be connected
and able to visit my parents at this beachside paradise that I will always call home. It has always
been a great pleasure and honour to share this special coastline with fellow travellers, and my
loved ones over the years. In more recent years I have gratefully shared this bay with my
husband and two young children, exploring the rock pools for crabs and rolling in the waves.
There are a variety of issues which alarm me and should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form which I will point to in my submission. 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. It is through my distance from Westernport Bay, at this time of
lockdown, that I have begun to recognise more deeply the grounding that this place has offered
me throughout my life. In particular, Merricks Beach is a place that I long for, and even visit in
my imagination, for respite and nourishment. With the caves and coastal banksias, the
memories of swimming with stingrays, dolphins and in storms, this beach in particular, has
offered me many moments of rapture. 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.
While I do not think this proposed project will impact tourism and recreation significantly in the
short term it will still undermine decades-long efforts to regenerate Westernport Bay, leading
to the pollution and damage to these natural areas; eventually effecting tourism and the
general pleasure and wellbeing gleaned from enjoying the bay with family and friends.
Westernport Bay has been considered an industrial area in the past but that perception has

been steadily shifting. More and more people now regard the Bay as a site of high ecological
and recreational importance. The gas import terminal proposal would be a step backwards for
this perception and may derail efforts to protect the further enhance the area for the
environment and for recreational users.
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. In honour of the rightful
custodians of these lands and waterways, we have a right and responsibility to maintain a
healthy ecosystem.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport.
The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements, this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport
Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon
pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defence against the impacts of
climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe
levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn
into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be
dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.
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. 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.
This bay holds many memories for me. I have experienced how it can offer unconditional
nourishment and would hope this to be the case for sea life and humans alike, for many
generations to come; as it has so done for thousands of generations before me.
Sincerely,
Minna Loft
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The township of Crib Point features a low profile and low key atmosphere that are highly valued by local
residents, and as such must be protected. It has enjoyed this low profile status for decades now after much of
the heavy industry left in the 1980’s. Since that time its environmental assets, bushland, wetlands, tourism
and its portion of Westernport Bay have all enjoyed a gradual recovery as it continues to enjoy its transition
away from its industrial past. Crib Points Woolley’s Beach Reserve and Jacks Beach Reserve contain a
variety of indigenous flora and fauna. It also contains UNESCO significantly listed wetlands, home to the
world's southernmost mangroves, which are a major tourist attraction, employing many across the
Mornington Peninsula both directly and indirectly. This project threatens the wellbeing of this delicate
ecosystem, and those industries that rely on its wellbeing. These include the world renowned Penguin Parade
and Seal Rocks on nearby Phillip Island, boardwalking, birdwatching, whale watching, farming and fishing,
which are major employers and tourism drivers in the wider Westernport Bay region. Why is AGL importing
gas from overseas and interstate, when Australia is the worlds largest exporter of liquified natural gas? What
is AGL doing to fix our gas export market? Where is the independent evidence that importing this gas will
lead to lower prices for consumers? Where is AGL's rigorous plan on how they will address bushfires near
their methane pipeline? How will the new pipeline that runs through high value agricultural land, affect our
already burdened food bowl in Greater Melbourne? What is the total amount of greenhouse gas emissions
this project will produce? AGL has fallen silent on these and numerous other issues.
The Westernport Bay ecosystem is already a shadow of what it was decades ago if you consider the Koo
Wee Rup swamp, which was drained and paved over to allow for farming and for a road to be put between
Melbourne and Gippsland. The Westernport Bay wetlands ecosystem and the accompanying swamp to the
north has already been effectively halved in size since the original settlement days. The wetland ecology
contains mangrove systems which are important during storm surges and protects against coastal wind
erosion. Coastal erosion is a major issue along much of Australia’s coastline (1). What is AGL planning in
the event that the bays mangroves and accompanying ecosystem are affected by the project? We see many
parts of Australia are now irreparably damaged due to coastal erosion (2).

Mangroves, sea grasses, and salt marshes also play a major role in sequestering and storing carbon. The
wetlands themselves are massive carbon sinks (3), and may even be better than rainforests at storing carbon
(4). Carbon captured by the world's ocean and coastal ecosystems is known as blue carbon, and Westernport
Bay plays a major role in storing some of this carbon in its biomass, and in the soil, taking it from acting as a
greenhouse gas in our atmosphere. They are a true global asset for their ability to do this and provide for
social enrichment, as well as their role in the complex ecological web (5). Many of these features are in
jeopardy if AGL’s economically unnecessary and environmentally intrusive project goes ahead. This is a
further problem as wetlands all around the world are already at significant risk of collapse due to climate
change, habit destruction, poorly planned housing estates and overdevelopment (6).
There’s a reason we are restricted from accessing areas around Melbourne's water supply, we all see the
logic in not leaving our footprint in an area so vital for us, to further minimise risks to our water quality. It is
to reduce our impact on this critical piece of infrastructure for our health and livelihood, and for our
environment (7). The same should be applied to our already recognised RAMSAR listed wetlands, given the

myriad of ways it contributes to us economically, recreationally, environmentally and socially. Our
environment has deteriorated to such a state that it is entirely necessary to protect all of our remaining
ecosystems. Overall, since European settlement Australia has lost nearly 40% of its forests, and much of the
remaining native vegetation has become highly fragmented, with Victoria having lost around 66% of its
vegetation (8).
It is useful to look at what is at stake through the lense of what Westernport Bay and surrounds used to be
and how much it has already declined. The wetland ecology of the entire Westernport Bay and its ability to
provide for us is already forever altered. It has already been compromised before many of us were even born.
The area has provided for us tourism, recreation, arable and productive land, and contributes to the oxygen
we breathe, and clean water in our bay. These wetlands aid in pollution filtration from entering part of
Melbourne’s food bowl right where the swamp used to be (9). AGL’s proposal risks the integrity and
productivity of our food supply which is already under pressure from other threats such as poor planning,
overdevelopment and climate change as noted in recent reports (10) (11) (12). The community resistance
within the farming community clearly places the AGL development at odds with the region (13) (14).
We know that Australia’s environmental record is abysmal. We have the first globally recognised animal to
become extinct from climate change (15), and Australia's overall biodiversity is already under major threat
(16). It is even proposed that we’re living through the planet's sixth mass extinction event, referred to as the
the Holocene, or Anthropocene extinction (17). Australia’s animal die off continues with bats in heatwaves,
insects and birds (18). Numerous plants and animals call the wider Westernport Bay Biosphere area home.
These include kangaroos, wallabies, koalas, echidnas, birds, and sugar gliders all live on the foreshore area,
as does the endangered southern brown bandicoot (19). There is also the orange bellied parrot which has
recently seen a successful breeding program at the Moonlit Sanctuary Wildlife Conservation Park where the
proposed transportation pipeline will closely pass by (20). AGL’s EES fails to outline precisely how the
project will impact the terrestrial ecology and biodiversity, which poses unacceptable risks to endangered
and vulnerable flora and fauna.
The Mornington Peninsula Council opposes it, citing that ‘this is a fundamentally deficient EES which
prevents the Council and the community from undertaking a robust net community benefit assessment of the
project. It is a weak analysis and gives us no confidence that the environmental impacts of this project can be
acceptably managed” (21). Local residents are extremely concerned with many aspects of this proposal and
don’t see any benefit in the further industrialisation of Crib Point (22). The EES does not include any
objective or independent expert assessment of the economic benefits of the project. Given this glaring lack of
evidence, the project rationale and its benefits as stated in the EES should be treated with great caution in
regards to a net community benefit.

The rationale for the project is not sound. Australia is now the world’s largest exporter of LNG ahead of
Qatar. The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) has identified a potential shortcoming in gas in the
next decade or so. This is compounded by the fact that AGL have oversold our very own gas supplies to
other countries and thus have not reserved enough gas for our domestic use. Counterintuitively, AGL’s gas
import project could end up importing gas that was originally extracted from south eastern Australia, piped
north to QLD export terminals, refrigerated and liquefied for transport, enter an overseas port - or maybe it
won’t even get that far, the transport vessel might sail out to the Coral Sea for a bit, be turned back (due in
part to recipient countries gas demands at that point in time; or lack of storage) then motor south to the
Victorian LNG import terminal at Crib Point for regasification. There it will be unfrozen and distributed into
the same pipeline network that carried it north and sold to Victorians, with every one of these steps
cumulatively increasing greenhouse gas emissions and leaving a major environmental footprint in its wake.
AGL has no oversight of this process, they have contributed to the unregulated mess that is our gas export
market. Producers in the Australian gas market continue to starve the domestic market of supply while
making super profits off consumers (23). There is no accountability, AGL and other producers show no
leadership in untangling our gas export market mess. It is a waste of resources, labour and equipment, its
demoralising. It is also criminal in their lack of urgency in adequately addressing climate change, given the
damage already inflicted so many parts of the world. It, along with the Covid-19 Pandemic and global
recession are the perfect opportunity to transition to renewables. Unfortunately, the most profitable solution
for AGL is to import gas at global LNG prices by developing a Floating Storage Regasification Unit (FSRU)
in these wetlands - in other words it will be the cheapest solution for AGL, not the local communities
affected or Australia. AGL has never worked with an FSRU, what expertise and experience does AGL have
with this? What is the precedent for this type of technology? The investment banking company the
Macquarie Group models show us that import terminals as proposed by AGL would do nothing to lower
prices on the east coast and could even have the opposite effect, of locking in "permanently higher" prices
for us (24). There is not a gas shortage in Australia, there is a problem with the gas market. We have over
exported gas from a massive terminal in Gladstone, Queensland. There are far better policy solutions to this
issue such as controls on exports or a reservation policy. There is already a transition underway in Victoria,
our gas use has declined by approximately 20% in the last 7 years. Governments should invest in supporting
households and businesses to continue to switch away from gas and towards electricity powered by clean,
renewable energy and storage.
The community is concerned that the rationale and benefits of the Project as stated by the AGL in the EES
rely heavily on the accuracy of the following assertions:
1)

The Project is necessary to fill the shortfall in gas supply predicted by the AEMO from 2024 and to

support essential energy supply to enable Victoria’s energy security and continued economic development.
2)

The Project would benefit and provide energy security to Victoria as well as other south-eastern

states and the national economic more broadly.
3)

The Project is expected to employ in excess of 500 workers at the peak of its construction phase.

Once the Project was operating it is expected that 40 permanent positions would be created at Crib Point’.

The EES from AGL does not include any objective or independent expert assessment of either the need for
the Project or its economic benefits (i.e. a business case), including in a post- COVID-19 environment. AGL
has failed to take into account the economic needs of a post-COVID-19 economy and global outlook. Their
underlying rationale for the project is fundamentally inadequate.
The Turnbull Govt has previously claimed to have brokered a domestic deal with a number of gas companies
to reserve enough gas for Australians. To quote former Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull “The idea that
Victorians are going to have to pay the cost of shipping gas from the Middle East, Louisiana, or northwest
Australia is extraordinary”. Minister Josh Frydenberg followed with “there’s no point in Australia becoming
the world's largest LNG exporter if our local supply falls short (25). But AGL’s response to this
extraordinary situation is to re-import it after it has already been sent away. It’s an absurd energy crisis we
are in. The common theme in this sorry energy tale is bad public policy by states and the commonwealth
(26). Victoria was the first state in Australia to ban fracking, but this will be undermined if we then start to
import fracked gas from other states or countries. To quote the local Federal member for Flinders Greg Hunt,
“the area south of Hastings, including Crib Point provides opportunity for carefully planned low impact
tourism and low impact residential development and should be freed forever from the spectre of
industrialisation”. The local residents clearly don’t want it. (27). Former Liberal MP Julia Banks moved from
her previous Federal seat of Chisholm to the seat of Flinders to oppose the project (28). It is a major political
issue at the moment down on the Mornington Peninsula (29) (30). There was even a competition between
candidates on who could oppose it more. It’s a remarkable situation (31). Other local and national figures
including musician John butler (32), frontman and songwriter of rock band Hunters & Collectors, Mark
Seymour (33), and comedian, writer and satirist John Clarke from Clarke & Dawes (34), all oppose it. It
transcends local politics.
This gas import proposal undermines all of that. If this project really must go ahead, if that is what the
government decides, have AGL really done enough to look at alternative and more viable sites around the
nation? Places that are already set up for heavy industry such as Geelong or Port Kembla. Why develop a
completely new site that will lock us into further greenhouse gas emissions destabilising an already
overburdened climate system that contravenes numerous environmental accords, such as the Paris Climate
Agreement? Even if the project goes ahead AGL would still be breaking the RAMSAR convention. Australia
is also signatory to migratory bird agreements with Japan and China. Westernport Bay hosts 35 species of
migratory wader birds, these agreements will be breached, having ecological ramifications all along the EastAsian-Australiasian Flyway, and not just for migratory birds. What happens in Westernport Bay will affect
other parts of the world. The project also risks opening up the door to further industrialisation in these
sensitive wetlands (35). The ecosystem needs to be maintained for economic reasons, with sustainable
fishing and tourism, and for local residents. For our clean water, fresh air, carbon storage, maintaining our
soil, helping regulate the climate, recycling nutrients and to provide us with food. Culture and the arts;
numerous paintings and poems that have vegetation or landscape as a subject. Social nourishment and
recreation such as camping, bushwalking (in designated areas). Scientific value, in the pursuit of knowledge,
they provide raw materials and resources for medicines. These ecosystems are at the foundation of all
civilisation and sustain our economies. We could not live without these ecosystem services.

