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My name is Daryl Gordon and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It is a beautiful natural relatively un spoilt environment we use it to walk beside,
surf and swim in, and to just sit with and watch the world go by
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.
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,
Daryl Gordon
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To start my submission, I can do no better than quote the 25 professors and
eminent climate scientists who published a letter on 24 August 2020 to Australia’s
Chief Scientist Alan Finkel. Their conclusion was “the time has passed for any new
fossil fuel infrastructure, including the proposed expansion of the gas industry in
Australia. All types of fossil fuels, including gas, contribute to climate change and all
must be phased out as quickly as possible to meet the Paris Agreement targets,
helping to keep Australians safe now and into the future.” The professors’
arguments [see my submission] are sound reasons for rejecting development of any
new natural gas proposals, including the entire AGL Crib Point proposal. We must
stop building fossil fuel projects that drive the climate crisis and threaten our
livelihood and environment. AGL’s proposal to build a gas import terminal is entirely
inconsistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate. The massive
bushfires in 2019/2020 were caused by climate change, that is, change induced by
human activities including the massive combustion of fossil fuels and resulting
production of ‘greenhouse gases’. Climate change has caused an average global
temperature increase of 1.1 degrees Celsius. Unless we stop emissions from fossil
fuels, we will cause several degrees C of warming by the end of the century, making
the Earth uninhabitable! Gas is not a safe transition fuel. Leakage of methane during
extraction and transmission means gas is actually comparable with coal in producing
greenhouse gases. As fossil fuels - especially gas – and agriculture contribute equally
to methane emissions, it is appalling that any government or business would
contemplate adding further to this terrifying trajectory! Instead of investing in soonto-be stranded assets, corporations like AGL should invest more in renewables and
supporting consumers to move away from gas. The energy sector must follow the
National Farmers Federation and massively reduce emissions by 2030 and achieve
net zero emissions well before 2050, for the planet to remain habitable. If the AGL
project proceeds, inevitably Victorians would pay inflated prices for a temporary
energy supply and more severe climate change impacts. It is totally inappropriate to
build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of an internationally
significant wetland. The proposed dumping of large volumes of chlorinated
wastewater into Westernport Bay must be prevented! Gas explosions are not rare.
Many result in multiple deaths. Gas is explosive and inherently dangerous; the
floating terminal would have major associated risks. It is not acceptable for an oil
spill to be not fully addressed in the EES. AGL should investigate this risk and
mitigation options in more detail. Importing and burning more gas will make climate
change worse. Renewable energy sources are the only solution to our future needs.

Submission to Proposed AGL Gas Import Terminal and
Pipeline at Crib Point EES
1. Professors’ Letter to Chief Scientist Alan Finkel, 24 Aug 2020
To start my submission, I can do no better than quote the 25 professors and eminent
climate scientists who published a letter on 24 August 2020 to Australia’s Chief Scientist
Alan Finkel. See:
https://www.smh.com.au/environment/climate-change/australia-s-chief-scientist-is-wrong-on-gassay-leading-experts-20200824-p55oty.html

If we are to meet the Paris Agreement to limit global warming, the letter says, “there is no
role for an expansion of the gas industry.”
“The undeniable conclusion from this analysis is that the time has passed for any
new fossil fuel infrastructure, including the proposed expansion of the gas industry
in Australia. All types of fossil fuels, including gas, contribute to climate change and
all must be phased out as quickly as possible to meet the Paris Agreement targets,
helping to keep Australians safe now and into the future.”
“There are multiple lines of evidence to support our position on gas:
⦁ We are already committed to a temperature rise of 1.3C or 1.4C from past
greenhouse gas emissions, primarily from the combustion of coal, oil and gas. At this
point it would take a global social, political and technological miracle to keep the
world under 1.5C
⦁ Exceeding even 1.5C will have escalating impacts on Australia.
⦁ The combustion of natural gas is now the fastest growing source of carbon dioxide
to the atmosphere, the most important greenhouse gas driving climate change.
⦁ Global methane emissions from fossil fuel sources and from agriculture are
accelerating. On a decadal timeframe, methane is a far more potent greenhouse gas
than carbon dioxide. In Australia, the rapid rise in methane emissions is due to the
expansion of the natural gas industry.
The rate of methane leakage from the full gas economy, from exploration through to
end use, has far exceeded earlier estimates.
⦁ Existing and planned fossil fuel infrastructure is more than sufficient to push the
world past 2C, pushing even the upper bounds of the Paris Agreement’s temperature
goals well out of reach.

⦁ To meet the upper Paris goal (‘well below 2C’), we must achieve net zero emissions
by 2040-2050. This requires a rapid phase-out of existing fossil fuel infrastructure,
leaving no room for expansion of the gas industry.
⦁ While in principle CCS (Carbon Capture and Storage) could extend the life of fossil
fuels -for example, for use in the production of hydrogen - CCS
technology is still far from being technologically and economically viable. The
renewable energy-based alternatives are already technologically ready, less
expensive, and more widespread, capable of delivering economic and employment
benefits across regional and rural Australia.”
All the above reasons are sound arguments for rejecting development of any new natural
gas proposals, including the entire AGL Crib Point proposal.

2. Climate Change Caused by Human Activities
From June 2019 until March 2020, Eastern Australia was ravaged by massive bushfires.
Thirty-four people were killed directly, 417 indirectly [from smoke inhalation etc]; some 18.6
million hectares and 5900 buildings were burnt.
These fires were caused by climate change: the dryness of vegetation; occurrences in
places that had never previously burnt; the rate of spread - these were unprecedented in
New South Wales and Queensland. Victoria had experienced such climate change-induced
fires earlier, with massive forest fires in 2003 and 2006. The appalling Black Saturday fires in
2009 killed 173 people and burnt 2029 houses. There were 400 fires on that day.
Again, these fires were caused by climate change, that is, climate change induced by
human activities including the massive combustion of fossil fuels and resulting production of
‘greenhouse gases’.
So far climate change has caused an average global temperature increase of 1.1
degrees Celsius. Unless we stop emissions from fossil fuels, we will cause several degrees C
of warming by the end of the century, making the Earth uninhabitable!
We must stop building fossil fuel projects that drive this climate crisis and threaten our
livelihood and environment.
AGL’s proposal to build a gas import terminal is entirely inconsistent with what we need to
do to create a safe climate.

3. Gas is not ‘safe’ transition energy
An article by Nick O’Malley in The Age on 25 August 2020 reports that gas is actually no
better than coal in terms of ‘greenhouse gas’ emissions. See:
https://www.smh.com.au/environment/climate-change/gas-is-not-transition-energy-wewere-promised-new-research-suggests-20200824-p55ovg.html

The Commonwealth Government claims that gas is preferable to coal as, on burning, gas
produces 40 to 50 per cent less carbon dioxide than coal to generate the same energy.
However natural gas is mostly composed of methane which is up to 80 times more powerful
as a ‘greenhouse gas’ than carbon dioxide.
If 3 per cent of methane escapes to the atmosphere during gas extraction and transmission,
gas is comparable with coal as a ‘greenhouse gas’, according to the US Environmental
Defence Fund. From the Age article:
“According to…..CSIRO's Global Carbon Project, at the end of 2019, methane
concentration in the atmosphere reached 1,875 parts per billion – more than 2½
times higher than pre-industrial levels. This [is] consistent with the climate warming
by a catastrophic 3-4 degrees Celsius by 2100.”
As fossil fuels - especially gas – and agriculture contribute equally to methane emissions, it is
appalling that any government or any business would contemplate adding further to this
terrifying trajectory!

4. Transition to Renewables
With steeply reducing costs of renewable energy generation and energy storage, fossil fuel
projects are not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Instead of investing
in soon-to-be stranded assets, corporations like AGL should invest more in renewables and
supporting consumers to move away from gas.
Renewable sources have become the cheapest alternative for new power production
according to the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) and CSIRO. This holds true
even when accounting for storage requirements.
That renewables will displace gas is increasingly accepted in energy markets. AEMO recently
adjusted its Victorian gas-powered generation consumption forecast for the 2014-2039
period, assuming that gas consumption will be dramatically below what was previously
thought. This is because of a higher penetration of renewables than previously forecast.
AEMO’s “2020 Integrated System Plan (ISP)”, the most sophisticated modelling effort to
analyse the cheapest way to develop our national electricity market, confirms this
trend. The ISP assumes that as coal power stations retire, they will be replaced with
renewables because the cost of wind and solar technology are the cheapest.

5. National Farmers Federation wants net zero emissions
In an article by Mike Foley in The Age on 20 August, the National Farmers Federation called
for Australia to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2050. The red meat
industry has a stronger commitment, to achieve net zero emissions by 2030. See:

https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/farmers-want-net-zero-emissions-going-further-thanmorrison-government-20200819-p55n92.html

Such targets are necessary as agriculture, fossil fuel production, and transport are major
contributors to ‘greenhouse gas’ emissions.
The energy sector must follow the NFF and massively reduce emissions by 2030 and
achieve net zero emissions well before 2050, for the planet to remain habitable.

6. Gas Price, Usage and Demand
The main driver behind the recent increases in Australian gas prices has not been an
undersupply of gas but the fact that we export most of our LNG. By doing so, we link our gas
market with international markets and historically higher international prices.
The regulatory, market and taxation failures of the North West Shelf gas fields, and recent
major price fluctuations in East Coast gas projects along with international factors, mean the
‘market’ is a distorted shambles. If this project proceeds, inevitably Victorians would pay
inflated prices for a temporary energy supply and more severe climate change impacts.
There is major potential to reduce demand for gas in Victoria, balancing gas demand and
supply with demand-side measures. According to a recent report by energy consultants
Northmore Gordon, Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by 98 to 113 petajoules by
2030 using existing technology and targeted economic support.
With the right government policies, Victoria could meet its energy needs without new gas.
We would not need new gas fields, nor gas import terminals like AGL’s proposal.

7. Westernport High-value Wetlands Need protection
Marine wetlands are highly biodiverse ecosystems, and Westernport Bay has very high
conservation value wetlands.
As a signatory to the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, Australia
has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands, that is the
maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is totally
inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of Victoria’s
most precious environments and an internationally significant wetland.

8. Toxic Wastewater Dumping Proposal
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water each
day into the Bay. They would pump this water from the Bay and use it to thaw the frozen

gas. The water would be chlorinated to destroy all living material, cooled by around 7
degrees Celsius before being dumped back.
This must be prevented!