============================================================================
We have been here before. The Crib Point and wider Westernport Bay has been treated with contempt for a
long time now. French Island was considered to be a nuclear power facility decades ago. We have
successfully fought off a Boral Bitumen plant, Urea plant, and a container port in Hastings. Substantial areas
have been set aside for port related land use but their purpose is unclear. The community is seeking to
establish a clear direction for the town - perhaps there could have some community engagement on
repurposing the land for solar, wind, or sustainable farm land? Or reforestation of the cleared area?
Given I grew up within a couple of kilometres of Woolley’s Beach Reserve, I am concerned about the
AGL’s plan to stop public access to Woolley’s Beach Foreshore Reserve. Buried deep within the EES, it
appears AGL plan to stop public access to our beloved beach. Given the wording is not clearcut, it is hard to
understand the exact details, but why can’t they be honest about this, and what kind of alternatives will there
be for us? Why is there a need to not be upfront? Locals would describe the area as a quiet, shady public
reserve that is a popular place for a barbecue, to launch a kayak or walk the dog, or go for a bushwalk. This
is alarming. Why haven’t AGL been upfront about this detail that will clearly be a loss for the community?
What will Woolley’s Beach Foreshore Reserve look like if it becomes ‘Rezoned for port related use’, and
why do we have to find that out after weeks of effort? Why isn’t that communicated to us straight away?
What kind of access to Woolley's Beach will we enjoy if the proposal goes through, this is perhaps Crib
Points most valuable asset and to see it damaged or to have access restricted will affect locals in a myriad of
ways. This is unacceptable, particularly when viable alternatives in the renewable energy sector are ready to
meet our countries needs. Why subject world heritage listed wetlands to a stressor like this? This is some
very poor planning and the community consultation has also been totally inadequate. The gas we would
receive from this new facility would not make our energy bills any cheaper, we have seen that facilities like
this have opened up our gas market to the globe, which has increased prices dramatically in the last few
years. Where will the gas come from? At this stage nobody knows, but it could come from anywhere in the
world, it could even have originated somewhere in south east Australia, have been processed and shipped off
to somewhere else in the world, and then been sent back to us here. If that country decided they had met
there needs for a period of time, and we were facing a shortage (36).
This is not the logic I would expect from such an economically and environmentally risky proposal, there are
questions about the increased emissions from the cargo ships traversing the globe back and forth. They have
not been included in AGL’s emissions count, why not? These are of a legitimate concern. It doesn’t make
sense, the rationale for this project is unmet, the time to transition to renewable energy is right now.
Another concern many locals have is that as the seawater will be used to turn the liquified natural gas back
into a gas state, with the now chlorinated water discharged back into the bay 7 degrees lower. What the
effects on marine wildlife be? This may increase turbidity and reduce water quality, redistributing soil and
other nutrients with ecological effects arising such as seagrass die off and the life cycle of numerous marine
life being altered having downstream effects. What will the downstream effects on commercial and
recreational fishers be? AGL have done toxicity tests on barramundi and said that is appropriate enough to
apply to all marine life in the bay, barramundi don’t exist in Westernport Bay. Different pollutants and
compounds can have vastly different effects between flora and fauna. There is more finesse involved than
that. This is simply not good enough. We know we can’t take results from a study on one species and blanket
apply that to a whole ecosystem. This is unscientific. Another concern is the accumulation and spread of
chlorine and the biocides (anti-rust elements) that maintain the integrity of pipes being released back into the

bay, will this affect water quality? Will the discharged chlorine have an affect on the acidity of the location
ecology? Will we still be able to swim there? Will it be safe to do so? Any spill or discharge may not be
limited to the immediate Crib Point locale of the Westernport Bay area, but include French Island, which is
also home to a substantial koala population which is largely free of disease, and occasionally used to
repopulate areas on the mainland (37). As well as Phillip Island with its whale watching, Seal Rocks, and
Penguin Parade being a world renowned tourist attraction. Have AGL done any modelling on the dispersion
of spills and surfactants, and how they will affect these ecosystems? If a LNG, or other substance at their
facility spill does occur, what resources will be deployed in the event? Have the dispersal agents been used
before?
Best put by Australia’s premier climate authority the Climate Council. The world does not need any new
fossil fuel infrastructure, the case for investment in new gas infrastructure in Australia is weak at best. We
need to create clean jobs and rapidly shift Australia away from fossil fuels. We do not need new gas. It's time
to put the community and the climate first by creating jobs in clean energy. They have already outlined why
investing in gas infrastructure is a terrible idea for a number of reasons (38) (39) (40). The alternatives are
ready to use now. A mix of tidal, wind, geothermal, hydropower, biomass, solar on all suitable households,
buildings and factories with a mix of battery storage, pumped hydro-storage, smart grids and revitalising our
wetlands and forests to capture some of that carbon. But we need these initiatives to have oversight and
leadership, we have the plan. Create trust and a positive narrative around this that knowone will be left
behind. Put a price on greenhouse gas emissions, and close tax loopholes. Diversify the economy; where has
the tax revenue from our mining boom, education and tourism boom gone? We are among the biggest
exporters of coal, gas and iron ore, why hasn’t the profit been reinvested back into our community making it
more resilient, like what Norway has done? These initiatives will allow for people to move into other
industries. Market forces alone won’t solve the transition, so strong federal support is a must, in the form
subsidies for renewables, and ending subsidies for fossil fuels. Encouraging active transport such as cycling
and walking, and building infrastructure like vehicle charging stations to encourage people to use electric
vehicles. Better and more reliable public transport systems that work for the people.
Australia's landscape has deteriorated markedly since European settlement, with soil quality and its ability to
hold moisture and carbon lost in many parts of the landscape. There is an opportunity here to rectify this and
revitalise local economies so they can be more self-sufficient, by making land more productive. The massive
area of land restoration and agroforestry, agriculture and deforestation both contributes to Australia’s
emissions. Climate solutions like reforestation and regenerative agriculture can increase how much carbon is
stored in soils and vegetation, removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. Making it feasible to buy local
- less of a carbon footprint involved, ending fossil fuel subsidies and investing more and supporting the
renewable industry, more energy efficient building designs, better insulated buildings - that stay warm in
winter and cool in summer. Economic diversification, social safety nets and welfare support for individuals
as new industries start, and new employment that can support workers and their families in the transition this will give people confidence to support the massive social change that will be required. We are already in
the midst of extraordinary social and economic upheaval. If us as individuals and a community feel secure,
and we believe the vision, we will be more likely to support what needs to be done to transition. Develop a
plan that analyzes the potential impacts of fossil fuel industry decline, and evaluate policies to address the
economic, environmental and social impact. Redevelop old mining sites for tourism, eco tourism, kayaking,
sailing or campgrounds, convert mine sites into solar farms or lakes. Adequately support workers in the
fossil fuel industry transition to the renewables sector or elsewhere. The federal government and industry

could make this a much smoother transition if they had the will.
There’s no one-size-fits-all solution to making the switch. Some countries, like Kenya, have ample
geothermal and can ramp up fast. Others, like Denmark, have been steadily improving their wind power
generation for over a decade. France and Germany already have nuclear power stations, so that makes sense
for use in their energy mix. Still others, like Morocco, are betting big on solar while planning for backup
from other renewables. Economic diversification, social safety nets and new employment opportunities that
can support workers and their families in the transition so nobody is left behind. Not wasting the precious tax
income from our massively profitable fossil fuel companies. We should be investing it back into our
community making it more resilient. There are solutions to all of these problems. It is entirely doable, it just
needs political will and support from state and federal governments to ramp up and make the transition more
efficient and effective. The research has been done, and the time to act is now.
The rationale AGL is using is simply not a good enough reason to import gas from other parts of the world,
and other parts of Australia. It’s quite frankly a cop out. We deserve better. We as customers will ultimately
have to pay for the extra travelling these cargo ships do. AGL will factor that into the price as well. We will
ultimately be paying more at the end of the day. AGL has oversold and overcommitted to emerging markets
overseas and not saved enough gas supply for Australians. This is what happens when energy companies are
not well regulated and they only look out for themselves. This is poor planning on their part, they should
have foreseen these issues and planned accordingly. They should have invested more in the renewables
sector. This is not our burden to take on. They should have taken more responsibility for their actions and
investments. Make no mistake, this is not a case of us rejecting this proposal because we simply don’t want it
here. This is not an example of Nimbyism, we don’t want it in our backyard or anyone else’s for that matter.
There are viable alternatives for our energy needs, and a way forward for jobs. Just take a look at the Climate
Councils Clean Jobs Plan (41). We have the solution already, renewables are already much cheaper, safer
and reliable option than gas is, imagine how much more accessible, and how much more sense it would all
make if the State and Federal governments, as well as the fossil fuel industry really got behind it and aided
the transition. We as taxpayers subsidise fossil fuel projects far too much, that money should be going to a
more long term approach, a more sustainable vision. We are constructive, we are pragmatic, we really care
about our community, we want what’s best for the nation. This is the direction we must be heading in. The
plan is already here. Follow the narrative from the overall scientific consensus and you will rarely falter in
these types of endeavours. These transitions should’ve started decades ago but here we are. To quote Bruce
Robertson, an analyst at the Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis (IEEFA) on the
unprecedented prospect of Australia re-importing its own gas, “This is on the same level as Saudi Arabia
building an oil import terminal. It is the most absurd proposition ”. It just wouldn't happen unless there was a
colossal amount of incompetence at the helm (42).
I often here locals say in response to projects like these that the jobs created will outweigh the negatives.
That won’t even be the case here. There will be the creation of approximately 40 jobs, but AGL will likely
bring in many of their own experts from interstate or overseas, and many of these jobs will not be permanent
either. There's nothing in it for the locals - except for the burden if an accident does happen.

For most Australians climate change is upon them right now. This last decade we have suffered what might
be the worst drought in Australia’s history (43). This drought which was exacerbated by climate change also
created the dry conditions that fueled the devastating bushfires during Australia’s recent Black Summer. This
is outlined in the Summer of Crises report (44). It’s an unsettling read, but there are solutions detailed within.
Human lives were lost, rural communities destroyed, and pristine areas of bush were ravaged, meaning three
billion wild animals were killed or displaced. Entire ecosystems that we rely on for our fresh air, clean water,
pollution filtration, flooding protection, food production, tourism and recreation all gone. The Crib Point,
Bittern, Stony Point, Hastings area is extremely bushfire prone, it has experienced major fires recently, and
every summer comes anxiety whenever the local fire brigades alarm goes off. I grew up about 2 kilometers
from where the Crib Point jetty is now, so this holds a very important place in my heart. I attribute my deep
curiosity to the natural world to being able to explore this wonderful area every weekend as a youth. I have
been studying the biological world for a decade now and have a deep appreciation for its complexities.
One of the most vivid memories I have of my childhood was when I was about 8 years old and my next door
neighbour (who was a firefighter) came and knocked on our front door and warned us there's a major out of
control fire at HMAS Cerberus (naval base). So of course we packed some essentials, let other locals know
and tuned into the local radio station for what to do next. We then hopped on our roof to see if we could get a
glimpse and there we saw the great Elvis firefighting helicopter fly right over our house near the old fire
station in Crib Point. I remember it well, it was so close. It was a very scary time in my life. It was a lesson
in the awesome power of our natural environment if we are not prepared, if we don’t balance our societies
needs with the environment's needs, and when we fail to get it right. That was about 20 years ago and to
continue exacerbating bushfire risk is about the most irresponsible action to take at this point. This project
would increase the severity of an already full bushfire season.
The idea of this getting any worse is almost entirely foreseeable and avoidable. Rapidly transition to
renewables now, is what is required, we don’t need any new fossil fuel infrastructure to do so. Listen to the
experts. This is not a world I would want anyone to have to endure like a did growing up in Crib Point.
Unfortunately there are many more people who are, and are much more vulnerable than I was. I remember
being on bushfire watch when I was young, ensuring if I had gone for a walk that I had told enough people of
my whereabouts, and which direction the road and sea were at all times in case a fire broke out and smoke
made me lose my way.
As locals witnessed during the great ‘Crib Point Tyre Fire’ of 1998, we learnt that some fires are just so
dangerous and toxic that the authorities have to take a back seat until the fuel load is burnt out.
Unfortunately, we know even that’s not good enough anymore, bushfires have become so intense that the
dirt, ground, the tree trunk and the canopy of the trees will burn now as we saw last summer, leaving
virtually nothing left. Embers and lightning strikes start new fires up to 50kms away. AGL does not have a
sound enough plan in the event of a fire on the Crib Point esplanade. They don’t want to believe the evidence
in front of their eyes that these fires will get out of control before they know it. They seek profit in the short
time and hope no major incidents occur before they can get out and leave the local community to clean up
after them. What will the decommissioning process of the facility look like in the future after they are gone?
We see major fossil fuel companies not taking responsibility time and time again. AGL are downplaying the

bushfire risk, this is particularly irresponsible. Lives and homes have been lost.

I remember being at St. Joseph’s Primary School and our teachers on hot days would remind us to be
vigilant, in the event of a bushfire around Woolley’s Beach. The school was close enough to the bush, and
the smoke hazard being a further risk compounded the issue, making us quite vulnerable. As a result of its
close proximity to bushfires and a possible disaster, St. Joseph’s Primary School is now on the bushfire at
risk register for Victoria (45). What is AGL’s plan in the event that the primary school is in the path of a
fire? Will there be a coordinated network between AGL, its contractors and the two primary schools? The
road between the primary schools is one way and can’t accommodate two way traffic, does AGL realise this?
All locals know this. We can’t have trucks being diverted around there. How will they communicate with all
of the delivery trucks on their way to the terminal to turn around if a fire does break out? There are only a
few ways out of danger down on the esplanade, you can’t have truck drivers not knowing the local roads, and
in a vehicle that can’t maneuver out of harm's way easily. They will themselves become a major fire hazard,
given their flammable cargo.
On a more global level, I remember being overseas at the end of 2014 and I just happened to be reading the
international news section of BBC News and it mentioned there was a fire emergency south east of
Melbourne. Bittern, Hastings, and Crib Point were mentioned (46). I quickly tried to contact my parents and
siblings and luckily they were all well aware. This is a global issue, what we do in Westernport Bay will
have ramifications for every other individual on earth, to varying degrees. The planet has taken enough of a
battering from human accelerated climate change. Where is the vision for an inspiring future? Leave the
fossil fuels in the ground. There are viable alternatives. My parents now rely on the VicEmergency app to get
the latest bushfire info in regards to severity, intensity, speed, wind direction and location of fires. We can’t
keep accepting all of these incremental changes to our environment and increases in danger. This is their new
normal in summertime and increasingly, as the bushfire season expands, spring and autumn as well. We
know when we listen to our firefighters that mitigation in back burning and keeping fire paths clear is only a
minor part of the overall fire response. The best response is to maintain our relatively stable and predictable
global climate, no amount of firefighting helicopters and finances can save a major gas pipeline when a
multi-story fire aided by its own weather system is raging along. What is AGL’s response really going to be
in the event of a fire? Do they really understand the scope and difficulty in managing a bushfire response?
What is their experience in this area? We know the answer from previous incidents, it will likely be a slow
and bumbling one, with few lessons learnt, minor changes and more responsibility put on locals, and the
local fire brigade for fire watching. There will be a blame game. They are operating in a far drier, hotter and
an expanded summer. AGL must do their part in dealing with the root of the problem. AGL have shown they
don’t deal with root causes. The reality is a gas pipeline should not be anywhere near a highly fire prone
area, it really is that simple in this case. We have seen recently a major explosion of the TransCanada gas
pipeline in the USA (47) (48), and even this month a dredging vessel at a Texas port hit a natural gas
pipeline, sparking an explosion that killed 2 people (49). These risks are unacceptable.
If an explosion does occur at the terminal, how far will it spread along the pipeline before it can be stopped?
Are their points in the piping infrastructure that will block supply of methane gas from the methane already

alight? Can we trust that these systems will be effective when the time comes? Is there a precedent for this
technology working when required? Are there measures in place to halt the destruction, if so what are they
and how can we ensure APA and AGL will take responsibility for them? These stories of mine sought to
highlight the life I had living down there, after all these years to still be investing in fossil fuel infrastructure
that will contribute to a more intense bushfire season is surely the most reckless and negligent thing that
could be done at this point. It also shows utter contempt for the locals. What this project will do is increase
bushfire risk and severity by the increased emission of greenhouse gases, as well as provide a major ignition
source given its volatile nature. The idea of bushfires and their intensity is forever etched into my memory
from these experiences. AGL will actually need a sound plan, so what will it look like? No amount of
resources or manpower can battle some of these fires, they're too hot, intense and move too quickly, they can
create their own wind and lightning. They are self perpetuating, we know this when we listen to the climate
scientists and firefighters. Sometimes the best option is to not be anywhere near them, cut your losses and
move to safety. How will locals benefit from this? We know this will become an even bigger issue in the
future because firefighters have spoken out about the lack of support they receive from the Federal
Government (50).
What will be the specific trigger for the FSRU to leave the port in case of fire? We can’t have a situation
where AGL becomes complacent about the nature of where it is operating, we know big companies do this
time and time again, they stop taking responsibility. In this age of human accelerated climate change of the
21st century, fires have become exceptionally hot, fast, and uncompromising. They even create their own
tornadoes, we know this because it happened in Australia (51).
Every local politician at least has some concerns about the rationale and adequacy of the EES over this
project. All four of the councils that are affected, include the City of Casey Council, Cardinia Shire Council,
Bass Coast Shire, and the Mornington Peninsula Shire. They all voice concerns of their own regarding the
potential impacts and the adequacy of the EES. Cities, councils, towns and shires all over Australia are doing
their part in urgently addressing what they can do during the climate crises. These local governments have
formed an initiative called the Cities Power Partnership (52), after what can only be described as a near total
leadership vacuum on the issue at the Federal level. Successive state and federal governments, and industry
members of all persuasions have not taken responsibility for this. Is this really where Australia is at in its
climate response obligations, is this really where we are happy to situate ourselves on the global platform?
We need to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. AGL’s proposal is poorly planned, and hasn’t adequately
taken the economic reality we find ourselves in, into consideration. The reality is AGL has sought to
downplay the risk of climate change to human health and wellbeing, to infrastructure in an already highly
bushfire prone area, in a country that is experiencing more intense bushfires. They have no real effective plan
for this, the best thing to do is to halt any new investment in new fossil fuel infrastructure, and divert it to a
clean energy plan. This is unacceptable. AGL cannot be trusted. No amount of resources or increased budget,
or mitigation measures can stop these - except for a full transition away - we must fully focus on renewables
now. A domestic gas reservation policy and greater use of renewable energy and energy efficiency are seen
as much better solutions (53)

===========================================================================
When I was younger I used to sit on Woolley’s Beach and just enjoy the peace and tranquility, the amazing
birdlife, the fishing boats, and of course would also have a swim occasionally. I would stare at French Island
and dream about going there one day. But with this proposal comes a hulking 290 meter long, 50 meter wide,
17 story high obstruction in the form of a FSRU - what a way to drive a hammer through one of Crib Point’s
most important assets (54). AGL say they would provide for more ‘park benches’, or move the facilities as
compensation. This is not acceptable, we don’t need any more park benches down there, and we don’t want
our beach moved, we value the view and ambiance as it is. Crib Point has a low key atmosphere that
residents highly value.
Whilst I am not downplaying the need for more training and better firefighting equipment, the local fire
station upgrade has occurred as the area has been identified as having an exceptionally high bushfire risk
(55). These worsening fire conditions are due to a changing climate from fossil fuels. AGL should have
realised this before already investing so much money into the import proposal. If AGL cannot foresee and
put a plan in place for climate change, what can we expect from them and their proposal? The project will
increase the danger for our firefighters. Do we want our firefighters in any more danger than they already
are? It is an arms race between avoidable human accelerated climate change and better firefighting
equipment, this can’t go on, too many lives and livelihoods are already affected.
Will AGL be contributing to our fire service? Will they contribute to much needed fire helicopters across the
nation? Whilst gas is obviously still part of our energy mix, we need to wean ourselves off it. What
constructive role are AGL playing in our society to do that? They need to invest more in renewables and do
their part to make the transition as smooth as possible. AGL have profited off our environment, natural
resources and way of life considerably. You could quite literally not think of a more unsuitable place to
pump methane gas through, and I really mean literally. I have seen the fires down there, once a fire starts it is
exceptionally difficult to control, you need a lot of luck to contain them. Fire trucks cannot access much of
the area given its terrain. We know the subtle environmental changes such as the increase in construction and
cleared vegetation can affect the ecology - this is a sensitive area that has been in recovery for decades, and
such a major project will undoubtedly affect the area. Far too often in the EES, AGL has downplayed its
footprint in the area. We are uncovering new construction sites all of the time within the EES, they have not
been upfront with the residents about how it will affect our community overall. How will AGL rectify this?
A further example of poor community consultation and a lack of planning. They are not up to the task that
the community requires for a stable future.

=======================================================================
I can’t possibly critique every aspect of the EES, but I have given you an insight into the world I grew up in.
Gas is not a transition fuel, this project will lock us into emissions for decades. The bushfire anxiety will
only get worse for future generations with a project like this. Many questions remain for this project, such as
fugitive gas emissions from leaks, and how will they be mitigated and measured. We know that AGL aren’t
being totally honest in the greenhouse gas emissions estimates, as they aren’t taking into account all of the
travel their cargo ships will be doing, potentially back and forth all over the globe looking for a buyer. The
NSW Independent Planning Commission says that the world is experiencing a gas glut, with cargo ships
carrying LNG currently "circling oceans searching for a buyer" while use has declined in Australian gas-

fired power plants by 58 per cent since 2014. Emissions from these acts must be counted for the overall
scope of the project to be accurately assessed (56). As well as emissions from delivery trucks, they sought to
downplay this factor as well (57). This is poor planning, a company as well resourced as AGL should really
have a better response to this. This is a poor investment, fossil fuel infrastructure is losing ground, and any
new fossil fuel investment is a short sighted solution and risks being a stranded asset (58). It will not serve
towards long term sustainable outcomes, given we have climate change, and renewables are the way
forward. Fossil fuels are not a good long term investment, and rapid divestment is happening globally. AGL
should have foreseen this and adapted accordingly, what is happening behind the scenes at AGL? They need
a clearer direction. Climate change has been talked about since at least the 1950’s and became a household
term in the 1980’s (59). That is a long time ago now. AGL have shown their inability to adapt to our needs,
they have a lack of vision and flexibility, a lack of foresight, and a lack of social license in our bay.
AGL have said they will invest $7.5 million dollars into the local community, but how will this be spent, and
who will decide? Will the panels deciding where the money is spent be chosen by AGL, what conflicts of
interest will they have? Will they choose a community project or initiative that suits their agenda or will it be
of benefit to the community? This is unclear and their community consultation process did not provide any
clarity. Too often companies such as AGL realise their projects have no value to the wider community and
they seek out groups who aren’t financially empowered enough to say no, this is dishonest and of bad faith.
It doesn’t solve our problems. What good is this to us or the wider community? We need real solutions, not
handouts from AGL, they seek to downplay our concerns. We would rather AGL not be in our bay and for
that money to be invested in renewables. That is what should be done, and that is what will benefit us all.
Refer to the Climate Council’s Clean Jobs Plan, the alternative plan for our transition is here. The
community does not want fossil fuel money. We want to keep our low profile and low key atmosphere. We
want to ensure a stable climate with long term job stability.
Community consultation and capturing of the community's mood during this process has been poor, AGL
have claimed to their shareholders that they have only received approximately 50 complaints about the scope
of the project, when in fact thousands have protested and written complaints to politicians and AGL
themselves. Why would they effectively lie? They have something they want to hide from their shareholders.
This is misleading and could have major outcomes if shareholders are misled into thinking the investments
are not as risky as they really are. We also need AGL customers to be aware. We need better planning, it is
not good enough. We need an overarching vision for our country that doesn’t involve poor investments and
short term goals. There is no excuse in a country like Australia for us to be dragging our heels with this. We
are wealthy, have the expertise and are ready to do it - we need governments and industry to get on board.
Westernport Bay is currently relatively pest free, and does not have the Northern Pacific Sea Star, which has
been partly responsible for the decimation of fish stocks in Port Phillip Bay. Ships entering the bay are meant
to exchange their ballast water out at sea. We do not want ships full of ballast water entering our bay as it
may expose us to invasive marine life. Can we guarantee that every ship will empty its ballast out at sea
before entering the bay? If one star fish remains in the hull it can produce thousands of larvae.The effects of
an invasive species are catastrophic to the local environment. Even with careful arrangements, the risk is still
high. This is a further unnecessary risk. What are the actual binding, meaningful mechanisms in place that

will ensure this and protect our way of life around Westernport Bay? The further downstream effects may be
vast depending on the biology of the invasive species and its interaction with our local flora and fauna. It’s
difficult to tell what the effects may be, as AGL have not provided sufficient clarity around this problem in
their EES. That was the aim of the EES. They had two years and a wealth or resources to shed light on their
approach and vision, they have failed. So we are forced to assume the worst.
There is a personal toll on a person from a project like this. The human impact - the things that are hard to
measure, the change in ambiance, access and amenity at Woolley’s Beach, loss of vegetation, industrial
sounds, the smell of a gas leak, the site of a constant stream of hulking ships. The site of an injured whale or
dead floating fish near the terminal from a leak or spill. Human health relies on the strength of biodiversity,
sometimes just listening to waves and birds and looking at bushland is all it takes to have a therapeutic
effect. This is a very real phenomenon called solastalgia, the distress caused by environmental change. There
is high quality, peer reviewed science behind it. The phenomena where people exposed to environmental
change experienced negative effects that are exacerbated by a sense of powerlessness or lack of control over
the unfolding change process. Everyone feels better after a swim at the beach, or a bushwalk (60). These
activities are at risk with AGL’s proposal.
How will AGL compensate for any lost vegetation either directly or indirectly. We know that there is some
quite old vegetation in the bushland around the terminal and Stony Point, you cannot just replant a tree for a
tree, or even a dozen trees for one keystone tree. There’s more finesse to it than that. We know ecosystems
and trees are much more complicated than that. AGL have not adequately planned for any loss of vegetation,
and other amenity. We are now potentially talking about air quality for the localities affected, as well as
changes in wind as mangrove systems act as a buffer against wind. We are talking about coastal erosion,
potential loss of infrastructure and changes to the townships heat profile. Access to roads, bushwalking,
horse riding, bike riding and swimming. AGL have not adequately identified the downstream effects of their
proposal, it is poor planning. AGL have either not addressed these concerns, or are hiding these effects deep
in the technical aspects of their 11, 000 page EES, with carefully worded descriptions that make it hard to
decipher what the tangible outcomes will actually be. They have no social license to be here.
There will be a statistically increased chance of road fatalities due to increased traffic in Crib Point. Crib
Point has already witnessed some tragic road accidents over the years. How will AGL mitigate the risk of
road accidents, particularly on such accident prone areas as Woolley’s Road? Many roads are already not
wide enough to support two cars, how will AGL cater for trucks? We know that things like logbooks trying
to tackle driver fatigue are worthless if employees are pressured into meeting ever burdensome requirements,
without any due compensatory mechanisms. The human body and its requirement for sleep is still a closed
system, we can’t change that. I fear fatigue may set in for these drivers, and given locals will not be used to
the amount of trucks, this may be a recipe for a road disaster. How will the increase in truck emissions be
measured? Have these been factored into the overall emissions estimates? It appear they have not.
According to AGL, 900 tanker trucks carrying liquid nitrogen would need to travel along Peninsula Link,
Coolart and Frankston-Flinders roads and through the town of Crib Point each year if their gas import project
is approved. This is an extraordinary number for the area. Is there a mechanism in place to contain the cargo