9. Risk of Gas Fire and Explosion
The EES only has ‘preliminary assessments’ of these potentially immense impacts.
The ship-based processing plant at Crib Point, passage of gas tankers and co-docking are
inherently unsafe, given the explosive nature of the product.
In Victoria the Longford gas explosion in 1998 is precisely the type of incident that can occur
at the interface of a gas supply source and a major pipeline.
The recent ammonium nitrate explosion in Beirut indicates the possible scale and massive
damage from a large quantity of explosive material, also in a dockland setting.
Gas explosions are not rare. Some in the last 16 years were as follows:
Arkhangelsk Russia 2004, Stockline Plastics Glasgow 2004, Viareggio train Italy 2009, San
Bruno California 2010, Allentown Pennsylvania 2011, Springfield Massachusetts 2012,
Rosario Argentina 2013, Kaohsiung Taiwan 2014, Pennsville New Jersey 2015, Urk
Netherlands 2016, Silver Spring Maryland 2016, Portland Oregon 2016, Merrimack Valley
Massachusetts 2018, Prince George Canada 2018, Durham North Carolina 2019, Plantation
Florida 2019, Morogoro Tanzania 2019, Baltimore Maryland 2020. See:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gas explosion

Many of these resulted in multiple deaths. While they had various causes, they emphasize
that gas is explosive and inherently dangerous.

10. Danger from Oil Spills
The regular passage of gas tankers through Westernport substantially increases the risk of a
catastrophic shipping accident.
Although it is uncommon for ships to collide, this risk cannot be simply dismissed. We have
faced oil spills in the past such as the Iron Barron spill in Tasmania, the Ethane pipeline
event in Port Philip Bay, and numerous global incidents. An oil spill within the internationally
important Ramsar wetland of Westernport Bay could be disastrous.
It is simply not acceptable for a high-impact, low-probability event such as an oil spill to not
be fully addressed in the EES. AGL should investigate this risk and mitigation options in more
detail.

Conclusion
I agree with and support the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, many Peninsula residents,
people from Melbourne and elsewhere in Victoria and Australia in their opposition to the
AGL Gas Import Terminal and Pipeline proposal.
Importing and burning more gas will make climate change worse.
Renewable energy sources are the only solution to our future needs.

Parts of this submission are based on material prepared by Environment Victoria.

Simon Ransome

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2372

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

Malcolm Ellenport

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

\

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is Malcolm Ellenport and I care about the environment in Westernport
Bay. Westernport Bay is important because of its wetlands and related wildlife. It
also provides local residents and the wider population with an environmental
resource devoid of industrial pollution. 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
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To Whom it May Concern, I write to express my concern regarding the proposed
Crib Point gas import jetty and the gas pipeline project’s Environment Effects
Statement (EES). While the EES claims to ‘reduce potential impacts’ it falls far short
of an adequate assessment of the projects’ effect on the area. As part of the
UNESCO recognised Western Port Biosphere Reserve, and part of a site protected
under the Ramsar Convention, Crib Point requires a certain level of consideration
beyond the typical construction site. This should be clear after the stopping of the
proposed Western Mining ammonia-urea plant (1987), after the stopping of the
proposed Shell-Mobil “super-tanker” project (1992), and after the more recent
prevention of the Port of Hastings Container Port strategy (2011).The majority of the
community advocate that this project should never go ahead. However, if we are
not to be heard, I ask that AGL at least rectify the short comings of the EES before
deciding to continue this project. There are numerous issues with the EES, but I
want to highlight the terrestrial impacts of the pipeline, the disregard for the Ramsar
listed wetlands and the poorly-studied impacts on marine biodiversity. The 60
kilometre pipeline that has been proposed from Crib Point to Pakenham is not just a
line drawn on a map. As part of its construction, 15 hectares of native vegetation
will be removed, half of which is considered endangered. The creation and the
ongoing maintenance of the pipeline will potentially impact 36 species listed under
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act, the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee Act, and the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
Advisory List. I also find it tragic that AGL makes the effort to reduce impacts on a
heritage-listed BP refinery office, but discounts any effects on birds. AGL alleges that
these birds are not directly in the vicinity of the project and therefore will not be
impacted. However, the effects of noise and visual disturbances are well known to
be severe for birds. Further biological impacts on Westernport Bay’s Ramsar values
have not been directly assessed, nor has a prediction of the influence on the
location’s ‘ecological character’ been made. Further assessments in the EES of
impacts on marine biodiversity do not have sufficient scientific evidence to be
accepted. The EES models seriously underestimate the temporal and spatial extent
of the impacts, such as dangerous chlorine plumes. The EES has failed to recognise
that chlorine and several other contaminants will be at unacceptably high
concentrations (based on CSIRO identified thresholds) and be able to spread to
several ecologically sensitive areas and do great damage. The EES ignores biological
values key to the area and avoids legislated conservation acts. These issues need to
be addressed in the EES and the projects discontinued. Kind regards, Nicholas Bail
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Submission RE: Pipeline License for The Crib Point Gas Import Jetty,
and Gas Pipeline Project
The proposed gas import jetty and gas pipeline project has many concerning factors, such as
negative impact on marine life, negative impact on environmental habitat, negative impact
on local community, and negative contribution to climate crisis. These are all significant and
critical issues.
Within this submission I will specifically address my concern of the detrimental affects the
proposal will have on the active and thriving wetlands within the vicinity of the gas project.
The Western Port wetlands are recognised by the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of
International Importance and have been designated as a Ramsar site. This internationally
designated Ramsar site is recognised for its importance for conserving biological diversity.
When designated as a Ramsar site, Australia agreed to conserve the Western Port wetland
and ensure its wise use, by implementing a wetland management framework.
The EES has not addressed the biological impacts the proposal will have on the Western Port
wetlands. How can the requirements of the Ramsar Convention be upheld, if this proposal
has not considered its impacts on the wetlands? The Ramsar Convention is in place to
ensure the maintaining of the wetlands ecological character. Why has the EES has not
addressed the wetlands ecological character? The EES needs to make a much more detailed
assessment of the proposals impacts on the wetland’s key sensitivities, as well as the
wetland’s significant species.
The EES makes a simplistic assessment that; because wetland birds are not in the direct
vicinity of the proposed project, that these birds will not be impacted. However, the
proposal does not consider cumulative impacts on the wetland birds. What about the effect
of noise and visual disturbances for the birds? The EES needs to make more meaningful and
substantial assessments regarding the potential risks to wetland birds, as well as their prey
and predators in the vicinity, changes within any level of an ecosystem have flow on effects.
It is well understood that wetland birds are particularly sensitive to habitat disturbances
such as these, and the disturbances can have impact on the wetland birds even when the
disturbance is not within their physical habitat. This is especially important to consider in
relation to migratory birds and their migratory corridors. These disturbance factors are
crucial to consider when assessing environmental impact of this proposal, and should be
assessed holistically; with consideration for cumulative impacts and combined pressures.
How will the EES be assessing the cumulative impacts on wetland birds?
It is the responsibility of all of us to ensure the sustainability and health of the environment
and wildlife. This includes companies such as AGL, all levels of Government, and the
individual, such as myself. AGL I am asking you to step up, and review and reassess this

project. The impacts on wetland habitat and wetland birds have not been assessed directly
within the EES. It would be misconduct for the project to go ahead without making these
assessments, as these unassessed impacts are likely to be significant, detrimental and
permanent.
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My name is Celeste Mabarrack and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I love how you can travel just a few minutes to be in environments that feel
"untouched". I am a regular visitor to the beaches with my dog, going on walks in the
bush and on the beaches improves my mental health and my connection to the 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-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,
Celeste Mabarrack
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I oppose the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project on the basis that it will
negatively impact climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, marine ecology
and biodiversity associated with Westernport Bay. It will also have a significantly
detrimental impact on the world renowned Westernport Bay Ramsar wetlands and
UNESCO biosphere. From the information I have gathered and researched, there are
significant shortfallings in the EES risk assessment of the project effects on marine
biodiversity. We moved from Melbourne to the Balnarring because of the beautiful
environment and clear waterways and beaches. This project will negatively impact
this and the future "wellness" of the bay. We intend to stay here and raise our
young family with an understanding of the importance of respecting the
environment and retaining the pristine conditions that we moved here for. This
project cannot be approved on the grounds on the detrimental environmental
impact it will have and I completely oppose it.
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My name is Shae dingle and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. The
ocean and coastlines of all Australia are important and we don’t need this
development I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the
Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria. Natural environments
play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who
access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute
to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental
health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as
increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise
and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in
a community. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of
Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and
Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Australia has committed
to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the
maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is
inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the
most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland. If
the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the
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My name is Summer Smyth and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
To build a gas terminal here is so damaging to the direct environment and
community at Westernport Bay. It is terrible for now and the future. It is only taking
the community backwards and hurting our future I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and
Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas
pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife. A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which
AGL is proposing would introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to
the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak
from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES
Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away
and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary
quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on
that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not
continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination. 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

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2379

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

Virginia Wallace

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Crib Point

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I object to the proposed Crib Point Gas terminal development as this is in a nonindustrial area. This area is a significant Ramsar-listed wetland location that also
contains state and national marine parks. It's also a UNESCO listed biosphere.
There are two other locations that are already industrialised that could be
considered including Port Kembla and Corio. A 57 kilometre pipeline through bush
and prime agricultural land would also be required and would be very damaging.
Local residents are opposed and there will be an almost negligible impact on local
employment. The area will be permanently damaged and will be discharging water
that will damage the marine environment as it will be at a different temperature as
the existing water. I have visited this area on a number of occasions for bird
watching and enjoyment of nature. This is one of the few pristine areas left and the
damage will be permanent. I urge you to listen to the local residents and the people
of Victoria and put a stop to this development.
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I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed AGL Gas Import Jetty and
Pipeline Project at Crib Point. I believe that the proposed Project poses a direct and
serious threat to the sensitive and internationally significant Westernport
environment and to the livelihood and recreational needs of the bay’s surrounding
community, and that the project is not timely given the need for Australia to commit
to renewable energy in the face of Climate Change. PLEASE SEE THE REMAINDER OF
MY SUBMISSION IN THE ATTACHED DOCUMENT