of the truck should it be spilt following a traffic incident? Clarification around this is of vital concern to
residents as it is a major hazard, and will result in a major change to the streetscape of the area. What about
children walking to the school bus along Woolley's Rd, Disney St, or Lorimer St, or Stony Point Rd, what
about cyclists, pony club riders, bush walkers, fishermen driving to launch their boats and people
just walking their dog are now under threat from trucks sharing Woolley's Rd and The Esplanade. Our
lifestyles, the reason why we all moved here will be gone along with the peace and tranquillity.
A further fleet would deliver flammable LNG treatment chemicals to the site at Woolley's Beach, in a known
bushfire zone. This is a major incursion on the amenity of the Crib Point township. The idea that this isn’t
front and center of AGL’s community engagement process shows they know it's of real detriment to the local
township. Further poor community consultation. How are we supposed to make an informed decision if so
much of this information is either downplayed, or so troubling to access? The EES is inadequate in terms of
data collection, analysis and findings to enable a proper assessment of the traffic and transport impacts on the
Mornington Peninsula. Has AGL any idea about the effects on house prices and land value will be? This
project may see a return to Crib Points industrial past and with it a fall in property value and economic
opportunity. What does this mean for future planning and development for Crib Point? Does AGL really
understand the local mindset, does it really value our concerns?
There are many things that are unknown including what will be the real effects on the local residents from
noise. Even just background noise may make it unbearable to be on Woolley’s Beach anymore. It will likely
kill the ambiance. The ambiance is a major asset, it is the sound of birds and waves. Further alarming
discoveries deep within the EES and its 11,000 pages include the high noise levels from a pumping station.
With noise levels so high it could lead to residents experiencing “reduced satisfaction with their residential
amenity”. In other words it will affect the noise levels at your house at any hour of the day. As well as plans
to build 20 metre high tanks to store nitrogen and other chemicals, and further vegetation clearing. Why do
we have to dig so deep through this massive statement to find out things like this? AGL knows this a disaster
for locals on so many levels that they have kept their final vision for the area under wraps. What about major
vibrations from the project? Many facilities like this around the world produce large scale vibrations that
may further have an impact on the local residents quality of life. What is AGL going to do to limit the effects
of any major vibrations? What will the real impact on locals and wildlife be?
A good portion of Crib Points residents live within two kilometers of the receiving facility dock. You can
hear the ships come in once a week to unload, the idea of up to 50 or more ships coming and going will
significantly alter the ambiance of Crib Point. How will noise be measured near residential areas? What will
happen if residents voice concerns that it is too loud? If a resident has a complaint, what will be the exact
mechanism to do so? Will our concerns be heard with urgency?
What about lighting, we know that excess nighttime lighting can affect bird navigation and nesting habits.
What will the ecological flow on effects be? This is not necessarily an unknown, we have a deep enough
understanding of ecology now to assume it will have real tangible flow on effects that may eventually affect
us. Light pollution from the terminal and ship will likely have wide ranging effects. Many people in the
modern world have never even seen the Milky Way galaxy because of light pollution. What about the lights

on the FSRU, and how will this affect nocturnal animals? Will whales begin to use the increased light source
as a beacon? AGL have once again sought to downplay these concerns by saying they can be managed, or
that it is simply not a concern. How can you manage this in regards to whales being drawn to AGL’s light
sources, it fundamentally doesn't make sense.
The project will likely produce significant amounts of dust. I am an asthmatic that had to use a nebuliser
when I was younger. I would’ve been at serious risk of complications had air contained more dust than it
already does. Asthma rates are increasing in developed nations. AGL plans to have a contractor in place to
visually assess local dust levels. The idea that a contractor will visually assess the dust levels is a very poor
measure. It is subjective, fraught with inadequacy, and is simply not good enough from a giant fossil fuel
company. We know how these systems work, they are slow and the burden always falls on the locals for
oversight - who are these contractors? We know what happens when multiple third parties get involved in
major projects like this, communication between parties becomes problematic and the buck is passed on.
Who will be responsible? Are they properly empowered to do their job? How often will they be on site? So
often we see they are not and the burden falls on locals. This isn’t good enough. What if levels are deemed
too high, the dust will already be in the air. What will locals be forced to do then? How will locals know?
Will there be a warning system? How will this work? Will it actually work?
The modelling that AGL has used on marine impacts is of poor quality. Especially on the issue of noise
impacts on marine life. From wading and aquatic birds, to interference on whale communication. This is a
high risk scientific endeavour. Ocean acidification has interfered with the ability for marine animals to
communicate with each other. Given the increase in ocean acidity and its change in chemistry interferes with
sound waves. These are the real life implications of the project. How have AGL planned for the potential
effects on the ability for marine life to communicate with each other, and what will be the downstream
effects of that? (61).AGL have sought to oversimplify the process and its impacts. This is a scientific
investigation, AGL should be treating it as such. Why does it fall on locals to bring these issues up? There
are significant shortcomings in the EES risk assessment of the project's effects on marine biodiversity. I have
no confidence that the project will fall between acceptable limits on marine environment impacts. These are
further shortcomings in the EES. This has been known for a while now, its low hanging fruit. AGL don’t
acknowledge it, just like they don't acknowledge their impact and the severity of bushfires around
Westernport Bay.
These examples highlight the risk locals face not just from climate change but also the immediate effects of
an accident involving methane leakage, whether they be fugitive or a breakdown. AGL are playing down the
effects this project will have on a global greenhouse gas emissions. The totality of greenhouse gas emissions
from all of the operations involved in the project must be counted. AGL have sought to downplay the effects
on paper, they consistently use the words ‘can be managed, mitigated or are not significant enough’. Their
measures remain to be seen how they will play out in real life. This is a concern for local residents as clarity
is key at this point. What is the origin of this gas, where is it coming from? The gas could be imported from
overseas, and what is the source, is this fracked? Fracked gas has much higher local environmental impacts
in the places where it originates. The whole world needs to transition away from fossil fuels. Our actions
here will affect the global community. How will local and small businesses such as Mornington Peninsula

mussel producer Michael Harris be compensated in the event of his business being affected by any
unforeseen effects on mussel populations in the Bay (62)?
How much more can an ecosystem take? Such a highly significant area for biodiversity, ecology and tourism
such as whale watching, Seal Rocks, snorkelling at Mushroom Reef. Dolphins, Southern Right, humpback,
and killer whales all spent at least part of their life in the bay (65). I am not ‘anti-jobs’, I am trained to think
about what’s best for our species and planet as a whole. It’s what a scientist does, it's what's required. From
an evidence based perspective that best balances the environment with human needs, the rationale for this
project simply doesn't stack up. The time to rapidly invest in renewables is now. Because without a stable
environment we risk poorer drinking water quality, poorer seawater quality, poorer air quality, more extreme
temperatures, and more disease outbreaks if the balance within an ecosystem isn't right. AGL has continually
underestimated and downplayed the size, noise, danger, and threat of every single one of the many impacts
of their operations on our community, on the area’s environment, its amenity, safety and economy. They
treat us with contempt and virtual indifference now, what will they be like when an accident happens?
=============================================================================
AGL are acting in bad faith, they should have already committed to doing on EES on their own accord, they
should not have had their hand forced by the Victorian Government to do one. They have had years to
compile the data, and we have only had 40 days to trawl through it. This is of exceptionally poor form by
both AGL and the Victorian Government to not give us a real genuine extension, especially during near total
lockdown due to the Covid-19 pandemic. We have not been treated with due respect in our cause. Many of
the residents have poor internet, and libraries are closed, you have to own a more recent computer or phone
device to access many of the video communicating platforms given the nature of video streaming. Residents
on French Island have particularly poor internet access and some not at all. Will this proposal affect the
Stony Point to French Island ferry service? What is AGL going to do if ferry services are affected by the
increase in ships in the bay? What consultation has AGL done with the ferry service and French Island
residents, how will this affect the low impact tourism on the island? What about Phillip Island? What is
being done about potential boat collisions with whales? This is an unprecedented situation and shows AGL’s
lack of commitment to outcomes that are truly going to benefit humanities cause. This is not just about
Westernport Bay, like I said we are not an insulated and insular community, we are truly global. The effects
of this project will be felt for decades to come around Australia and the globe, as AGL will want to see a
good return on their hefty investment. They are locking us into a high emissions pathway for generations.
AGL has sought to downplay the risk of climate change. We have known about climate change for decades
now. Given AGL is a massive global player in the fossil fuel industry, they should have acted early and they
would now be a major force in the renewables industry. Why not be pragmatic and proactive on the issue?
AGL are resting on their laurels, they have no social license and are dragging their heels on this issue. The
whole point of them becoming a private company in the first place was so they could then be free from some
government constraints, become autonomous and then innovate. This is how many privatisations are sold to
the public. That any profit made by the company would then be put back into the community through
innovations and job creations. Has AGL really innovated where we need it, and are they really contributing
value to our society, like real climate action? Any other retailer or fossil fuel company could just take their
place and there would be no difference. How do AGL separate themselves from other polluting, and

personally irresponsible companies? How do they actually do this on a tangible level? AGL seek to privatise
their profits, and the losses will be felt by the greater community at large. They have not been open about the
true impact of their emissions on the climate (64). A decision that we will all pay for, and then they will
simply move on, not taking any responsibility. A company this well financed and resourced should’ve seen
this coming and have been prepared. It is not the locals fault AGL oversold our domestic gas supplies, and
the Federal government didn’t bring them back in line to what’s best for the Australian citizen (65).
AGL continually made the claim at local public meetings that “they are a company and we haven’t always
got it right but for this project we are trying to be as open and transparent with the community around the
issues and to engage with you because we are not standing here asking you to trust us we are standing here to
asking you to hold us accountable”. They are not to be trusted and I fail to see how either they will rectify
this.
AGL say that this project will enable us access to the world market for gas, injecting some much-needed
competition into the Australian market and help ease the tight gas supply (66). The effects of a lack of
regulation on the energy market has led to a wild west in the industry. With promises of cheaper gas comes
serious allegations of price gouging by AGL (67), and of overcharging customers (68). These examples
show that AGL’s project will not deliver the cheaper prices as promised. They will profit at our expense. Its
negligence and sheer contempt for us is a further sign this project is not for the benefit of the Australian
community, but for only a select few. We deserve better, we need better, we have to do better, AGL is not to
be trusted. Where is the personal responsibility on AGL’s part to take meaningful ownership of all the
wrongs it has done and heal its rift with society? AGL doesn’t take responsibility, it fails to accept it is a
major part of the problem, and it wont do better unless held tightly by regulators and shareholders. This is a
poorly planned investment that will leave stranded assets that the local community will become burdened
with. We see this all of the time with mining companies not rehabilitating old mining cavities or oil
companies leaving oil spills for locals to clean up (69) (70).
We have a situation where fossil fuel companies truly believe that an oil spill off Australia’s coast would
benefit us, claiming that “in most instances, the increased activity associated with cleanup operations will be
a welcome boost to local economies” (71). They are not acting in our best interest, and so we must remain
skeptical. There is no genuine planning for the future at AGL. The solution is now quite a simple one for
them given their immense wealth and resources; become a truly global leader on the transition to renewables.
They have no social license, they have already breached any trust that existed with their hasty vegetation
clearing efforts at Crib Point without proper consultation (72). AGL have lobbied the Victorian Government
to weaken wastewater management guidelines. AGL says Australia requires more gas, and that their
proposed gas plant would cause no harm, but why did they pressure the EPA to change its safe standards so
they can dump polluted water into the Bay? The EES fails to ensure the impacts on groundwater will be kept
at an acceptable level. This risks damage to aquifers and groundwater dependent ecosystems on the
Peninsula (73). Their numerous breaches of environmental laws and other questionable ethics over the years
continues (74).
Adding to a long string of similar offences, AGL was recently fined for billing errors which “left thousands
of concession customers distressed and confused after receiving high bills they weren’t expecting” (75) (76).

AGL have shown their complete and utter contempt for the community over the years through their
deceptive nature. 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 (77). The list of environmental and economic bad faith misdemeanours just goes on
like this (78). Where is AGL’s corporate responsibility? State and Federal governments must hold these
rogues to account, not doing so has had devastating effects on society all round. Our opposition to this new
gas project isn’t isolated. We see the opposition to proposed new gas infrastructure in places like Narrabri
where even the local fire brigade have major concerns about fires in the gasfields (79). This is a proposal so
fraught with inadequacy that it could never exist in full view of the community, is that why this is being
rammed through under the cover of an economic emergency?There is a troubling lack of transparency in this
whole process.
No new fossil fuel infrastructure. Transition away now, otherwise the burden will once again fall upon the
locals, and the most vulnerable in our society. Future generations will have to pay for this both financially
and in their way of life. We need a vision for an inspiring future, we can do it. We have the finances and the
plan forward. This will be a moral blight on our society if approved that will be affecting us for decades, we
have a viable alternative to meet our needs, so let's use it. AGL’s assertions are untrue, their economic
argument is unfounded, they have not demonstrated a sound enough rationale for such an economically and
environmentally risky project. A looming economic and environmental disaster awaits us.
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Please Don't! Don't put the boat factory it in the bay. Don't put the polluted water
back in the bay. Don't put the gas through the pipes. Don't kill the sea grass and fish.
Because I love: -playing football on the beach with my dad; -watching rainbows; Seeing dolphins -Seeing humpback whales -going on sniffy dog adventures with
mum -seeing sea snails -seeing the snail and the whale -Seeing the different colour
sunsets Thats all thanks Lenny Willmore ( in his own words aged 4 years 9 months)
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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,
Felix Smalley
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Roger East
Kew East Vic 3102
25 August 2020

My name is Roger East and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport is undeveloped and has been Ramsar listed for its extremely unique
environmental significance. When there, I reflect on how pristine it is compared to most other
accessible coastal areas in Victoria. It must be protected forever.
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,
Roger East
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Our house overlooks beautiful Kennon Cove at the entrance to Western Port Bay. Every day we
walk on the beach, enjoying the pristine environment. We value the seabirds, marine life, the
wonderful ecosystem which supports this coastal 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.
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. AGL would draw this
water from the Bay and use it to regassify their liquefied gas. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. AGL have
completed what can only be described as preliminary quantitative risk assessments on some of
the potential consequences of their gas import terminal. AGL does not address the chronic
effects of chlorine, CPOs and associated HOCs on benthic communities and seagrass.
Additionally due to flaws in calculation methodology for plankton intake we do not know how
much damage could be done to the cornerstone of the food chain.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for
gas in Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by
2030 through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent
report written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies
Victoria could meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import
terminals like that proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy
costs for consumers and reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a
lot of our electricity is generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less polluting
as more of our electricity is generated through renewables.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape

being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The
impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the
intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into
the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other
viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on
this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Jo Monie
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Your submission: My name is John Berry and I care about the environment in
Westernport Bay. In this modern-day and age, it is imperative we retain as much as
the natural environment as possible for the future of the planet. In this case, they
are going to destroy both land & sea I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environmental assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues that 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 an 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 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.
Australia has committed to promoting 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 modeling
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
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Deborah Ostrow
Cremourne, Vic, 3121
My name is Deborah Ostrow and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Westernport Bay is such an important and delicate ecosystem which needs to be protected.
It is a breeding ground and sanctuary for so much marine life and an important blue sink at
this time when climate change is upon 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.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who
place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental
health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation
or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased
prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution
can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in
the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine
the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and
protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and
water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is
made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is
also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and
protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an
extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible
array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like
this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in

Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil fuels.
Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power production. This
holds true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of storage to guarantee that
renewable energy can be delivered when required according to the Australian Energy
Market Operator and CSIRO. The fact that firmed renewables will displace gas is becoming
increasingly accepted in the energy markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian GPG
annual consumption forecast for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that gas
consumption will be dramatically below what was previously thought due to a higher
penetration of renewables than previously forecast.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being
drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the 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,

Deborah Ostrow
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My name is Liz Russell and I live in the Westernport Bay area.

I live in Crib Point. When I was diagnosed with MS in 2001 we chose to move to Crib Point because it
was a quiet coastal town. I wanted to raise our children in a beautiful community where we could
walk on the beach along the wetlands with the mangroves. I chose the peaceful tranquil life of
Westernport bay for my family and my health.
Both my children were ‘Mangrove Warriors’ at St Josephs Primary School here in Crib Point – the
mangroves are so important to our family and immensely important to the environment:
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.

I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most
is the impact on the local community.

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.

If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.

Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay
Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the
atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defence against the impacts of climate change.

Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is
likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day.
This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.

Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on the local
community would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria
can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of
Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to
any harm.

Sincerely,
Liz Russell
Crib Point Resident of 18 years.
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My name is Carol Head and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I live on Phillip island and just love the island and western port bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the
end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of
renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment
but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal
to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.

It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife.
AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the
important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Carol Head

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

Anna Cosgrove

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

my_submission_-

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

Nil

as attached

2457

My name is Anna Cosgrove and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Western port bay is a beautiful natural space enjoyed by people and animals alike.
In a concrete world this place is a harbour for life in many forms who require it’s
natural ecosystem to thrive. To put this at risk for human convenience is selfish.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for
Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment
of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of
issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and
that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the
negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of
the communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green
spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by
communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact
on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and
light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep
and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to
focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of
mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia.
People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern
Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land
and water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including
migratory birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the
Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for
prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in
Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand.
Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and
animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine
wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed

by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently
does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet.
Wetlands are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil
carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth.
Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to
prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is
particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like
plankton and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they
would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to
chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly
half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem,
or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Anna Cosgrove
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I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. 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. 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, Madelyn Hellyer
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George Giann
Richmond, 3122
Aug 26, 2020
My name is George Giann and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Westernport Bay is recognised as a Ramsar Wetland and a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve. It is
a wonderland of diverse ecosystems and home to species that are found nowhere else on the
planet. It is full of diverse marine life, mangroves, beaches, and reefs
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up
of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the
shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive
mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of
plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to
weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport
Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon

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

George Giann

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2460

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

Elizabeth Perkins

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is Elizabeth Perkins and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is an area of extraordinary beauty, also of vital importance in its
bio diverse ecosystems, in its wetlands and marine life in the bay.The Australian
Government has committed to protect this RAMSAR listed site! So do so! 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.
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My name is Zachary Millard and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. I
thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the negative
impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria. 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
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My name is Bree-Anna Cummins and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay Area is home to many people, including my family and friends. Beyond
that, it is a part of the Australia that we all call home. Now, more than ever, we need to be
actively protecting our environment - not actively destroying it.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission. 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. This importation will
negatively impact all members of the community and eco-system.
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, therefore impacting
the economy and the quality of life and community for the island.
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. We need to protect our coastline!
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. Most of what we do know points to an incredibly disproportioned list of cons to
pros. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases
totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State

Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand
for gas in Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113
petajoules by 2030 through using existing technology and targeted economic support
according to a recent report written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right
government policies, Victoria could meet its energy needs without new gas including new
gas fields or gas import terminals like that proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These
measures will lower energy costs for consumers and reduce emissions under most
scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our electricity is generated by fossil fuels but
will become even cheaper and less polluting as more of our electricity is generated through
renewables.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being
drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many
other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our
energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Bree-Anna Cummins
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My name is Hayley Singer and I live in the Western Port Bay area.
It’s marine life is so important, as are it’s wetlands and wildlife. I think this
place is extremely special for its biodiversity. It’s also the place where I live
with my 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 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 Western Port 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 OrangeBellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass
beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also
the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise
sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly
around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals
rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous

impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this
cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22
of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been
unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor
impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing
our demand for gas in Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by
between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030 through using existing technology
and targeted economic support according to a recent report written by
energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies
Victoria could meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas
fields or gas import terminals like that proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay.
These measures will lower energy costs for consumers and reduce
emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our
electricity is generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less
polluting as more of our electricity is generated through renewables.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would
affect marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no
baseline studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested
the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a
berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that
underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the
communication of whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and
other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important
ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As
outlined above, the impact on 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,Hayley Singer
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My name is Laura Bulmer and I live in the Western Port Bay area.
Western Port Bay supports so much life and biodiversity, and future generations depend on
marine environments like this one. It is also where I live with my family and it is certainly no
place for a new gas terminal.
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 Western Port 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 Western Port 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 Western Port Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for
gas in Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules
by 2030 through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a
recent report written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government
policies Victoria could meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas
import terminals like that proposed by AGL for Western Port Bay. These measures will lower
energy costs for consumers and reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case
even when a lot of our electricity is generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper
and less polluting as more of our electricity is generated through renewables.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine
wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise
in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Western Port 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 Western Port Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Regards
Laura Bulmer
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Submission on AGL & APA Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project Westernport Bay Victoria
SUMMARY
Based upon
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The negative impacts are guaranteed,
The benefits are only a maybe
There is a total imbalance between benefits that may or may not happen and guaranteed
harm
The proponent is out of compliance with their own Policies
There is a broad track record of catastrophic incidents around the world when operations
occur out of compliance with internal and public commitments
The four chapters reviewed have critical failings
The risk assessment process is too biased and does not have comprehensive coverage
There is a good track record of rusting hulks around Australian associated with the Gas
industry

There is a clear case to invoke the precautionary principle – “lack of scientific certainty should not
prevent action being taken”. In this case the lack of economic certainty should also be included with
the “lack of scientific certainty” and the action should be to reject the proposal.
When one looks at the
•
•
•
•

Recent Rio Tinto destruction of high value heritage sites in WA 2020
The BHP tailings Dam disaster in Brazil 2019
BP Deepwater Horizon 2010
Esso Longford 1998

They show what can happen when Words Typed and Actions taken don’t line up and it is truly
devastating and unacceptable.
Even the slightest divergence between publicly stated policies and what is presented in the EES
should see the Panel reject the proposal. It is not worth the risk!
In a sector beset with cowboy operators only the very best and totally consistent operators should
be approved to operate. This is not the case the AGL EES.

CONTEXT
At the core of any major development proposal is the quality of the documentation submitted and
the standing of the organisation that will develop and operate the proposed development. The
biggest management mantra one must see, in action, to gain trust in a proponent and its
submission/EES is for them to do what they say they will do.
The proponent needs to understand what their own Polices have committed them to do.
A proposal to have any credibility must be entirely consistent with the published and endorsed
Policies of the proponents. A development proposal that is not consistent with a developer’s
endorsed Policies shows that these Policies are mere window dressing/advertising not binding public
commitments by the Board and Senior Management. This is no basis for trust.
1

Any proposal for development must detail:
•
•
•
•
•
•

what activities and development will be undertaken,
the existing background social and environmental conditions,
impacts on the background conditions,
mitigation plans for these impacts and
residual risks and control strategies.
Monitoring, management programs and reporting programs

The impacts and residual risks are balanced against the proposed benefits of the development to
allow a decision to be made. At all times, the Precautionary Principle must be applied as required by
both State and Federal requirements.

AGL HEALTH SAFETY ENVIRONMENT POLICY

The AGL Health Safety and Environment Policy in part states
“Vision - AGL’s aspiration is for Zero Harm to our people and the Environment”
“Our Commitment – To conduct our business in a way that prevents harm to our people, our
customers and the community, and minimises our impact on the environment.”
The full policy is endorsed by the CEO who is also a Director. This gives the document the highest
standing in the company as it should.
No small or major development by AGL should be internally approved without first being “stressed
tested” against this and other Policies for full compliance. This requires a page by page read of all
documents to ensure full compliance with all Policies. Evidence of this is not apparent.
The HSE Policy and other Policies are a public commitment by the Board to the Community and
Shareholders and should be iron clad commitments not window dressing. The Polices may in fact
have legally binding elements as they relate to shareholders.

DISCONNECT BETWEEN AGL HSE POLICY AND THE EES

When we consider the AGL Vision of zero harm to the Environment one is immediately sceptical
about the real understanding by AGL of its operations and the reality of their Policy. One would hope
that the biggest and newest proposed project by AGL would be in line with their Vision of ZERO
HARM TO THE ENVIRONMENT.
AGL are seeking development approval through various statutory channels. Such statutory approvals
are approvals to cause environmental harm up to a certain limit. The AGL EES is around 7000 pages
of documentation designed to justify and gain approval for environmental and other harm. This is
not being tricky it is just what the process and reality is.
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It is impossible for AGL to meet the Vision detailed in its HSE Policy for its newest and brightest
project. Internally this should have seen the project rejected by AGL or AGL redrafting its HSE Policy
to something that shows they have a true understanding of their existing and proposed operations.
What the public need are companies that have clear Policies, a clear understanding of those Policies
and projects that are 100% aligned with those Policies. What the public don’t want, and regulators
should reject are companies who have Policies that could bee seen as window dressing.
THE AGL HSE Policy states that their commitment is to minimise impacts on the environment. There
is no qualification to this commitment. It is stated as an absolute by the highest levels of
management and the Board. The commitment is not to “reduce” impacts, “mitigate” impacts or
“reduce to as low as reasonably practical (ALARP)” impacts. There is no allowance for cost or other
considerations in the AGL Policy. This is quite clearly ridiculous and shows that the Policy has not
been rigorously tested against the real AGL Business model. This disconnection is a danger to the
area to be impacted by the AGL proposal.
A project that commits to minimise, without any moderating factors, environmental impacts must
be seen to fail when it is to be constructed near to and impacts internationally listed wetlands.
Quite clearly there is a fatal misconnection between the AGL understanding of its impacts on the
environment, what it proposes to do and the binding commitments in its HSE Policy. This represents
a great risk to the community directly and indirectly impacted by the proposal. The community
deserves a project fully aligned with the AGL Policies.
As the proposal is not aligned with the Polices one must wonder the credibility of such Policies, and
it greatly reduces the chance of proper and serious ongoing management.
This fatal disconnection between printed words and proposed or actual actions is highlighted by
1. The recent Rio Tinto destruction of significant sacred sites in WA and subsequent loss of
multi million bonuses to senior executives. There would appear to have been major
disconnect between doing what various policies or standards said and what happened in
actual day to day operation.
2. The BHP subsidiary in Brazil where there was a major tailings dam failure with horrendous
loss of life and catastrophic environmental damage. The actual operation one must assume
was way outside of stated standards and policies.
What chance is there AGL can build and operate the proposed facility in a safe and environmentally
sensitive way when they cannot even produce a proposal in line with their own HSE Policy? Internal
reviews should have seen the fatal disconnect between the current EES and HSE Policy and it should
never have been presented to the public and regulators.
In the EES AGL makes a point of its alignment with various ESD and other frameworks however the
EES is not even aligned with its own HSE Policy! Does this indicate that a consultant put the EES
together with the aim of getting approval, ticking all the correct boxes but missed out good
engagement with AGL and solid alignment with the Company Policies and actual operating
practices?
The strength of an EES/ESIA is only as strong as the Company that will operate the project. A strong
EES/ESIA has a senior company owner review every word against the Company Polices and
Standards. Where inconsistencies are found the EES/ESIA is changed or the Policies changed.
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Having to make major changes to a Policy to fit an EES shows that there are serious issues with the
process for setting Policies within an organisation. The AGL HSE Policy was endorsed in November
2019 – less than year ago – so one must think it is totally up to date and reflects AGL’s real
commitments.
An EES/ESIA should never be just part of an approval process needing boxes to be ticked. The Review
Panel should judge where they think the AGL EES falls. I suggest inconsistencies with the key AGL
HSE Policy is highly informative in a bad way.