AGL letter
I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed AGL Gas Import Jetty and
Pipeline Project at Crib Point. I believe that the proposed Project poses a direct
and serious threat to the sensitive and internationally significant Westernport
environment and to the livelihood and recreational needs of the bay’s surrounding
community, and that the project is not timely given the need for Australia to commit
to renewable energy in the face of Climate Change.
My personal connection with Westernport runs very deep. It is based on scientific
knowledge and personal experience. My family and I have been holidaying on
Phillip Island for over 20 years. Before that my husband’s grandparents lived on
the Island and before they settled his grandfather used to holiday with his parents
on the island. My children love the Island and I hope that they will also be able to
bring their children to enjoy this wonderful place in time.
In addition, as an environmental artist and science communicator I have been
working to raise awareness for migratory shorebirds and their habitat for a decade,
and I am well aware that Westernport contains habitat that is of international
significance to migratory shorebirds, as is recognised by the area’s designation as
a Ramsar site, or Wetland of International Importance; a UN Biosphere; a Key
Biodiversity Area (as identified by BIrdLife Australia); and part of the East AsianAustralasian Flyway Shorebird Reserve Network. The Bay is home to 29 species
of migratory shorebird listed under the Japan-Australia Migratory Birds Agreement
(JAMBA) and 31 species listed under the China-Australia Migratory Birds
Agreement (CAMBA). Among these species, Westernport provides habitat for the
Eastern Curlew, our most endangered migratory shorebird, which has seen a
decline in numbers over the past decade due to habitat loss in Australia and
overseas.
Australian scientists have been studying our populations of migratory shorebirds
for decades, and we know that they are site specific. This means that the same
birds return to the same shores year after year, decade after decade, generation
after generation. They return after their annual migration from their breeding
grounds above the Arctic circle. They rely on the wise stewardship of their habitat
all along their migratory route – if a link in this chain is broken it spells disaster for
these species. Westernport is a critical link in this chain, as these birds spend more
than half their migratory cycle on our shores. We, even more than other countries,
have a critical role to play in their future survival.
Since 2017 I have been co-ordinating an Australia-wide art project, the
Overwintering Project: Mapping Sanctuary, which seeks to connect artists around
Australia with their local migratory shorebird habitat. In that time I have made
Westernport my own particular study site and have been out with the Victorian
Wader Studies Group to catch and band shorebirds, and have taken groups of
artists to specific sites around the Bay to observe shorebirds, their habitat, and the
other wonders of the local environment. I have read numerous government and
independent environmental studies of the area, including the seminal Shapiro
Report (1973-74) all of which stress Westernport’s importance and sensitivity.
From the 1940s, Westernport has faced industrial threats and has also been
developed, but most developments have either not gone ahead or have been

ceased due to the risk they pose to this internationally significant and sensitive
area. Normally in struggles to preserve the environment, the race is between data
and development. If enough data is available to prove a site’s significance,
development can be successfully argued against and ceased. In the case of
Westernport I think it is shameful that Westernport can be the subject of so many
scientific studies of such quality, collected over so many decades, enabling
multiple layers of international recognition of its environmental importance, yet still
be considered for industrial development. My hope is that we learn from the past
and go forward with new priorities, and that old arguments don’t need to be
rehashed, especially by the government. I beg you to learn from the past and to
save the precious Westernport environment from current and future development.
Below I would like to outline some of my specific reservations about the
Environmental Effects Statement (EES) and the proposed AGL Gas Import Jetty
and Pipeline Project at Crib Point.
1. I would like to register my disappointment at the presentation of the
EES: its size, language and the time that the public were given to
review it.
In recognition of Victoria’s State of Emergency, the public were given only
10 extra days to review the 11,000 page EES, an extension from 30 days to
40. Even prior to the constraints of Covid-19, 30 or 40 days would have
been a very quick turnaround to comment on this document, which took two
years to put together.
In addition, the document itself is densely and opaquely written. I have
tertiary degrees in zoology and applied science, and have worked as a
scientific editor, and I found it very hard to wade through to reach any
concrete conclusions and plans.
Therefore, the EES itself is poorly written, difficult to understand and I do not
believe that justice can be done to the review process in the time and with
the documents allotted. In light of this, any consideration of the AGL Crib
Point Project should be at the very least delayed.
2. I would like to point out that the law and process under which the EES
was created are not fit for purpose, which makes it impossible for the
current government to make decisions about the future of
environmental assets as important as Westernport.
As stated in the GIJPP EES Executive Summary (p. 6), ‘The Victorian EES
process is accredited to assess impacts on Matters of National
Environmental Significance (MNES) under the EPBC Act through the
Bilateral Assessment Agreement that exists between the Commonwealth
and State of Victoria.’
From 2000 to 2013, successive governments committed to reforming the
Victorian EES process, yet no significant legislative changes have occurred.
In 2017 the process was audited by the Victorian Auditor General, who
recommended that the process required considerable reform, yet still no

reforms were made. The Victorian Planning and Environmental Law
Association submitted that ‘Major reform is required. The current EE Act is
deficient in purpose, process, definition and objectives. As a consequence,
the circumstances in which the EE Act is or will likely be invoked are
uncertain, the process to be undertaken if an EES is required is
idiosyncratic, and the outcomes unpredictable.’1
The current EPBC Act is also under scrutiny, with independent reviewer
Professor Graeme Samuel finding it ‘ineffective’ and ‘not fit for current or
future environmental challenges.’2
How can the government, let alone the public, act with full responsibility in
terms of its environmental stewardship when the tools at hand are, at best,
idiosyncratic and ineffective? Again, in light of this I believe that any
consideration of the AGL Crib Point Project should be at the very least
delayed.
3. In the face of the current climate emergency, we should be reducing
our need for fossil fuels
The GIJPP EES Executive Summary claims that ‘Importantly, the Project
would also assist in Victoria’s transition to a low-carbon economy and
provide the foundation for ensuring that energy security is maintained and
keeps pace with a growing and changing Victoria.’
This statement is not true. In a recent report, climatecouncil.org states that:
‘Gas has no role to play in building a prosperous, resilient economy
for the future. It is volatile, dangerous and unnecessary.
Gas is price volatile, driving energy prices for Australians. Investing further
in gas risks locking in huge investment losses, stranded assets and
environmental harm. Emissions from the extraction, processing and export
of gas have been the main driver behind Australia’s emissions staying so
high. These emissions are likely underestimated. Gas projects cannot
provide sustainable long-term employment opportunities because of this
volatility.’3
Also, the $250 million dollars used to build a regasification terminal that only
has a 20-year estimated lifespan could surely be better spent on research
and development of renewable energy creation and storage. AGL’s
development provides the opportunity for the government to procrastinate in
its combat of climate change and the continued reliance on fossil fuels. The
importation of gas will only delay this transition and encourage other
countries to sustain the production and use of gas. Australia should be
leading the way to a carbon-free future and encouraging its surrounding
nations to follow suit, not perpetuating economic and energy dependence
on fossil fuels.
In addition, it is ridiculous that the EES discusses the greenhouse gas
emissions of the immediate project, when the entire project – designed to
enable the continued use of gas as an energy source for at least another 20

years – will result in countless greenhouse emissions. The emissions
created by the FRSU will be nothing as compared to those that it facilitates
throughout the country, and it is disingenuous that the report does not even
begin to address this.

. 4. A ‘rare’ disaster is still a disaster: we should cherish our wetlands, not
gamble with their future.
‘Spills or leaks of fuel, oil or other chemicals of a significant volume from the
FSRU or LNG carriers during operations would be rare.’ (GIJPP EES
Environmental Risk Report; my italics). This is just one instance of many
throughout the EES where risks to the natural environment are downplayed.
Even a single spill of significant volume could spell disaster for an
environment as sensitive as that of Westernport.
On February 24, 2019 an ABC news article4 quoted AGL representative
Phaedra Deckart saying ‘We know [the community] are … taking one for the
team, I suppose, in helping Australia and particularly the southern states
meet their energy supply needs…We need to balance their needs as a
community with the broader needs of Victoria and the other states in terms
of gas supply’ (my italics). If AGL wants us to believe that the proposed
development at Crib Point does not pose a significant risk to the
Westernport environment, as many of the documents in the EES try to
assert, then why does Ms Deckart say that the local community needs to
‘[take] one for the team’? Her language implies that outcomes from the AGL
Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project at Crib Point will have an adverse
effect, despite the protestations of the EES documents that disasters will
only be ‘rare’.
In the Shapiro Report5 of the 1970s, Westernport was revealed as a site of
incredible biodiversity. The waters were estimated to house over 2,000
invertebrate species, three to four times the number found in Port Phillip
Bay; 295 bird species were reported, against a Victorian total of 437. The
Westernport Region Conservation Survey states that:
‘Western Port Bay is one of only six large marine inlets along the Victorian Coast…Western
Port has the greatest range of shoreline and marine features of all such inlets in Victoria
and so far as is known has the greatest diversity of marine biota of such inlets, including
some marine species of world wide significance…The Bay contains a number of ecological
units that comprise a delicately balanced eco-system which may be affected by any
change to the Bay, especially in the form of pollution or land-fill. Ignorance about the limits
of the Bay’s ability to cope with pollutants should be reason enough for caution in the
release of pollutants into the Bay. The danger of reaching these limits is especially
great because there is typically a long delay between the release of a pollutant into
the environment and the appearance of its negative effect on the eco-system.’6 [my
bold]

According to a Ramsar briefing note published in 20157, worldwide we lost
64-71% of our global wetlands in the 20th century, with wetland losses and
degradation continuing worldwide. Our wetlands in Victoria are some of the

most ecologically rich and productive ecosystems in the state, but
unfortunately we have matched the global trend with at least two-thirds of
our wetlands being degraded since European colonisation.8
Conclusion
In conclusion, Australia is a country that is wealthy in beauty, resources, brilliant
minds and amazing biodiversity. AGL’s proposal at Westernport is reactionary at
best, bogged in a mindset that does not consider a future free of dependence on
fossil fuels, nor one that recognises the need for responsible stewardship of our
local and global ecology. It is short-sighted and risky, and I strongly urge you to
reject it.
Many thanks for the opportunity to comment on this document.
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My name is Jeanette Birtles and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
WesternPort is a Ramsar wetland and an internationally significant bird habitat for
endangered birds, including the Eastern Curlew. I am a member of BirdLife Australia,
and I have seen first-hand all of our bird species seriously diminished. We cannot
afford to add a further significant threat to the mix. Birds, of course, are just one
aspect of our irreplaceable and vital biodiversity. 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. REMAINDER IS IN ATTACHMENT

My name is Jeanette Birtles and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
WesternPort is a Ramsar wetland and an internationally significant bird habitat for endangered birds,
including the Eastern Curlew. I am a member of BirdLife Australia, and I have seen first-hand all of our bird
species seriously diminished. We cannot afford to add a further significant threat to the mix. Birds, of course,
are just one aspect of our irreplaceable and vital biodiversity.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project.
There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I
will point to in my submission, but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who access
them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally
impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas
of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence
of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little
penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception
that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance of their ecological
character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day
which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal
requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a dangerous reality
we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not
curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered
fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be
investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-tobe stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to
create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish eggs - would
be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake
and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly
half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder
chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting
marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the
unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Jeanette Birtles
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My name is Ian Wigg and I have family who live in Westernport Bay.
As I grew up on the Mornington Peninsula the beaches of Westernport Bay were an integral part of my recreation
time and then for my children through their growing years and now for our grandchildren as they live right by The
Bay and use the beaches.
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.
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,
Ian Wigg
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Dear Members of the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee, My name is Nancy
Otis and I am writing about the current threats posed by the proposed Crib Point gas
import jetty to the environment in Westernport Bay. I appreciate the opportunity
from the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. Westernport Bay is a pristine area. The mudflats and other
terrain teem with birdlife and marsupial wildlife are not only a great pleasure to
explore, they are also part of a unique ecosystem that must be preserved. By any
chance have members of the committee viewed the television program 'The Fight
for Planet A'? It has aired on the ABC over the past three weeks. This series, hosted
by Craig Reucassell, highlights the dangers of climate change, which as I'm sure you
know, is propelled by the constant additions of carbon dioxide and methane to our
environment. Given that large amounts of methane are released in the production
of gas, and that gas is 28 times a more potent greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide,
we must cut down on our use of gas. Constructing a purpose-built jetty to facilitate
its import is NOT a solution. Secondly, our great outdoors should not be gradually
cannibalised to produce yet more fossil fuels. This action not only gravely threatens
native wildlife but is also detrimental to the physical and wellbeing of people living
in the area as well as urban dwellers who seek the calm and peace of the natural
world. In the case of the proposed Westernport Bay gas jetty, the impact
assessments have been poorly carried out and the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements. Please halt this proposal, based on the grounds described
above. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard. Yours sincerely, Nancy Otis