Chapter 10 ACID SULPHATE SOILS – example of nothing minimised, high risk, nowhere near zero
harm and not even meeting EPA Vic guidelines.

Section 10 of the EES describes acid sulphate soil risks and mitigation measures. As described the
risks are inadequately assessed, the technical description is inaccurate, and the control measure will
not be effective.
To prevent exposed acid sulphate soils posing a risk you must either, remove the oxygen, remove
the pyrite (fuel) or prevent oxidation products being transported PERMANENTLY. The described
management controls fail to achieve any of the above.
When a contaminant is generated from a process such as acid sulphate soil oxidation, or any other
process, it does not just magically disappear. Fundamentals of physics say it is either transferred or
transformed – unless you shut your eyes and whistle??
Addition of lime to an acid generating stockpile as per the EES will not prevent oxidation and the
generation of contaminants. It will instead produce an unnaturally high salinity, high sulphate
leachate that can and will cause contamination when mobilised. The originally mobilise Fe or Mn
from the pyrite will report as a fouling black or rust coloured precipitate/slime and contaminant- it
just does not go away. This slime will cause a direct physical contamination and inhibitor to both
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems. This has not been addressed. The controls suggested just cause a
different form of unmanaged contamination.
There is no account taken for oxidation and or neutralised products from exposed acid sulphate
soils. Neutral, saline, sulphate rich drainage from acid sulphate materials can and do pose as much
risk as acid leachate from exposed acid sulphate soils depending on the receiving environment.
The EES boldly states in Table 10.2 that the ASS sampling density does not comply with EPA Victoria
publication requirements. The critical impacts of acid sulphate soils incorrectly managed are all too
well known. The science and controls of acid sulphate soils is that well understood and that well
documented any short fallings in assessment is unacceptable. This shows a total mismatch with the
EES guidelines and the AGL HSE Policy – nothing has been minimised, more glossed over.
One control measure is to not undertake works across water ways when they are flowing. Another is
not to leave soil exposed for too long and then rebury them. As described above acid and or
neutralised oxidation products will be present and just burying them out of sight out of mind does
not prevent contamination. The salts and or acid will eventually be flushed out in water ways and or
result in acid/salt scaring of the landscape. Capillary rise of salts may and or will bring the salts to the
surface eventually. Burying the soils will result in ongoing oxidation until anoxic condition are reestablished. The oxidation products/contamination will then just migrate.
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What of the risk of contaminated soils coinciding with acid sulphate soils? The acid conditions from
oxidising pyrite can cause a massive release and mobilisation of contaminants including heavy
metals. This has not been clearly addressed.
There appears to be an arbitrary reference to acid sulphate soils stored for more than 10 days
needing special management including possibly liming and or covering. The liming will just change
the nature of the contamination risk and covering will only delay migration of contaminants. Unless
the covering is actually impermeable to oxygen the covering will only delay migration of
contaminants and not prevent contaminant generation and eventual migration. The ability of a dry
cover system (soil) to prevent oxygen ingress is all but impossible unless many metres thick soil and
laid down in highly engineered compacted layers. Covering is just an out of sight out of mind control.
The choice of 10 days for stockpiled soils did not have any reference to direct testing and or
characterisation. Is it just some arbitrary average number of days from some average guide? Surely
the scale and impacts of the proposal require direct site characterisation and testing.
A properly undertaken study would have presented data on the Lag Time (time for acid generation
onset) total acid generating potential not just total sulphur content, susceptibility to neutralizing
from different forms of liming and the nature of the sulphate mineralisation. The nature of the
mineralisation – framboidal, cubic, fine, coarse, organic encapsulation – would allow a proper risk
assessment to be undertaken and site-specific controls to developed. It appears the study admits to
a failing in sampling density and builds upon this failure with a generic highly risky management
program. This is unacceptable but does align well with the disconnect between the EES and AGL HSE
Policy.
Another control is for field staff to be briefed on recognising acid sulphate soils. Environmental
science degrees with a very heavy loading of environmental geochemistry for all workers would be
needed for a purely visual system to be even semi reliable. The control sounds good on paper but
when thought about for all, but a short moment is just not a reliable control. Very high sampling
densities combined with high level geochemical laboratory analysis for desktop and static test
analysis with representative dynamic or semi dynamic testing is what is require for such a large
project. This requires expert professionals not just briefing construction workers to keep an eye out.
Professor Mark Taylor has published on both site specific and broad spread of lead contamination.
Lead contamination of both urban and rural areas has been found to be at far higher levels than
expected due to the long time and widespread use of leaded petrol and lead containing paints. Lead
and other metals are highly mobile under acidic conditions and are highly toxic to both the human
and general ecosystem. No cumulative impact assessment of the potential mobilisation of low
concentrations of lead or other heavy metals has been undertaken. Bio accumulation of mobilised
lead and other heavy metals by terrestrial, freshwater and or marine organisms and eventual
transfer to the human population has not been highlighted. The EES describes large volumes of
material to be excavated both at the receiving site and along the pipeline. Eventually mobilise heavy
metals even in low to very low concentrations would report to Western Port Bay and classic bio
accumulators such as filter feeders.
The whole assessment and management of acid sulphate soils falls well short of being acceptable
and is not even on the same page as the AGL HSE Policy commitment of minimising harm to the
environment and Vision of zero harm to the environment. It in no way meets the assessment criteria
of minimising impacts. The only thing minimised appears to be the sampling, testing, analysis and
site-specific management controls. I have seen presentations on acid sulphate management to this
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low quality in the past, but it is was back in the mid 1980’s and the site went on to have large
problems.

Chapter 16 Safety, Hazard and Risk - how can you say zero harm to people and risk minimised
when it views everything in isolation?

Chapter 16 openly admits the hazard, risks and safety analysis is a work in progress and will be
finalised when the design is completed.
The company seeks to get approval for a project and processes that are not finalised, and the risks
are not understood. How can the EES be approved when the details of the project are not able to be
detailed and thus assessed? It is not possible for an approval to conclude that risks have been
minimised unless all key aspects and impacts of the project are detailed.
The trust us we will work with another regulator and take care of the detail is not acceptable. After
all confident statements from engineers that the hazards are low and acceptable worked well for the
Esso Longford terminal in Victoria?
The public need full transparency in the detail of what is being proposed and what the risks are. The
AGL HSE Policy states “4. Consult and work collaboratively with our employees, contractors and the
community on HSE issues. Better Together”. However, the trust us we will sort out the detail with
another regulator when we decide on the full detail is clearly not consistent with the AGL Policy.
How can the recommending panel decide without the full detail?
Chapter 16 claims there have been no major incidents with gas shipping or loss of an LNG cargo for
over 50 years. Well that is all well and good but the EES also includes and unloading, piping and
processing facility not just shipping. The reassurance provided does not anywhere near cover the
activities in the EES. All a little to glossy rather than substance? Remember Esso Longford 1998!
Leading up to the year 2000 there was much worry about Y2K causing the melt down of computerbased activities. The year 2000 falls within the 50 years quoted by the EES Chapter 16 for no major
LNG shipping incidents. Leading up to clicking over to the year 2000 the massive Western Australian
Gas Shipping tankers were sent to sea to park up mid ocean. This was done just in case Y2K caused
them to malfunction and explode – pers comm trainee officer on one of the tankers.
So, we have a case in the EES of a poorly defined facility with quoted reassurance around shipping
not processing terminals and a claim the risks are acceptable. If a major gas shipping company could
not provide acceptable risk around ships in port leading up to the year 2000 how is it possible for the
ESS to claim acceptable risk around an undefined facility and no reference to the processing facility
in the cover all reassurance.
If one narrows the description of a facility closely enough then it can usually be claimed that facilities
of that nature have an exceptional safety record. What if the description is broadened? Well while
being oil, not gas, the Deepwater Horizon is the stereotype of disaster when things go wrong in the
energy sector. When systems are not absolutely followed, there is laxity in following requirements of
key policies, and a general glossing over of key elements you can easily end up with world scale
fatalities and environmental catastrophe.
The Esso Longford disasters, just down the road, is an even more local example.
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In the case of AGL we have a facility near a world class listed Ramsar site, near a regional population
centre, an EES that does not align with the companies own SHE Policy, an EES which has been shown
to not minimise environmental impacts and a partly developed engineering plan. AGL want you the
review panel to make a positive recommendation on this basis!!
Chapter 16 describes several risks, controls and responses/plans that will be developed. Details of
existing emergency service facilities and the required emergency services for a major incident at the
facility were not provided. Where is the gap analysis and plan to close that gap? This onedimensional assessment is a critical missing element and is needed for a proper assessment to be
made.
However, the real world is far more complex than one dimensional. Put aside the fact that true
safety hazards and risk cannot be assessed because of the lack of engineering detail available. There
is no cumulative or over lapping risk assessment presented in Chapter 16 and it is critically needed to
allow a valid assessment to be made.
In 2020 we have had massive bush fires stretching emergency services to the limit. A Pandemic
taking medical and other facilities to breaking point. What would happen if there was a major
explosion/fires at the oil terminal in Westernport bay and all emergency services were called to this,
the bushfires and a major road trauma cause by bushfire smoke. While all this happens the AGL
facility suffers a catastrophic failure along its pipeline and at the processing facility. There are
extensive pre-existing hazards and risks that have not been included in the risk assessment and this
invalidates the risk assessment description in Chapter 16.
The Panel should take a moment and consider that the King Street Bridge was not meant to fail, but
it did. The Westgate Bridge was not meant to fail, but it did. The Tasman bridge in Hobart was never
meant to be hit by a ship and collapse but it did. These bridges we all not doubt thought had the
best engineers and were all deemed safe and were nowhere near as complex or hazardous as the
AGL Facility.
Without full details of the facility the true hazards and risks of the AGL facility cannot be assessed.
Without a cumulative hazard and risk assessment the true risks and hazards cannot be determined
and or assessed. The AGL facility would not operate in isolation. It is not possible to assess the real
risk of the facility because much detail has been left to non-transparent processes the public cannot
comment on and the cumulative hazards and risk have not been assessed. This is no basis for
approval of the EES.
Chapter 18 Social – layout the red carpet you are going to love us, mmmm NO!

Section 18.6 notes that construction accommodation will be sourced from various surrounding
communities and this will minimise construction traffic.
Construction workers tend to be highly paid relative to agricultural workers and other small business
workers. It is very conceivable that there will be pressure for rental properties and a subsequent big
upward pressure on the price of rental properties. This will cause locals on lower incomes to be
forced out of their rental properties by landlords seeking better returns from higher rents. The locals
could well be force out of the community by the need to find a place to live. This will be devasting to
the individual and see a long-term decline in cohesiveness of the community when the construction
workers leave.
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None of these desperately sensitive items are touched on in Chapter 18. These circumstances
around rental properties are very real and repeated time and time in small towns where resource
project get developed. Long term locals become displaced from their homes and community for
short-term gains by landlords. I still remember when the then CEO of a Major Mining Company
arrived into Charters Towers Queensland in the 1980’s only to find the Mayor being quoted all
across the local Paper “WE DON’T WANT ANOTHER GOLD RUSH - LOCALS FORCED OUT”. It was a bit
perplexing to the CEO whose company was sponsoring every social program in town along with
renovating a gorgeous old heritage house.
The issue of locals being able to access rental accommodation and preventing community
dislocation is not addresses. The only things that is noted is the local spend and less traffic miles.
What of the long term locals that will be displaced from their long term rentals? This is a critical
failing in the assessment and should see the EES rejected.
Another guaranteed problem with the arrival of a construction crew and then the operations crew
all earning way above the local average wages is what I call the Hookers and Cocaine problem. You
would also have ship crews arriving. Well above average wages temporary work location and high
finances and the “need” will be met by both legal and illegal prostitution. This does not get a
mention but will be a very real impact. With prostitution often comes organised crime for both legal
and illegal operators. The high disposable income can very often find an outlet into higher end drugs
- cocaine.
However, the issue of construction is not just limited to Hookers and Cocaine. Other drugs usually
get a good run. Steroids and other performance enhancing drugs often get a good run with
construction crews doing heaving engineering. How does one know – ask your local Pharmacist. The
sale of self-test drug tests will go through the roof. Demand for large bore hypodermic needles will
go up. The small-bore needles for insulin (or heroin) don’t work with the thick viscous steroids. I
have been speaking to the same pharmacist for over 30 years and trust her information – after all I
am married to her.
All of this can lead to tension between locals and the construction crews and operating crews in
social setting (pubs) that can lead to “them and us” pubs and or outbreaks of violence. This was not
addressed in the social section Chapter 18.
Where was all this discussion, risk assessment and plans that would be put in place to manage these
nasty impacts. They weren’t and this should see the EES rejected for failing to identify a range of
critical social issues and manage them.
No plans mean they have not been minimised. They have actually be ignored. This means they fail
the EES assessment criteria and the AGL HSE Policy.
Chapter 23 Climate Change Risks- the paradox is mind blowing