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2384

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Lyndall Kay Francis

Organisation:

N/A

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I have already written a submission about this, and I hope it will be read! It is very
cheeky for the government to state that the submission has to come through this
channel to be counted! I feel strongly that this project would adversely affect the
amenity of Westernport Bay for its inhabitants... aquatic and terrestrial, human,
flora and fauna. The project will adversely affect the quality and temperature of the
water, and the delicate ecosystem. We need to show stewardship of the
environment, and reduce our energy consumption and carbon footprint.
Investment needs to be diverted to renewable energy with low environmental
impact, and this project doesn't fit that Bill! Please call on your highest ethical
stance to do the best thing here... for long term vision, rather than short term gain
with disastrous flow on effects. I have family who live in Westernport Bay, and am a
regular visitor. I feel it is an important environment for the population of Melbourne
to enjoy, for improved mental and physical wellbeing. Please don't let it be spoilt!
regards, Lyndall Francis
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Response to the
Environmental Effects Statement for the Crib Point
Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project [GIJPP]
by

Don Juniper
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1 Introduction
My family have been resident
Bittern, less than 120 metres from the Crib Point border
at Symonds Street, since 1989. Indeed when we first arrived, our water rates notice gave the
address as Crib Point! We chose to live here, having previously lived on the Northern Tablelands of
NSW, the Yarra Valley, the Victorian Wimmera and in Frankston. Living in Frankston we were
attracted to the beach. On returning to that house after spending six months travelling around the
country we decided that we wanted to return to rural living. We chose our ‘couple of acres’ because
it gave us and a life near the beach, something we had grown accustomed to in Frankston and
returned us to the outdoors as much as is possible in a house. We chose the name ‘Noonameena’
for our house to reflect our ‘sleeping place in the bush’.

Since living at ‘Noonameena’ we have come to appreciate the wonders of Westernport and natural
beauty of the Mornington Peninsula and are determined to have these preserved.

On initial examination this proposal [GIJPP] seemed attractive. It was said that we needed gas here
for a period of time, put in a temporary storage and get it from where it is cheap. However a brief
examination of the proposal exposed the premise to be false and the solution to be fraught with
problems.

This response to the EES will explore some, but not all, of my misgivings about the project. I am sure
that there will be other respondents who will address these. The response is set out with the same
structural elements of the Environmental Effects Statement [EES].

I would appreciate the opportunity of addressing the panel for 20 minutes.

Thank you for reading considering my submission.

Don Juniper

2 Energy efficiency, security, affordability and safety – To provide for
safe and cost-effective augmentation of Victoria’s natural gas
supply in the medium to longer term.
2.1 The Energy Merry-go-round
At the beginning of this year [2020] Australia became the world’s largest exporter of Liquefied
Natural Gas [LNG]123 So we end up with the nonsensical situation alluded to in Figure 14, and while
this is an older diagram the point is well made. And clearly we are not running out in Australia or in
the South East5 6.

Figure 1: Australian Gas Merrygoround

1

https://www.lngindustry.com/liquid-natural-gas/06012020/australia-officially-the-worlds-largest-exporterof-lng/
2
https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/6568957/australia-now-the-worlds-largest-natural-gasexporter/?cs=14231
3
https://www.theage.com.au/business/the-economy/australia-tops-qatar-as-world-s-biggest-lng-exporter20200106-p53p5h.html
4
https://www.theland.com.au/story/5367687/accc-to-shake-up-dysfunctional-gas-market/?src=rss
5
https://ieefa.org/ieefa-australia-gas-industry-cries-wolf-one-too-many-times-on-gas-shortages/
6
https://www.michaelwest.com.au/no-need-to-fear-agls-gas-supply-cliff/

2.2 Gas will not be cheaper nor are we running out.
While the project rationale8 asserts that the project is “likely {to} reduce prices for consumers in
the south-eastern state [Victoria]” it does not say that it will be cheaper and indeed there are many
authors who say that this will not be the case910. The situation is made worse through the operation
of a cartel.11 The problem would be solved with an east coast reservation policy.1213

2.3 Need to move away from gas
Careful reading of many of the references cited to this point make clear that we can and should
reduce or remove our dependency on the use of gas. Many others14 1516focus on this. There are
many contrary arguments to the AGL proposition that gas should be considered as a transition fuel
to a ‘clean’ energy future17.

2.4 Alternative proposals receive cursory examination
While the EES18 does discuss the alternative of siting the proposed facility at Port Kembla in NSW the
Mornington Peninsula Shire19 regards this a providing limited information for an informed decision.
Given Jemena20 has outlined a plan to do this and to connect the grid to Victoria weakens AGL’s
argument that there are not suitable alternatives to Crib Point. As NSW imports 95 percent of its gas
a Port Kembla terminal project will reduce the demand in Victoria.21 22
The option of using Corio, on Port Phillip Bay near Geelong, as an import terminal received an even
more cursory examination23. Holding a contrary view Viva Energy sees this as a suitable location to
import gas2425 and develop what they plan as an integrated energy hub well connected to the
Victorian grid.
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Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline EES | Volume 1 | Chapter 2, p. 20
https://theconversation.com/australia-has-plenty-of-gas-but-our-bills-are-ridiculous-the-market-is-broken125130
10
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-10-23/the-case-for-an-east-coast-gas-reservation-policy/9074896
11
https://www.macrobusiness.com.au/2020/07/how-best-to-beat-the-gas-cartel/
12
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-10-23/the-case-for-an-east-coast-gas-reservation-policy/9074896
13
https://theconversation.com/australia-has-plenty-of-gas-but-our-bills-are-ridiculous-the-market-is-broken125130
1414
https://reneweconomy.com.au/the-great-gas-con-there-are-cheaper-cleaner-alternatives-13767/
15
https://www.ecomaster.com.au/three-reasons-to-get-off-gas-heating/
16
https://theconversation.com/ditching-gas-heating-and-cooking-could-save-you-hundreds-of-dollars-36428
17
https://www.theage.com.au/environment/climate-change/draining-the-nation-s-energy-how-canberra-lagsindustry-on-green-power-20200821-p55o6e.html
18
Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline EES | Volume 1 | Chapter 2, pp. 25 - 30
19
Mornington Peninsula Shire: Crib Point Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project Submission on EES, C272morn &
Works Approval Application 1.4.3, p. 1
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjm8Y
HGnLPrAhVZ73MBHUA9CWkQFjABegQIAxAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.mornpen.vic.gov.au%2Ffiles%2Fass
ets%2Fpublic%2Fnew-website-documents%2Fbuilding-amp-planning%2Fstrategicplanning%2Fdocs%2Fmornpen-gijpp-2020jul29-community-questionsanswers.pdf&usg=AOvVaw143mnqR1umMrmSPzowCi0H
20
https://www.energymagazine.com.au/new-plan-to-connect-port-kembla-gas-terminal-to-victoria/
21
https://www.nsenergybusiness.com/projects/port-kembla-lng-import-terminal-new-south-wales/
22
https://www.nsenergybusiness.com/news/jemena-port-kembla-gas-terminal-egp/
23
Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline EES | Volume 1 | Chapter 2, p. 25
24
https://www.theage.com.au/business/companies/energy-giants-pitch-rival-plans-for-first-gas-importterminal-20200703-p558q0.html
25
https://www.vivaenergy.com.au/operations/geelong/geelong-energy-hub
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2.5 Explosion Risk
A project like this carries the risk of fire and explosion. While the likelihood of these events is low
the consequences would be high, even catastrophic. Such events are not unknown, even in Victoria.
An explosion at the Esso Longford Gas Facility resulted in the deaths of two workers and injuries to
eight. The gas supply to the state was cut for 20 days26. A summary27 of the Royal Commission
findings by Dr Andrew Hopkins of the Australian National University found that event to be caused
by the failure to identify hazards, the failure of the safety management system audits, the failure of
the operator’s [Esso’s] incident reporting system, the failure of the alarm system, and inadequate
oversight by senior staff. This event has become so notorious in the history of the state that it even
has a Wikipedia entry28.

Two types of explosions have been posited29 for similar facilities [LNG ships] a Vapour Cloud
Explosion [VCE] and a Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapour Cloud the effects of which can be summarised
in Figure 3 and demonstrating the effect on the Crib Point township and surrounds. Clearly this
would have a major effect on the town and given the subsequent fire most likely start a bushfire.

Figure 3: The Effects of either a VCE or BLEVE on Crib Point inferred from Data from LI & HUANG,
2012, pp 75 - 76

26

http://www.communityovermining.org/Blank.html
Hopkins, A. 2001. Lessons from Esso's Gas Plant explosion at Longford in Pearse, W, Gallagher, C and Bluff,
{Eds} L. Occupational Health & Safety Management Systems, Proceedings of the First National Conference,
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/248773783 Lessons from Esso%27%27%27%27s Gas Plant expl
osion at Longford
27

28

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Esso Longford gas explosion
LI, J & HUANG, Z 2012 International Symposium on Safety Science and Technology:
Fire and explosion risk analysis and evaluation for LNG ships, Procedia Engineering, 45, pp. 70 – 76
29

2.6 Bushfires
The whole of the foreshore area and much of the hinterland is classified as a bush fire risk area. See
Figure 3.

Figure 4 Bushfire Risk Zones around the project30
There have been two recent fires impacting that area: the
Hastings Fire on 3 January 2015 and the
Crib Point Fire3132 on 17 January 2016.
Houses were lost.

30

https://mapshare.vic.gov.au/vicplan/ Bushfire filter applied
https://www.heraldsun.com.au/leader/south-east/outofcontrol-blaze-rips-through-crib-point/newsstory/6e6025fe4c51222fa02e58ca66c83adf
32
https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/houses-lost-in-crib-point-fire-which-sprung-up-withoutwarning-20160118-gm8km8.html
31

Figure 5 gives a sense of the urgency engendered by that situation. Local residents are rightly
concerned about the fire risks stemming from an incident at the proposed jetty and of the possible
the effects of a fire on the jetty facility.