Chapter 23 of the EES describes a process and outcomes of a Climate Change risk assessment
applied to the proposed facilities. Mention is made of greenhouse gasses, CSIRO Studies, Australian
Bureau of Meteorology data, the IPCC reports and studies.
The one thing all these reports and studies agree on is that the emission of man-made greenhouse
gases is causing potentially catastrophic climate change that will harm the environment and the
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human population. Unless people have been living under a rock for the past 20 years, I do not need
to detail the risks and impacts. They should be taken as knowns.
Both the AGL SHE Policy and the EES Guidelines require impacts to assessed in terms of being
minimised. The aspects and impacts are gas burning, whether it be scope 1,2, 3 emissions, and the
release of dangerous Carbon Dioxide that will accelerate catastrophic man-made climate change.
One would expect, actually demand of a company committed to a Vision of Zero Harm to People and
the Environment and a commitment to prevent harm to people and minimise harm to the
environment in their SHE policy to enact this in their projects.
Countless Government bodies, non-government bodies, international organisations and researchers
say burning gas will in the short and long term contribute to catastrophic man mad climate change
with harm to both the environment and people.
So building and operating gas import facility that promotes gas use can only cause harm to people
and the environment in clear contravention of the AGL SHE Policy and need for the EES to minimise
harm. This is just a recurring conflict that has been detailed that causes fatal flaws in the EES
because it is inconsistent with key AGL Policies and does not minimise impacts required by EES
assessment.
But one might hear people cry that we need gas and dangerous greenhouse gas emission in the
medium term are ok. Do we?
What could be done for a similar capital and operating cost, including GHG externalised costs in
terms of wind or solar energy backed by batteries?
There is a massive load of organic waste available in centralised locations across Victoria. It arrives at
sewage plants as undigested effluent and solid organic waste heading to landfill. All these get
disposed of with C02 emissions from sewage treatment plants or intermediate methane emission
from landfills that impact climate change with no value add to the community.
An option that would be consistent with the AGL HSE Policy would be a project that:
1) Had additional Wind Farms and Solar Generation backed by large capacity batteries
2) Coincident research and process engineering to concentrate the organic load from sewage
to a point suitable for anaerobic digestion and methane production and distribution
3) Coincident research into sorting and processing technology to remove and process organic
waste going to landfill and incorporate into the sewage methane generating process.
The result would be gas as an energy source with a GHG signature that would be entirely offset by
the emissions that would have otherwise occurred and gone to waste in traditional landfill disposal
and aerobic sewage treatment. It would score very high on the waste hierarchy in terms of reuse
and waste to energy and remove a very large quantity of material from disposal element of the
hierarchy (to landfill) – win win win and all consistent with the AGL SHE Policy and the assessment
requirements of the EES. The greatly extended life of landfills and sewage treatment plants would
have large benefits with less miles travelled for disposal of solid waste and less land required for
new sewage facilities. Prime developments sites would be available adjacent to existing disposal
sites reducing the approval process and impacts.
Instead we have a Board level commitment of a vision for zero harm to people and environment and
a commitment to prevent harm to people and minimise harm to the environment. At the same time
the business applying to be issued a permit to burns fossil fuels that do so much harm to people and
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the environment. I can only imagine a case where the AGL SHE Policy is consistent with the EES if
AGL do not believe in manmade catastrophic climate change.

Risk Assessment Attachment III – view from the outer milky way nothing looks significant!
The risk assessment criteria presented in Attachment III all but guarantee that there will be no to
extremely few VERY HIGH ratings. The description of the various consequence criteria at the more
severe end are written in a way that all but guarantee few to Nil VERY HIGH Risk Ratings. The deck
appears to be loaded.
For example, Table 2 page 7 of Attachment III contains qualitative descriptors for the level of risk.
•

•

When on steps from Negligible to Minor for the environment consequence the descriptors
of consequence stay at a constant local level and the impact timing changes from nil to short
term and reversable. A minor change in time of the impact but no change in the size of the
geographic area impacted. One could describe this as a linear increase in consequences.
When one steps from Major to Severe consequence the time of the consequence goes from
long term to irreversible while at the same time the distribution of the consequence goes
from local to regional or great scale. Here we have both a geographic distribution increase
and a time increase. This is an exponential increase which is further exacerbated by the fact
that both the size of the timing step is extremely large and the step size for the geographic
area is also extremely large. This creates what I call a “double exponential” effect all which is
totally inconsistent with the one dimensional small steps for the change for the lower two
consequence descriptor.

Table 1 Appendix A Attachment III contains the consequence criteria for various Aspects.
When one examines the criteria for Hydrology you find a Major Consequence has of local geographic
impact and a significantly compromised river health. However, the Severe consequence descriptors
Steps up to both a regional geographic spread and irreversible impact on river health. Like the more
general consequence table this provides a “double exponential” increase that is not reflected in the
changes from the lowest to second lowest consequence criteria. At the lower end the changes are
linear at the upper end they are “double exponential”.
If you examine the consequence descriptors for Agriculture and Major consequence, they include
large areas, some higher value land and temporary loss. The Severe descriptors is large area of
higher value land, and permanent loss. Again a “double exponential” putting an unacceptable biased
into the whole risk assessment system.
The outcome of the above biased process is that it makes it extremely hard to generate Very High
Risk Ratings and this has the effect of artificially driving down the risk profile of the project. The
process will generate great granularity at the low risk ratings but at the maximum consequence it is
far too biased to allow effective risk identification and management.
A fatal flaw in the consequence descriptors is there is no recognition of mental health issues in locals
caused by the construction and operation of the facility. It is very briefly and obliquely touched on in
the body of the report.
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The descriptors are all very rectilinear box head scientific engineering and fail to have the required
humanity of a modern project recognising Mental Health and addressing this in the consequence
table. This is a big failing and leaves significant risks unaddressed. After all mental health impacts are
a real harm to people and the AGL HSE Policy commits to “prevent harm to our people, our
customers and the community” This is a big failing of the risk assessment process. The issue has not
bene dealt with so can in no way be claimed to have been minimised.
The issue of mental health impacts in risk assessment has been recognised for many decades. A
traditional old-fashioned risk assessment rates the likelihood and consequence to generate a risk
rating – RISK = LIKLIHOOD X CONSEQUENCE – all very clinical, non-human and technical.
A second risk assessment needs to be undertaken. This time RISK = OUTRAGE X LIKLIHOOD. This
adds the human mental health element. Global expert in this area Peter Sandman has been
presenting and training in this area for decades. It is incredible that a company like AGL with all its
human focused Policies has produced a risk assessment where this is ignored.
Put in more simple terms when viewed from the outer Milky Way the project site is insignificant.
However, to the locals living in the area and many others the area is highly valuable and needs
accurately assessing and protecting.
When examining the detail risk register under the various subject areas the following can be seen.
•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

GHG – there is no risk assessed for the use of the gas produced/ sold. Where are the risks
associated with Scope 3 emissions and some even minor sense or product stewardship and
or extended producer responsibility?
Odour is way underestimated and not assessed properly. Once sensitised people become
highly reactive and exponential decreases are required to manage the issue effectively.
There is a time-based element in the assessment that is ignored. The critical element is the
fact that over time people become sensitised to odour and steady as you go operations will
not address the issue.
Noise is way underestimated and not assessed properly– once sensitised people become
highly reactive and exponential decrease are required to manage the issue effectively. There
is a time-based element in the assessment that is ignored. This critical element is the fact
that over time people become sensitised to noise and steady as you go operation will not
address the issue.
Traffic during construction leading to a fatality of a local resident and major long-term
reputational damage and community opposition to the operation is not represented as a
risk. This is very real and will dog the facility for its entire life. The failure to recognise the
real issue shows that a comprehensive Risk assessment has not occurred.
The discharge of cooler water is in part assigned a control of velocity to increase mixing. The
1970’s idea of dilution is the solution to pollution is so outdated and unacceptable that it is
shocking to see it used in 2020.
Marine ecology protection in many risk name items is assigned to protection via dilution.
The 1970’s idea of dilution is the solution to pollution is so outdated and unacceptable that
it is shocking to see it use in 2020
Where are the contaminants in the operational water discharge covered in the risk
assessment?
Where is the social risk previously described as “hookers & cocaine” and displacement of
locals from rental properties covered.
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•

Where are the environmental risks from catastrophic failure of the plant, major bunker oil
spill from ships and the like. These could devastate the Ramsar wetlands and local
environment in an instant and be irreparable.

The total destruction of the Ramsar wetland, from say a major oil spill from a tanker, could be
classed as a local impact under the consequence descriptors making it all but impossible to gain a
VERY HIGH Risk rating. I doubt if bulk of people outside the project would agree. If the risk
assessment fails this type of “Pub Test” then the process has critical process problems.
The included risk assessment is all very one dimensional and unacceptable. The following disasters
no doubt did not just happen due to one failed risk control
•
•
•
•

Recent Rio Tinto destruction of high value heritage sites in WA 2020
The BHP tailings Dam disaster in Brazil 2019
BP’s Deepwater Horizon 2010
Esso Longford 1998

A highly complex facility requires a highly sophisticated risk assessment. The complexity of the
facility means that there is an aggregation of risk that could lead to High to Very High Risks that have
not been recognised. As an absolute minimum and multiplier to all risks should be applied to
likelihood to recognise the complexity of the facility and aggregated risk. Without this the risk
assessment assumes the risk all but, and unnaturally, exist in isolation from each other. When the
double exponential criteria effect is also removed then a legitimate risk assessment could be
produced.

INBALANCED IMPACTS AND BENEFITS

As discussed above the applied for environment harm in the EES needs to be balance by the benefits
of the project over many years.
Some of the stated benefits in the EES include downward pressure on gas prices and improved
reliability of supply. The EES guarantees environmental harm, in conflict with the AGL HSE Policy, but
does not guarantee benefits.
One only need to look at the Australian North West Shelf and the multi billion dollar gas facility
Santos has that is in mothballs to see that project deliverables that are not guaranteed are highly
risky. There are no guarantees that the proposed facility, if approved, will not become a rusting hulk
within years as the gas supply market or other energy markets rapidly change.
The ESS states that there will be downward pressure on gas prices. How nice this sounds but delivers
nothing. The negative environmental and social impacts would be guaranteed but benefits are all
couched in, might, possibly, maybe. There is no guarantee to supply gas to retail and industrial users
at say 15% below AGL’s lowest cost competitor. There is no guarantee that the facility will operate
no matter what for say 30 years.
The failure to lock in the benefits while guaranteeing negative impacts shows that the whole risk
assessment/balancing has failed.
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•
•

•

•
•

The individual risk management around acid sulphate soils has been shown to be lacking in
rigor in Chapter 10. As described, it will not effectively manage the risk of acid sulphate soils.
The safety risk assessment in Chapter 16 is highly lacking. It is based on unacceptably
incomplete data and does not recognise or account for other hazards and risk that may/will
impact any emergency response from them.
Chapter 18 totally fails to identify and manage key social risks that can tear a small local
community apart including wage disparity, drugs, prostitution, organised crime, fair house
rental for locals…
The way Chapter 23 address climate change and the positions promoting the use of gas is
highly worrying and inconsistent with the AGL SHE Policy
The risk assessment process is totally linear and biased against high risk ratings to an
unacceptable degree

Other chapters have not been reviewed but the track record is not impressive.
The macro risk balancing and mitigation is a total fail. The negative impacts are guaranteed but the
benefits are only a maybe/possibly/might happen. All this in an energy sector shown to have been
highly volatile and subject to ‘cowboy” operators.
At a micro level the risk assessment process is flawed and too biased to be consider for approval.

CONCLUSION

When:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The negative impacts are guaranteed,
The benefits are only a maybe
There is a total imbalance between benefits that may or may not happen and guaranteed
harm
The proponent is out of compliance with their own Policies
There is a broad track record of catastrophic incidents around the world when operations
occur out of compliance with internal and public commitments
The four chapters reviewed have critical failings
The risk assessment process is too biased
There is a good track record of rusting hulks around Australian associated with the Gas
industry

There is a clear case to invoke the precautionary principle – “lack of scientific certainty should not
prevent action being taken”. In this case the lack of economic certainty should also be included with
the “lack of scientific certainty” element and the action should be to reject the proposal.
When one looks at the
•
•
•
•

Recent Rio Tinto destruction of high value heritage sites in WA 2020
The BHP tailings Dam disaster in Brazil 2019
BP’s Deepwater Horizon 2010
Esso Longford 1998
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They show what can happen when Words Typed and Actions taken don’t line up and it is truly
devastating and unacceptable.
Even the slightest divergence between publicly stated policies and what is presented in the EES
should see the Panel reject the proposal. It is not worth the risk!
In a sector beset with cowboy operators only the very best and totally consistent operators should
be approved to operate.
When the AGL EES does not even do what its key HSE Policy requires it to do what chance is there
that the actual construction and operation will be aligned with the EES and Statutory requirements.
The EES is a statement of the quality and commitment by the proponent not just a box ticking
exercise.
The project should not be trusted to enforcement actions down the track to try to get acceptable
outcomes.
I encourage the Panel to not just focus on the micro local issues but first make the AGL EES pass a
macro review.
I believe I have shown the AGL EES to fail this macro and micro review and the project should be
rejected.