Figure 5: Crib Point Fire as seen from along Disney Street Crib Point33

At Noonameena we watched and waited, because fortunately for us, the wind was blowing the fire
away from our property, however we had our Fire Plan activated and we were ready to move to the
next stage but this was not necessary.

Figure 6 Crib Point Fire from Noonameena 17 January 2016

33

https://www.heraldsun.com.au/leader/south-east/outofcontrol-blaze-rips-through-crib-point/newsstory/6e6025fe4c51222fa02e58ca66c83adf

However the Hastings Fire was different. The largest in more than a decade on the Mornington
Peninsula34. Figure 7 shows the multi-coloured smoke looming over our house and is what forced us
to implement the evacuation phase of our fire plan. This is an unpleasant and unsettling experience.
We chose to evacuate to the Port Phillip side of the Peninsula rather than joining the streams of
traffic along Frankston-Flinders and Coolart Roads. Adding to the pressure was the many phone calls
we received from well-meaning friends enquiring about our safety. This is not an experience we
want to repeat and with a FSRU in place will always be in the back of our minds over the fire season.

Figure 7 Hastings Fire from Noonameena

2.7 Terror Target
The EES contains no credible examination of minimizing the risks of Jetty Project either at Crib Point
or along the pipeline as a terrorist target.
Reference only is made to the Maritime Transport and Offshore Facilities Security Act 2003
(Commonwealth) in that it “Safeguards against unlawful interference with maritime transport, ports
and ships including by reducing the risk of terrorist or other unlawful activities. Maritime industry
participants are required to maintain and comply with maritime security plans”. The distance to the
Crib Point gate of HMAS Cerberus is 2.5 km. Hardly reassuring.

2.8 Ability to follow the rules
Section 2.5 outlines the Longford Operator’s inability to follow the ‘rules’ of proper plant
management frequently derided in our culture as ‘red tape’ and therefore to be ignored. AGL has a

34

Hastings Bushfire Case Study Warringine Park (Coastal Section) , Report prepared by Terramatrix on behalf
of Mornington Peninsula Shire and CFA. March 2015.
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjCuuz
NmrXrAhW7yDgGHSlRCkYQFjABegQIAhAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.mornpen.vic.gov.au%2Ffiles%2Fcf9054
75-dbb3-4aea-ac04-a53200e9c482%2FHastings Bushfire Case Study - Warringine Park Final Version.pdf&usg=AOvVaw3qmrceaSJCUPSXR7yfs8hb

poor record in ‘following the rules’ as outlined in Appendix A and as admitted in the EES35. In their
response to questions on their safety record AGL acknowledge community concerns about past
behavior, however it is not clear how that is changed and they are asking the community to take
them on trust at this point. This trust in the operators of the project is being tested right now given
that land has been cleared at the project site in questionable circumstances3637 . It should also be
noted that the fines referred to and much of what AGL mention38 are ‘after the fact’ events.

3 Biodiversity – To avoid, minimise or offset potential adverse
effects on native flora and fauna and their habitats, especially
listed threatened or migratory species and listed threatened
communities.
Much could be written about the wonderful diversity of life in Westernport Bay from the whales, the
migratory birds, the penguins and others. Indeed an extensive list, however I will leave those
comments to others who are more expert in this field except to mention my two principal concerns
as a lay person.

3.1 Mangroves at Crib Point
These are a wonderful asset to the Westernport and integral to its character.

3.2 Discharge from the FSRU
It is difficult to understand how the discharge from the FSRU39 can be managed. This is well
expressed by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council where they say
8.4. … Council considers there is inadequate information to properly assess numerous
potential effects including:
8.4.1. Entrainment (in FSRU) of:
 Mangroves and saltmarsh;
 Intertidal mudflat invertebrates
 Intertidal and subtidal seagrasses;
 Benthic subtidal invertebrates;
 Plankton;
8.4.2. Impact of entrainment, discharge plume and chlorinated water on ecological
processes of Ramsar wetland;
8.4.3. Impact of cooler water from discharge plume on natural intertidal mudflat
communities, natural communities (interidal [sic] and subtidal seagrases [sic]), benthic
subtidal invertebrae [sic] fauna, plankton and subtidal reef habitat;
8.4.4. Impact of warm water from discharge plume on local plankton and subtidal reef
habitat;

35

EES: 5 Attachment V Community engagement reports,7.5.3 p. 31
http://www.mpnews.com.au/2020/03/10/outrage-over-clearing-for-fire-at-cribpoint/#:~:text=Answers%20demanded%3A%20Members%20of%20a,unit%20at%20Crib%20Point%20jetty.
37
http://www.mpnews.com.au/2020/05/26/sign-up-against-gas-plan/
38
EES: 5 Attachment V Community engagement reports,7.5.3 p. 31
39
No reference to this process is provided here as it is central to the project and will be well understood by any
reader familiar with the project and making judgements on it.
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8.4.5. Impact of chlorinated water on natural mudflat invertebrae [sic] communities, natural
intertidal and subtidal habitats, benthic subtidal invertebrae [sic] fauna, plankton and
subtidal reef habitat (including artificial reef provided by jetty structures)40
8.4.6. Accumulation of chlorine produced in species in the food chain;
8.4.7. Accidental spills or leaks from chemicals, materials or waste streams into Western
Port during construction or operation
Clearly the City of Casey is concerned about these issues as well41 while the Bass Coast Shire is totally
opposed to the project.42

4 Water and catchment values – To minimise adverse effects on
water (including groundwater, waterway, wetland, estuarine,
intertidal and marine) quality and movement particularly as they
might affect the ecological character of the Western Port Ramsar
site.
4.1 Ramsar
The Crib Point EES Inquiry and Advisory Committee [Committee] will receive may expert submission
on this so I limit my comments to Australia being a signatory to an important international
convention and it behoves us, as a country, to respect the convention and not attempt to find ways
around it however inconvenient we might think that it. Australia’s reputation is at stake here and I
don’t want to be a citizen of a country which does not keep its word.

4.2 Natural values of the Mornington Peninsula
In reading the introduction the Committee would understand that the natural values of the area are
what attracted the Juniper family here and consequently are striving for these to be retained and
reinforced. It is these values which attract many of the visitors to the Peninsula and a diminution of
these would have a major effect on tourism dependent businesses.

5 Cultural heritage – To avoid or minimise adverse effects on
Aboriginal and historic cultural heritage.
As with 4.1 Ramsar there are many people better qualified than myself to comment here principally
the Boon Wurrung / Bunurong people of the Kulin Nation who are Traditional Owners of the land
40

Mornington Peninsula Shire: Crib Point Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project Submission on EES, C272morn &
Works Approval Application 8.4, pp. 10 & 11
41

Officers’ Reports Crib Point Gas Input Jetty and Pipeline Project Environmental Effects Statement,
Purpose of Report: Consideration of the City of Casey’s submission on the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty
and Pipeline Project Environmental Effects Statement. Recommendation That Council endorses the
council officer's submission to the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project Environmental
Effects Statement as per Attachment 1. That Council officers present their concerns at the public
hearings scheduled for October 2020.
42

Bass Coast Shire Open-Minutes-18-March-2020, p. 20 https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/agendasminutes/minutes/Open-Minutes-18-March-2020.pdf?mtime=20200322112858

however especially given the current attempts to improve the relationships between the first
peoples and the settler community, including the current Victorian Government moves for a treaty43
44
, the Committee should take care to listen to and act on their submissions.

6 Social, economic, amenity and land use – To minimise potential
adverse social, economic, amenity and land use effects at local
and regional scales.
6.1 Transport Local Traffic during construction and afterwards
In its analysis of the traffic and transport impacts The Mornington Peninsula Shire has listed fifteen
areas of concern45. All of these are serious items which need to be addressed. That the transport is
seriously flawed is best illustrated by this section from the introduction, to the EES Technical Report
J
During operation, most of the impacts are categorised as low or medium risk as summarised
below:
• Road network infrastructure: The preferred route for trucks delivering to the Crib Point
Receiving Facility would be via the Mornington Peninsula Freeway and Coolart Road or
Western Port Highway/Dandenong-Hastings Road and Coolart Road which would avoid
Hastings and other concentrations of population.46
There is no connection mentioned here to the actual work site. The reader is left to work it out for
themselves. None of the more detailed tables spell that out in full. Confidence in this report is not
engendered by the misspelling of the road names in Table 8.15 47.

6.2 Rail Corridor: Stony Point Rail Line
There have been many proposals and reports about the development of the Stony Point Rail line
with most either having a major facility or indeed terminating at Hastings48. The most developed is
the 2012 – 2020, Peninsula Rail Link proposal49
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https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/publications/research-papers/download/36-research-papers/13861advancing-the-treaty-process-with-aboriginal-victorians-bill-2018
44

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwic4uL
Bq7XrAhX7yDgGHSDYCJgQFjAAegQIAhAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.aboriginalvictoria.vic.gov.au%2Ftreaty&
usg=AOvVaw2t3ZNPrV69CAVkE76wG4bJ
45
Mornington Peninsula Shire: Crib Point Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project Submission on EES, C272morn &
Works Approval Application 12 Traffic and Transport, pp.15 - 16
46
Technical Report J Transport, p. ii
47
Technical Report J Transport, p. 73
48
See for example:
The views of the Local State Member of Parliament, Neale Burgess MP
https://www.nealeburgess.com.au/duplication and electrification of the frankston rail line to baxter
and the Mornington Peninsula Shire
https://www.mornpen.vic.gov.au/About-Us/News-Media-Publication
as well as a sample of many other reports of which these are a sample
http://baysidenews.com.au/2019/11/04/rail-extension-business-case-complete/
http://www.mpnews.com.au/2018/11/07/shire-changes-track-on-hastings-line/
https://c4gf.com.au/frankston-rail-extension-the-story-so-far/
49

http://peninsularaillink.net/

While the GIJPP EES Technical Report M Social impact assessment states that,
In Hastings, the alignment largely follows the VicTrack rail corridor. The alignment within the
rail corridor has been agreed with VicTrack, and selected to ensure that the Project would
not preclude the potential future duplication of the rail line50,
it does not address the proposals for storage, maintenance and intermodal facilities at Hastings as
suggested in a variety of plans. The Mornington Peninsula Shire is clearly unconvinced of the above
analysis when it complains of
12.1.15 The absences of any meaningful assessment of whether the Project will preclude the
future duplication and electrificati0n of the Stony Point Railway to Hastings and associated
necessary upgrades to Hastings Railway Station.51
So, while duplication might still be possible under the proposed alignment, a well-functioning
duplicated line may well not be the result. This is clearly illustrated in Figure 8 showing the pipeline
running under the proposed rail sidings. It should be noted that the rail line also crosses the line at
approximately KP5 [Reid Parade, Hastings], here at KP6 and at KP 9. There appears to be no
discussion of the advisability of a rail line passing over a pipeline.