A Little Hypothetical Role Play

Imagine a Senior AGL Company officer standing in front of you all well prepared with key messages.
Actually, will it be the highest in the Company or some consultant/lawyer?
You put them on the spot and say your EES is inconsistent with the AGL HSE Policy. They might give
you a well-practiced studious look, say thank for the question and then launch into a great positive
story around gas supply, benefits, and their absolute commitment to doing the right thing. They may
even say we have made mistakes in the past but have addressed these and now are very clear on
their approach and how they operate.
You look at them again and ask but surely you can see the inconsistency with your Policy and the
EES. They might give another studious look and reuse the same 3 key messages in a different order.
You get a bit frustrated and insist they address the inconsistency with the Vision of ZERO Harm to
the environment and the EES in front of you. AGL might then suggest that aspirational and current
objectives can be different but if you looked at the detail the EES was consistent with all the HSE
Policy.
Your head spins.
You go down another path and ask if there were any limits on the meaning of minimise in the HSE
Policy because no qualifiers are in the Policy. AGL might say it is not a case of setting in concrete
limits of what good things we might do, we are fully committed to BEST practice.
You ask don’t you mean BETTER Practice or GOOD practice and if not what is your definition of BEST
practice.
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You then say that the West Gate Bridge failure, Kings Street Bridge failure, the ship running into the
Tasman bridge in Hobart, the Esso Longford fire, the BP Deepwater Horizon explosion, the BHP
Tailings Dan Failure in Brazil and the destruction of high value heritage sites by Rio Tinto in WA are
all assumed to be examples of people not doing what was written down as the right things to do.
You then ask if AGL cannot even get the EES matching the AGL SHE Policy what hope is there that
AGL follow critical written safety and environment control documents? You may well get a reply
along the lines that they are not good examples, they are not applicable examples, we are a very
different organisation (what track record do they have) blah blah blah.
As part of the role play you ask the person answer to “do you believe that the EES achieves zero
harm and that the EES is fully aligned with the HSE Policy of unqualified minimisation of
environmental harm. Just before they answer ask them to finish their answer with YOUR HONOUR!
Does focus the ideas of the person answering this type of “role play”. Been there done that. All good
fun.
My point is that unqualified terms such as ZERO Harm, and MINIMISE in company Policies are a
good 10-15 years out of date language. Victorians and residents around the proposed facility
deserve the transparency of up to date meaningful language, associated approach and guaranteed
benefits and impacts. Stakeholders deserve substance not window dressing.
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My name is Kelly-Anne Twist and I live in the Westernport Bay area and teach Chemistry at
a local High School. I am also the parent of two young children and our family enjoys the
beaches and wetlands of Westernport Bay.
Thank you for this opportunity to voice my concern about the environmental impact of the
proposed Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a number of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form. The issue that
concerns me most is the negative impact of methane production and use on climate change.
A large focus of VCE Chemistry is a consideration of our options for energy production. As an
educator and informed resident, I feel I must object to any proposal to prolong and increase
methane production and use.
Atmospheric levels of greenhouse gases have risen dramatically since the Industrial
Revolution in the 1950s and have caused global warming. Methane is a greenhouse gas that
absorbs more heat energy than carbon dioxide and has a Global Warming Potential (GWP)
28-36 times higher than carbon dioxide i. The increased intensity and duration of the
Victorian bushfire season is one result of local increases in weather temperature. AGL
intends to import methane from Queensland. Methane production in Queensland is partly
from hydraulic fracking of coal seam gas. This process has been banned in Victoria due to
risks of contamination of ground water. This process has also been linked to increased in
atmospheric methane gas as methane is leaked and/or vented during capture ii.
Have AGL provided clear details about the estimated leakage of methane gas along their
proposed pipeline, or their intended efforts to offset this leakage in some way? How is AGL
justifying the import of methane production from fracking?
Methane gas combustion produces carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas. The EES submitted by
AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for gas in Victoria.
Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030
through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent
report written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government
policies Victoria could meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas
import terminals like that proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower
energy costs for consumers and reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case
even when a lot of our electricity is generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper
and less polluting as more of our electricity is generated through renewables. The high
winter and low summer gas consumption in Victoria means that a new pipeline may only be
required to supply Victoria for 3-4 months of the year based on forecast production. This
may make the economics of a new pipeline challenging if utilisation cannot be increasediii.
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 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. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being
subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. If
the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.

Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being
drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.
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,
Kelly-Anne Twist

i

https://www epa gov/ghgemissions/understanding-global-warming-potentials

ii https://tinyurl.com/y68hk2k7

iii

https://www.aemo.com.au//media/Files/Gas/National Planning and Forecasting/VGPR/2019/2019-VGPR-FullReport.pdf
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My name is Abhikash Sivabalan and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Its not about the place, its about whats happening and this is messed up and
shouldnt happen no matter where you are. Just caring for the environment because
this needs to be stopped. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the
environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions
in Victoria. Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and
physical health of the communities who access them. The potential loss of nature
and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental
grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can
detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive
exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households
can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution
can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia.
People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern
Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a
Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and
be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland.
This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands are
among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland
is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands
should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals
rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468
million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a
disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how
this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of
the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful
in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and
the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this
proposal should not continue. The electricity generation sector will play a key
role in the transition away from fossil fuels. Renewable energy has become the
cheapest alternative for new power production. This holds true even when
renewables are backed with 6 hours of storage to guarantee that renewable energy
can be delivered when required according to the Australian Energy Market Operator
and CSIRO. The fact that firmed renewables will displace gas is becoming
increasingly accepted in the energy markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian
GPG annual consumption forecast for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that
gas consumption will be dramatically below what was previously thought due to a
higher penetration of renewables than previously forecast. Small marine organisms
which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish eggs -

would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels
far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a
billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife. Thank you
once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the
negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable.
There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to
ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of
Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local
community to any harm. Sincerely, Abhikash Sivabalan
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Background to our organisation:
Lighter Footprints is a local not-for-profit, organisation working towards a low carbon future.
Lighter Footprints is based in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne.
For more than 14 years we have educated ourselves and members of our local community about the
causes of, and appropriate responses to, global warming. We have more than 2,000 associates and
work with a variety of experts to inform ourselves properly and truthfully to make solid
recommendations and insights. For example, our Energy Transitions Sub-Group includes an ex CFO of a
major Gas Distributor, and an ex-Technical manager at a major Industrial Gas user.

Our stance:
We object to AGL’s proposed Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. Our objections focus
on two key aspects, 1) the economics of the project and 2) misalignment of AGL’s proposal with
legislative objectives.
Preamble
VICTORIA’s “Climate Change Act 2017”:
The Parliament of Victoria recognises on behalf of the people of Victoria that the international
community has reached agreement to hold the global average temperature increase to well
below 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the
temperature increase to 1.5 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels. 1

ECONOMIC IMPACTS
The question here is, “what problems are we trying to solve?”
• Do we have a gas supply shortage?
• On what timeframe will it become a problem? Can this be solved by reducing Demand?
• What other economic factors should be taken into account for the broad Victorian economy
rather than narrow interests of AGL shareholders?
o Gas price forecasts?
o Energy security?
o Jobs in the Victorian economy?
1

https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/climate-and-environment/2015-parisclimate-conference-cop21/cop21-the-paris-agreement-in-four-key-points/
1

Comments:
1. Gas prices will continue to rise, whereas electricity prices will continue to fall.
The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) has recently released the final version of its Integrated
System Plan (ISP), where a ‘step change’ scenario now shows the plan to achieve 94% renewables by
2040. Among the key messages in the ISP plan are that gas prices and network costs will continue to
increase, while cots of battery costs and renewables will continue to fall. It says "Australia is on track to
experience the fastest energy transition in the world"2.
2. Demand can be economically reduced (so that existing supply is sufficient):
Northmore Gordon3 recently conducted a detailed study to assess the potential 10-year Victorian gas
supply shortfall. They found that:
“A constant gas demand between 2020 and 2030 was modelled. Our analysis found that, on an annual
basis, there is enough supply capacity in Victoria until 2027, however from 2027 until 2030 there is a
shortfall of between 26 PJ and 85 PJ”.
Northmore Gordon then assessed the potential for Victoria to reduce gas demand over that same
period to determine if demand could be economically reduced so that supply exceeded demand. They
found that:
“On an annual basis, the potential avoided gas consumption from these measures (98 to 113 PJ) is
greater than the forecast shortfall facing Victoria (26 to 85 PJ).
Table 4 in the Northmore Gordon report, shows that the residential sector alone accounts for about 93
PJ/year. This indicates that government policy aimed at transitioning the residential sector alone has
the capacity to satisfy existing demand.

Two initiatives in the residential area would drive the required demand reduction:
• Convert from gas space-heating to electric reverse-cycle air-conditioners
• Convert from gas water heating, to electric heat pump and/or solar hot water
3. Economics of Electric space-heating and electric hot water:
There has been limited work done to assess the economics of these initiatives in the Residential sector.
A study by the Alternative Technology Association (ATA) in July 20184, found that for:

2

2020 Integrated System Plan (ISP), Australian Energy Market Operator.
https://aemo.com.au/en/energy-systems/major-publications/integrated-system-plan-isp/2020-integratedsystem-plan-isp
3
“Victorian Gas Market – Demand Side Measures to Avoid Forecast Supply Shortfall”, Northmore Gordon, 23,
March 2020.
4
“Household Fuel Choice in the National Energy Market” Final Report (revised), Alternative Technology
Association, July 2018.
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New Homes – “The major finding of this study, is that by choosing an all-electric home with solar PV, a
new home buyer will be in the order of $9k to $18k better off over 10 years, as compared with
establishing that home as dual fuel (i.e. electricity and gas) without solar”.
Existing homes - The ATA model found that when a home only has one gas appliance, it is always better
to replace it (when it is due for replacement) with an efficient electric one, in all circumstances and
locations (in Australia).
The situation is more nuanced if an existing home has more than one gas appliance and one of them
fails. Depending on whether a gas hot water system has failed, or a gas ducted heating system has
failed, and then depending on the size of the household, results are marginal for switching to electric
versus staying with gas.
The ATA Report points out that “the end result of households basing appliance replacement fuel choice
on economic benefit is ultimately for most households to switch away from gas (whether all at once, or
one at a time)”.
But the ATA Report makes the point that Government intervention will be required to offset up-front
capital cost, in order to achieve reduced long-term running costs, for most owners and landlords.
Additional economic benefits accrue through use of above-mentioned air-conditioning;
• Reverse-cycle air conditioners: - can be utilised in summer months as well for cooling
• Jobs:o Retail jobs for the sale of air-conditioners, hot water units and solar hot water.
o Tradespeople for installation of aircon/space-heaters
o A recent report by the Australia Institute5 found the gas industry provides few jobs, pays
little tax and would lock in decades of high emissions and high energy prices. The gas
industry provides around 1/8th as many jobs per dollar spent as the average for all
Australian industries.
Other macro-economic factors need to be taken into account in a broader context. Importing gas by sea
from the USA or the Middle East or elsewhere:
• Drives jobs offshore
• Negatively impacts Australia’s ‘Balance-of-Trade’ account
• Fails to build energy-sector jobs in installing efficient appliances, as well as the renewables
electricity sector that powers these types of appliances.
• Fails to build good jobs in a resilient economy for future generations
• Lowers energy security domestically (heightens reliance on other countries)
• Fails to account for shipping risks associated with geo-political tensions that may arise. For
example, Political and Trade tensions between the USA and China, in shipping routes like the
South China Sea and the Straits of Hormuz (controlled by Iran and Oman).
As well, Covid-19 and the contemplation of local resilience dictates that good governance requires
greater consideration of the benefits to jobs and emissions of a ‘transition from gas to electricity’.
Effects of Covid-19 on un-employment mean we should pause and analyse any expansion proposals of
energy import infrastructure. The case has not been made that this project needs to happen in the next
3 years. By say mid-2022, if gas demand has continued to fall, and jobs have been created by switching
appliances to electric and installing solar PV, then the need for increased Supply may well have been
avoided.

5

https://www.tai.org.au/sites/default/files/P908 Gas-fired backfire %5Bweb%5D_0.pdf (Australian Institute)
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Conclusion
There are two powerful arguments against this development. Economics……. and Legislation.
In Economic terms, gas prices are rising, while electricity prices are falling.
We should re-frame the AGL Proposal from a gas Supply shortage in 2028 - to the need to reducing
Demand for gas. Gas demand can be reduced by the Victorian Government creating incentives and
settings for the Residential sector to switch space-heating and hot water to electric. This is more
economic for all households over the longer term. And this will create 8 times more jobs in our
economy than importing gas.
We are seeing the climate effects already from increased greenhouse gases (GHG’s). Bushfires to name
but one. We must hit Legislated Climate Change targets including 50% reduction in GHG’s by 2030. The
AGL Proposal would increase GHG’s and make Victoria’s emissions reduction task more difficult and
more expensive.
This is not the time to ignore our responsibility to our greenhouse gas reduction Legislation and targets,
or our economy. This is not the time to drive jobs offshore.
Now is the time to build a clean economy, in a clean environment, for all generations.
Thank you for providing Lighter Footprints with the opportunity to make this submission.

6
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My name is Fergus Pilgrim and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I have spent my whole life in Westernport Bay. As a child and now I relish going to
the beach and seeing dolphins and other aquatic life. It is a very special place to me
and I hope that many more will get to enjoy it also.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
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.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other
marine mammals. The EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at
1-in-2500 per year. Using their own figures the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This
means a 1-in-16 chance over the proposed 20-year lifespan. It is likely that these
numbers are conservative because the number of whales observed with injuries
consistent with ship strike is higher than the number of strikes reported by shipping
operators. The conclusion that a ship strike would have a low consequence to the
visiting Southern Right whale population is inconsistent with the Conservation
Management Plan for Southern Right whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. would
be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria
can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or
the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Fergus Pilgrim
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My name is SAMANTHA THOMSON 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.
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 EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for gas in
Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030 through
using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent report written by energy
consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies Victoria could meet its energy needs
without new gas including new gas fields or gas import terminals like that proposed by AGL for
Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy costs for consumers and reduce emissions under
most scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our electricity is generated by fossil fuels but will
become even cheaper and less polluting as more of our electricity is generated through renewables.

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