Suggested Rail Layout53
Figure 8 Hastings Station Precinct Illustrating Constraints of the Proposed Pipeline Alignment
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EES Technical Report M Social impact assessment 1.2.2, 13
Mornington Peninsula Shire: Crib Point Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project Submission on EES, C272morn &
Works Approval Application 12.1.15 p. 16
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Peninsula Rail Link Report July 2020 p36, http://peninsularaillink.net/

6.3 Melbourne’s Food Bowl

Figure 9 Melbourne’s Food Bowl Overlay
54

Clearly the pipeline traverses Melbourne’s Food Bowl [Figure 9] and the Casey Council is concerned
over the route of the pipeline through that agricultural area, stating
This [project] will present ongoing operational and economic implications for affected
landowners and compromise the role of Casey’s green wedge in ensuring access to strategic
agricultural land in Melbourne’s food-bowl55.

6.4 Natural character of the Mornington Peninsula
As noted in 4.2 Natural Values of the Mornington Peninsula are a key element of its character. Any
diminution in these values will have a marked psychological effect on residents.

6.5 Psychological Effects
A recent UK study56 has identified the benefits of the marine and coastal environment to human
well-being and mental health. The coast has been shown to play a role as a therapeutic and
restorative landscape for promoting well-being and mental health. People living by the coast report
better mental health compared to those living further inland.” “Individuals report increased
happiness when spending time in marine and coastal margins, compared to green spaces.”, and
“People living by the coast report better general health and more recreational physical activity,
compared to those living further inland.”57
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http://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=aa9fbbd322c34c83b2876cd11528a722&extent
=137.2762,-40.8927,152.7339,-33.0869
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[City of Casey] Council Meeting 18 August 2020, p.409
[UK] Department for Environment & Rural Affairs, 2019, Evidence Statement 07, The well-being and human
health benefits of exposure to the marine and coastal environments.
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=14245 SD1712 07 Wellbeingandhumanhealthbenefits.pdf
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[UK] Department for Environment & Rural Affairs, 2019, Evidence Statement 07, pp. 1 - 3

However the study further identified that, “The quality of marine and coastal environments appears
to influence the well-being benefits gained from exposure. Experimental evidence has suggested
that people feel more restored and happier when there is higher perceived biodiversity, less litter
(e.g. fishing and public litter) and more natural conditions (e.g. presence of seaweed) Litter left or
washed up on the coast may also affect people’s health and well-being. Litter may reduce
recreational opportunities and result in emotional upset, indicated by feelings of sadness and anger
and reduce the perceived restorativeness of the area.58
Also presented was evidence of the negative effects of Social-economic and cultural change where
“Inappropriate development of the marine and coastal environment may impact the well-being and
health of local communities” giving the example of “a proposed wind farm development in
Llandudno, Wales being associated with perceived reductions in well-being”.. ”It was perceived that
the wind farm may threaten aesthetic appreciation and alter people’s sense of place (placeattachment) and the socio-cultural identity of the area. Negative outcomes were in the form of
emotional upset, indicated by feelings of sadness and anger and reductions in the perceived
restorativeness of the area. Development of the coast (e.g. residential and commercial) may also
affect resilience to climate-related future threats may have implications for well-being, mental and
physical health59”.

6.6 Jacks Beach and the Bittern Boardwalk
Walking on to Jacks Beach and along the Bittern Boardwalk are regular and favoured activities of my
family, at least in pre-Covid-19 times. As the title to Figure 8 states, you could be anywhere. What
we don’t want to do when we turn around and look east is see the outline of the FSRU looming large
over the coastline, nor do we want to see it when returning from our walk along the Bittern
Boardwalk. I am sure we would not be alone in these feelings and the research discussed in 6.5
Psychological Effects show that we would have good reason for feeling that way.
No doubt these feelings will also apply to the light spill from the FSRU. There appears to be no
serious attempt at addressing this issue in the document. While it might be argued that there
already a number of sources of light in the area. Light from the United Energy operations can be
seen from Kinfauns Estate at night and other light can be seen driving south along the Westernport
Highway. This should not be added to through creeping incrementalism.
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[UK] Department for Environment & Rural Affairs, 2019, Evidence Statement 07, pp 2 - 3
[UK] Department for Environment & Rural Affairs, 2019, Evidence Statement 07, pp 6 & 7

Figure 10 Jacks Beach Looking West: you could be anywhere remote

6.7 Woolley’s Beach
There are numerous references to possible effects on recreational activities at Woolley’s Beach
North. This location has not been documented or located on any of the maps supplied in the EES.
AGL has been asked to provide the location for this place on a map. Clearly this is not terminology in
local use as local residents contacted cannot provide a location. None the less the documentation
acknowledges in many places60 that there will be a significant deleterious effect on recreational
users. There is a suggestion on p 62 that there will be consultation with the Crib Point Stony Point
Committee of Management Inc. [proper title: Crib Point Stony Point Foreshore Committee of
Management Inc. https://abr.business.gov.au/ABN/View?abn=30530545910 ] to identify a suitable
foreshore location to accommodate displaced activity.
However the Technical Report M Social Impact Assessment, p. 55 states that “there are no other
foreshore reserve locations in the local area which offer comparable amenity. Local residents who
use and value the area are very keen to see the useability of Woolleys Beach maintained”, so clearly
this amenity will be lost to users. Given the discussion about Jacks Beach and the Bittern Boardwalk
I am concerned that the people who have been involved in the activity at Woolley’s Beach will
migrate to Jack’s Beach in an attempt to get their Westernport Beach ‘fix’ even if they can’t do what
they did previously and so further erode the sense of wilderness of the area.

6.8 Aged Care Facilities and Schools
Table E-2: Recommended Mitigation Measures in Technical Report M61 acknowledges that
there will be effects on Aged Care Facilities and schools [principally Hastings Primary School
and Toogoolawa School] due to pipeline construction.
The mitigation measures are limited to consulting “with aged care and community facility
operators and/or users to determine the timing of construction activities to minimise
disturbances. Minimising noise at nearby schools during schools hours should be a particular
focus.”, however there is no suggestion about limiting noise levels to a specified standard.
60
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Technical Report M Social Impact Assessment, pp 3, 4, 43, 55, 57, 59, and 62

Technical Report M Social Impact Assessment, p4

As both of these schools cater for significant cohorts of already disadvantaged students
particular care should be taken with this and the response to date does not provide
confidence that this will happen.

7 Waste – To minimise generation of wastes by or resulting from the
project during construction and operation, including accounting
for direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions.
My concerns about Greenhouse Gas emissions are best summarised by in the Mornington Peninsula
Shire Submission, namely that the “Council is not satisfied about:
1. The accuracy of accounting in the EES of direct and indirect
1.1.1.greenhouse gas emissions (GGE) by or resulting from the Project
1.1.2.during construction and operation;
2. The robustness of the conclusions drawn in the EES regarding the
2.1.1.significance of the GGE by or resulting from the Project;
3. The acceptability of the environmental outcomes of the project with
3.1.1.regard to GGE having regard to best practice and the principles and
3.1.2.objectives of ecologically sustainable development;
4. The lack of any identified measures for offsetting GGE resulting from the project”

8 Summary
In summary my position is that this project should not proceed. It is not necessary in the current
environment. This view is reinforced by Samantha Hepburn [Director of the Centre for Energy and
Natural Resources Law, Deakin Law School, Deakin University] who says of both the Crib Point and
Port Kembla proposals, that “These proposals are expensive and bad for the climate. They are also
strategically absurd.”62 However should the Committee judge that the import terminal is necessary,
it should not be located at Crib Point. This is the worst of all the suggested locations.

I look forward to reviewing and expanding on this evidence through a personal presentation in the
near future.

Thank you for considering my submission.
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https://theconversation.com/australia-has-plenty-of-gas-but-our-bills-are-ridiculous-the-market-is-broken125130

Don Juniper

Appendix A - AGL penalties/fines summary: 2003 - 2018
Just some of the financial penalties and warnings given to AGL in recent years:

3 August 2020
Energy giant AGL fined $60,000 for failing to notify customers, pensioners in
particular, that fixed term retail contracts were due to end, or to provide enough time to negotiate
improved terms or change suppliers.
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/pensioners-fall-victim-alleged-agl-billing-error

14 January 2020
AGL fined $100,000 plus $37,000 in costs for breaching regulations on the
management of toxic coal ash. The EPA said AGL Macquarie failed to correctly sample coal ash at its
Bayswater and Liddell Power Stations, resulting in elevated levels of dangerous heavy metals including
chromium and cadmium. While claiming the contamination to be “unlikely to pose an unacceptable risk to
the environment or public health”, AGL said “We acknowledge failures in our own practices, and a
thorough review is underway.” https://www.solarquotes.com.au/blog/coal-ash-agl-mb0907/
29 August 2019
AGL fined $15,000 by NSW EPA for contaminated slurry spill “from the power
station outside Muswellbrook's lime softening plant entered a Wisemans Creek tributary, resulting in
water pollution to a nearby river red gum endangered ecological community".
https://www.newcastleherald.com.au/story/6355111/15000-agl-fine-after-alleged-bayswaterenvironmental-licence-breach/
5 March 2019
AGL fined $30,000 by NSW EPA for over 45,000 litres of diesel that overflowed near
Tinkers Creek.
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2019/epamedia190305-epa-fines-aglmacquarie-$30000-after-diesel-spill

17 Jan 2019
AGL admits selling coal ash contaminated with heavy metals to business customers
that exceeded limits set by the NSW Environmental Protection Authority (EPA).
https://www.nature.org.au/media-releases/2019/01/agl-admits-selling-ash-with-heavy-metalcontamination/

24 Sept 2018
AGL receives $2.99 million fine from Victoria’s Essential Services Commission for
failing to surrender the correct number of Energy Efficiency Certificates (EEC) under energy efficiency
regulations.
https://www.afr.com/business/energy/gas/agl-energy-slapped-with-3m-fine-over-energyefficiency-failure-20180923-h15rdw

17 Sept 2018
AGL warned it may lose its licence to sell gas and electricity in Victoria due to
incorrect data submitted to the Victorian Essential Services Commission regarding customer numbers,
customer complaints, hardship levels and debts.
https://www.theage.com.au/business/consumer-affairs/get-your-house-in-order-victorianregulator-puts-agl-on-notice-over-dodgy-data-20180917-p5046s.html

11 Sept 2018
AGL fails to provide accurate data to the Australian Energy Regulator on customer
numbers, customer complaints and hardship programs.
https://www.smh.com.au/business/consumer-affairs/agl-admits-giving-dodgy-complaints-datato-energy-regulator-20180911-p502zg.html

29 May 2018
$15,000 for slurry overflow from ash dam infrastructure at Liddell Power Station.
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2018/epamedia180529

16 May 2018
$10,000 for failing to collect data on two gas wells as part of the Camden Gas
Project.
https://www.macarthuradvertiser.com.au/story/5405549/agl-fined-for-camden-gas-projectbreach/

7 Feb 2018
$60,000 for failing to inform customers that their fixed term retail contracts were
due to end and not allow enough time to negotiate improved terms or change suppliers.
https://www.canstarblue.com.au/electricity/agl-fined-contract-end/

11 Jan 2017
$124,000 for failing to declare political donations it made to NSW political parties.
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2017/jan/12/agl-fined-124000-failing-declarepolitical-donations

8 Jan 2016
$30,000 for sulphuric acid pollution into Tinkers creek at Bayswater Power Station
(NSW).
https://www.singletonargus.com.au/story/3652676/epa-fines-macquarie-agl-for-waterpollution/

11 May 2015
$40,000 for disconnecting customers in hardship programs or payment plans.
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-05-11/agl-fined-40,000-for-disconnecting-sa-customers-inhardship/6459892

1 May 2015
$1.5 million for misleading customers about price rises and discounts in fixed
contracts.
https://www.choice.com.au/shopping/consumer-rights-and-advice/your-rights/articles/aglfined-for-misleading-marketing-010515

9 Mar 2015
$15,000 for methane gas leak at Spring Farm in NSW.
https://www.insidewaste.com.au/general/news/1002311/agl-fined-usd15-methane-scare

19 Dec 2013
$1,500 for briefly exceeding the Nitrogen Oxide licence limit at Rosalind Park Gas
Plant.
https://www.agl.com.au/about-agl/media-centre/asx-and-media-releases/2013/dec/agl-finedby-epa-for-minor-breaches

12 December 2013
AGL South Australia Pty Ltd was ordered to pay a further $35,000 for its
part in the dealer refusing to leave immediately when asked by the occupier of the property. 63
1 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL Sales Pty Ltd (No 2) [2013] FCA 1360.
8 Aug 2013 $150,000 for environmental project due to failure to comply with environment licence.
http://agl2014.sustainability-report.com.au/how-we-operate/legislative-compliance

21 May 2013
$1.56 million for using illegal door-to-door sales tactics.
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-05-21/agl-fined-over-illegal-door-to-door-salestactics/4703112

8 July 2005
$325,000 for gas explosion at Kogarah shopping centre in 1995 killing two people.
http://workplaceohs.com.au/hazards/hazardous-chemicals/cases/agl-fined-325-000-for-gasexplosions-which-killed-two

13 Aug 2003
$100,000 fine resulting from the electrocution of a Melbourne carpenter in 1999.
https://www.theage.com.au/articles/2003/08/13/1060588438402.html?from=storyrhs
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Australian Competition and Consumer Commission v AGL Sales Pty Ltd (No 2) [2013] FCA 1360.
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My name is Meredith Kidby and I hope you care as I do about the environment in
Westernport Bay.
Firstly, I would like to say that it’s disappointing that after more than 6,000 people wrote a
submission opposing this project, the government said that all submissions must be
lodged via their Engage Victoria website. Also, it is now unclear how long I have to get my
submission in.
The Westernport Bay area contains unique marine habitats and is listed under the Ramsar
Convention as a wetland of international significance. We must not spoil this area at a time
when we should be moving to renewable energy.
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 km away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have
completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have deemed
the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the
EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk
assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.

Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying
only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as
Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of
carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the
impacts of climate change.
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,
Meredith Kidby
North Melbourne, Victoria
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My name is Ella Gasowski and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Who cares why it’s important to me?! It’s important to the animals and eco systems
that rely on it! AGL you should be spending your time and effort on renewable
energy. 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.

My name is Linda Marshall and I visit Westernport Bay often.
A place of natural beautiful and incredible wildlife. A place to conserve
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.
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.

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,
Linda Marshall
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My name is Kimberley Miter and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
This is an important area for wetland birds as well as other wildlife.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the 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.
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 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,
Kimberley Miter
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My name is Deepa Ram and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. I
thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. A new fossil fuel project like the
gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new risks to the local
community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire
and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import
facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have
completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary
studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent
region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating
Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Recent
research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and
enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands
which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the
climate crisis. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
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My name is Erin Andrusiw and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is a unique and beautiful part of Victoria that I have enjoyed visiting. The
natural beauty and wildlife has a special place in my heart, and deserves to be preserved
for those to enjoy for many years to come.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss
of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is
not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more
disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact
of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism‐dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay
in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and
water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds
like the critically endangered Orange‐Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland
is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay
is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment
and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is
an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging
projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay ‐ clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.

Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but
a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of
warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The
plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not
only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be
investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of
investing in soon‐to‐be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not
consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem ‐ like plankton
and fish eggs ‐ would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water
being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated
water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further
affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on
our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are
many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Erin Andrusiw
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My name is Amy Hunt and I visit Westernport Bay often.
The natural environment, the marine and coastal flora and fauna is important and needs to be
protected against risks presented by this proposed project. This environment also contributes to
the local culture and lifestyle for humans who live nearby.
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.
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,
Amy Hunt
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My name is Thomas McNish and I live in the Westernport Bay area. clean oceans
are fundamental to our lives in Bass Coast. Big Gas is not.. 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). There are many other viable, and more suitable,
options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
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My name is Peter Monie and I live on the coast of Westernport. It's the most
beautiful area in the world and relatively unspoilt until AGL came along with their
outrageous plans to destroy it with dirty imported gas. AGL makes the right noises
about long-term reduction of greenhouse gases, but we need action now. While I
object to the undue haste with which this consideration of the issues during the
pandemic is being undertaken, 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
in 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. 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 destroy the 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. The most important issue for your consideration
is that, if the project is approved, AGL would be allowed to 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 very
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

My name is Peter Monie and I live on the coast of Westernport.
It's the most beautiful area in the world and relatively unspoilt until
AGL came along with their outrageous plans to destroy it with dirty
imported gas. AGL makes the right noises about long-term
reduction of greenhouse gases, but we need action now.
While I object to the undue haste with which this consideration of
the issues during the pandemic is being undertaken, 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 in 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. 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
destroy the 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.
The most important issue for your consideration is that, if the
project is approved, AGL would be allowed to 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 very 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 - 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 AGL's declared
intentions regarding what needs to be done 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 totally
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.
Yours sincerely and in grief
Peter Monie
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Why would you take the risk, damage to the environment to support a gas terminal
when the science already suggests that this fuel is not the way of the future? At
what point do we take leadership to a level where it is determined that the greater
good of our society long term is more important than a few short term jobs.
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My name is Christian Turner and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
My history with Western Port Bay is over 20 years long. The surf spots in Western Port Bay
are central to Victorian surfing culture and current day participation. We can no longer
jeopardise these beautiful natural environments
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include
exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of
accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the
import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have
completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have deemed
the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the
EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk
assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.

Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming
by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting
costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to
our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soonto-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,
Christian Turner
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My name is Janet Hall and I visit Westernport Bay often.
I first spent significant time in Westernport Bay when I had a holiday job on Phillip Island as a
student. The beaches were beautiful, of course, as were the penguins, koalas and seals. We looked
across the Bay to Crib Point from Cowes. I'm glad we didn't have the jarring view of large ships and
industrial plant to spoil the tranquility of that view. At night very few lights twinkled from Stony
Point and Crib Point across the dark water. We were lucky not to be reminded of gas imports by
jarring factory lights of a terminal.
But that was just the beginning. What a treasure Westernport Bay is! A large bite out of the side of
Victoria that creates so many varied coastal ecosystems and two islands in the middle. Phillip Island
has become the second most tourism‐dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see not
only little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales, but also 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 have a
negative impact on Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Coastal wetlands are precious, internationally recognised by Ramsar conventions because they are
endangered ‐ yet much more valuable for us and all the flora and fauna that depend on them as they
are, rather than a soon‐to‐be superfluous and obsolescent gas terminal. Birds of passage depend on
them being where they’ve always been when they finally touch down exhausted and hungry after
long flights. Wetlands shelter so many creatures, a nursery for so much sea life.
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.
Wetlands shield the planet against climate change by locking up carbon. The proposed gas terminal,
apart from putting the Bay at risk from industrialisation and shipping, will cause the release of more
carbon into the atmosphere. We cannot afford even more fossil fuels to be burnt anywhere, inside
or outside of Victoria. There are plenty of issues which make this proposal unacceptable but the
issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
There are several other considerations. 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. Fishing will be affected by increased shipping and toxic
chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
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 ill matched.
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 not surprisingly 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 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,
Janet Hall

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2398

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Bridget McArthur

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is Bridget McArthur 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. 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. Sincerely, Bridget
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I object to the Gas import Jetty and pipeline project on the following grounds: 1. The
impact of the lower sea water temperature on marine organisms 2. the effect of
removal of the smaller of the plankton and the effect of this on the food chain 3, The
impact of the pipeline on vegetation particularly endangered orchids 4. What effect
is the chlorinated water going to have on marine life. Is there data on the effect
even when concentrations are low 5. The project will affect the biodiversity of
marine life 6. Noise pollution will degrade the peaceful area used by locals and
visitors 7. Tankers will pollute this important RAMSAR site 8. The Ramsar site is an
important area for bird species
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I am very concerned about the proposed development at Westernport Bay. The
wetlands in the area are listed as internationally important RAMSAR sites, and the
seagrass beds are one of the largest beds along the coastline. The area is home to
many marine mammals that would react sensitive to increased noise and pollution.
It is not understandable why new developments have to be made in the last
remaining intact natural sites. It is a fact that Australia needs to reduce its emissions
and burning of fossil fuels including gas to secure not only our environment but also
our economy and health into the future. The EPBC Act and the Sustainable
Development Goals are intended to guide investments into sustainable sectors.
Obviously, this is not working, despite the fact that renewables have become
economically the better choice. Please invest into renewable and restore/use
already polluted/built up areas for any new development, and leave an iconic area
as Westernport Bay intact. AGL should work on its path to a more sustainable future
with less gas, coal and oil, instead of wrecking some of the last remaining beautiful
places along Victoria's coastline.
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Submission Vic inquiry into AGL's proposed gas import
terminal westernport bay
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
My name is Jillian Dixon and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I am opposed to the natural environment of Westernport Bay being disturbed. It is the home
to many bird and animal species and native flora. I think there are more suitable locations to
protect this fragile 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.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include
exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of
accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the
import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL
have completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have
deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies
and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk
assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory
of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the
maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate
to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious
environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State

Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying
only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as
Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of
carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the
impacts of climate change.
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,
Jillian Dixon
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The proposed AGL development will severely impact on the environment on
amenity of the area. The impact on the environment will be felt for many
generations and is totally adverse to the Ramsar prestigious classification the
Western Port Bay enjoys. Th future for our children is at stake.
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My name is Daniel Mason and I visit Westernport Bay often. Beach and recreational
experiences. 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.
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My name is Jonathan MacDonald and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It’s important to me because I surf in it and also boat and fish in it.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss
of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is
not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more
disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact
of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding
the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made
up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the
most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the
shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive
mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of
plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL.
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,
Jonathan MacDonald
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My name is Jesse Butland and I visit Westernport Bay often.
I do heaps in Westernport Bay. Fish, surf, swim, amongst many other things. I also
have many many friends who live a short walk from it. It is an immensely beautiful
place that harbours so much life and recreation it would horrific to see this go.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents
and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be
affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise.
The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased
number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will
mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers
will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic
chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land
and water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory
birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport
Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and
fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.

Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future
but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees
Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from
fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered
fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business.
Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded
assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we
need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like
plankton and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they
would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to
chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly
half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or
the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Jesse Butland
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AGL Wholesale Gas Limited (AGL) and APA Transmission Pty Ltd (APA) proposed Gas Import Jetty
and Pipeline Project, Crib Point: Submission in response to the AGL Environmental Effects
Statement
Dr Angela Freeman (B.Agr Sci (Hons.) University of Melbourne; Ph.D. (Marine Biology) University
of Melbourne

Personal statement
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the AGL EES. I undertook my Ph.D. between 1977 and
1981 as part of the State government funded Environmental Study of Western Port Bay, studying
productivity of intertidal seagrasses at Crib Point, including the effects of changes of temperature
and light on their photosynthesis. I have worked as a research scientist for my whole career and
have a range of concerns regarding the EES. However, due to the large volume of information in the
EES and the short timeframe in which to respond, I am focussing my submission on my key concerns
in Chapter 6 Marine Biodiversity and the accompanying Technical Report A.
I would welcome the opportunity to further discuss my submission with you at the Crib Point IAC
hearings.

Submission in response to the AGL Environmental Effects Statement Chapter 6 Marine Biodiversity
and accompanying Technical Report A

The issues being addressed in this submission are:
1. The site selection for the proposed project
Siting of overseas FSRUs
Legislative framework
Previous environmental studies of Western Port Bay and its environs
2. AGL methodology and risk assessments
Literature review
Current approaches to studying impacts of disturbances to ecosystems and the AGL
research framework
3. Discussion of AGL research results on impacts of the FSRU on marine biodiversity
Impacts of entrainment of marine organisms during FSRU seawater intake
Impacts of discharge of cooled or heated seawater on marine biodiversity
Impacts of discharge of chlorinated seawater on marine biodiversity
4. Summary of concerns regarding AGL assessment of marine biodiversity impacts

1

Zawadski S 2018 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-lng-fsru-analysis/for-the-global-lng-industry-isthe-fsru-honeymoon-over-idUSKBN1K80R2 )
The documentation provided by AGL in the EES does not include consideration of any other sites
for the proposed project. However, it does acknowledge that the Crib Point site is part of the
internationally recognised Ramsar Western Port wetland site. Documentation of overseas projects
clearly shows that proponents select sites with low environmental values with FSRUs moored at
jetties at industrial ports or out in open water.

Legislative framework
On 8 October 2018, the Victorian Minister for Planning issued a decision determining that an EES
was required for the Project in its entirety due to the potential for a range of significant
environmental effects.
The Minister’s reasons for making this decision included the following recommendations:
•

The Project has the potential for significant environmental effects, including on native
vegetation and the habitat of threatened terrestrial and aquatic species listed under the Flora
and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 (Vic), as well as risk to some aspects of the ecology in the North
Arm of the Western Port Ramsar site.

•

There are potential effects from construction and operation of a gas pipeline on water quality
of waterways and the Western Port Ramsar site and on Aboriginal cultural heritage.

The area is protected by Federal and State environmental legislation and unless approval is given
under each of these, the project cannot proceed.
The Gas Import Jetty Works require the following approvals under Victorian legislation:
•

a Works Approval under the Environment Protection Act 1970 (Vic) (Environment Protection
Act) for the FSRU component of the Gas Import Jetty Works

•

a licence under the Environment Protection Act before the Project starts operating for the
discharge of waste for the FSRU component of the Gas Import Jetty Works (EPA Licence)

•

Planning Scheme Amendment to apply the Specific Controls Overlay to the Gas Import Jetty
Works (including the FSRU) allowing the application of an Incorporated Document to the site
under the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme and in accordance with the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 (Vic)

•

consent under the Marine and Coastal Act 2018 (Vic) for the components of the Gas Import
Jetty Works on marine and coastal Crown land (excluding the Crib Point Receiving Facility)

•

permits to take native flora and fauna species listed under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act
1988 (Vic).

The purpose of the environmental protection overlays on Western Port Bay and its environs is to
protect the area from environmentally damaging development. The AGL proposal does not fit with
legislation to prevent dumping of waste water in the Bay. The long-term impacts on marine
organisms and the marine environment of the dumping of 465,000 m 3 of cooled or heated
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chlorinated seawater in the Crib Point region of Western Port Bay, 365 days/year for 20 years, in
this area are unknown. This issue has not been addressed in the EES.

Previous environmental studies of Western Port Bay
During the 1960s, Western Port became the focus for State development and an oil refinery, gas
fractionation plant and a steel rolling mill. In the early 1970s, the State government commissioned
and funded a very comprehensive environmental study of Western Port Bay to inform future
decisions on the competing demands for conservation and development of the Bay.
The Western Port Bay Environmental Study was a major multi-disciplinary program that began in
1973. The study was designed to obtain broad scientific knowledge of the bay and its catchment
preceding major urban and industrial development. Initially, it comprised over 50 projects, including
marine, land, and social and economic studies and was continued into a second phase. Funding was
provided by state government and industry, and direction of the study was by representative
committees, a Study Director and scientific and technical core groups. Co-operative investigations
embraced government, university, industry and other scientific groups. The Western Port Bay
Environmental Study continued to evolve and become the Western Port Regional Environmental
Study, one of the three major parts of the Environmental Studies Program of the Ministry for
Conservation and environmental research on Western Port Bay has continued to this day.
The State Government of the 1970s halted further industrial development due to the compelling
evidence of the high environmental value of Westernport Bay. Ongoing environmental research and
management studies have further reinforced the high environmental value of the region and no
major industrial development has occurred in Western Port Bay since. The comprehensive
environmental data on Westernport bay and environs lead to international recognition of the region
as a Ramsar wetland and UNESCO Biosphere.
The overwhelming scientific evidence of the unique and fragile ecosystem of Western Port, based
on over forty years of environmental and ecological research, its international recognition as a
Ramsar wetland and the Victorian Government’s own Environmental Protection overlays over
Western Port should be sufficient evidence that the Crib Point site is an inappropriate site for the
proposed FSRU project. Overseas FSRU projects have deliberately avoided sites of high
environmental value. The AGL project would be the first FSRU operating in Australia and it would
set a dangerous precedent to allow it to be sited in the highly protected, environmentally
significant Western Port Bay site proposed by AGL.

2. AGL methodology and risk assessments
Literature review: a desktop review of relevant baseline data and reports
The literature review listed in the methodology is not presented in Chapter 6. The accompanying
Technical Report A states under section 4.1 Literature Review that “Existing conditions in Western
Port were established from review of relevant scientific reports, literature and Commonwealth,
State and Federal government publications” (Pg 25.) AGL has only used the vast body of literature on
the ecology of Western Port Bay to give a one-dimensional description of the physical and
hydrological aspects of the bay and which flora and fauna are present.
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AGL has not provided adequate data or an adequate description of the ecology of the bay, that is,
the complex interactions between the flora and fauna and their physical environment over space
and time. This information is essential to inform their proposed research methodology. This may
be due to a complete lack of understanding of the ecology of the Bay or a deliberate simplification
of the many complex interactions which occur between the system components.

Current approaches to studying impacts of disturbances to ecosystems.
It has long been accepted that studies of ecosystems to predict outcomes of a range of events,
including industrial disturbances, require spatial-temporal modelling, in other words, predicting
impacts over space and time.
The Queensland University of Technology has a large research group called the Bayesian Research
and Application Group, which is a world leader in ecological research and prediction of impacts of
disturbances on ecosystems. They define Spatial-Temporal Modelling as follows:
“Spatial-temporal modelling relates to problems where we want to analyse and predict how
something varies over space and/or time. Such problems can exist at widely different spatial and
temporal scales, ranging from detailed medical imaging data to Geographic Information System (GIS)
data, and from ‘real-time’ medical and operational time frames to decades long ecosystem
monitoring time frames.” Dr Paul Wu, a member of the group wrote the following description of the
complexities of predicting the impact of industrial disturbances on the marine environment, in the
context of research he undertook on the impact of dredging on seagrass beds. The description and
concepts apply equally well to the proposed AGL project.
“Predicting temporal responses of ecosystems to disturbances associated with industrial activities is
critical for their management and conservation. However, prediction of ecosystem responses is
challenging due to the complexity and potential non-linearities stemming from interactions between
system components and multiple environmental drivers. Prediction is particularly difficult for marine
ecosystems due to their often highly variable and complex natures and large uncertainties
surrounding their dynamic responses. Consequently, current management of such systems often
rely on expert judgement and/or complex quantitative models that consider only a subset of the
relevant ecological processes. Hence there exists an urgent need for the development of whole-ofsystems predictive models to support decision and policy makers in managing complex marine
systems in the context of industry- based disturbances. This paper presents Dynamic Bayesian
Networks (DBNs) for predicting the temporal response of a marine ecosystem to anthropogenic
disturbances.”
“The combination of qualitative visual and quantitative elements in a DBN facilitates the integration
of a wide array of data, published and expert knowledge and other models. Such multiple sources
are often essential as one single source of information is rarely sufficient to cover the diverse range
of factors relevant to a management task. “
(Ref: Wu, Paul, Mengersen, Kerrie, McMahon, Kathryn, Kendrick, Gary, & Caley, M. Julian (2015)
Predicting the temporal response of seagrass meadows to dredging using Dynamic Bayesian
Networks. In Weber, T, McPhee, M J, & Anderssen, R S (Eds.) Proceedings of MODSIM2015, 21st
International Congress on Modelling and Simulation. Modelling and Simulation Society of Australia
and New Zealand Inc. (MSSANZ), Australia, pp. 1282-1288.)
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AGL has not undertaken spatial- temporal modelling of the complex ecosystem of Western Port
Bay to determine the key environmental risks of the project. Their approach involves stating what
they perceive or consider to be the only environmental risks - entrainment of plankton and other
small organisms during seawater intake, discharge of cooled or heated seawater, discharge of
chlorinated seawater - and then undertaking research and modelling to determine their individual
environmental impacts in the short-term.

3. Discussion of AGL research results on impacts of the FSRU on marine biodiversity
In Chapter 6 Marine Biodiversity, AGL bases its research on three factors seen as risks to marine
biodiversity, namely entrainment of plankton and other small organisms, seawater temperature
changes due to FSRU discharges and increased chlorine products in the discharges as described
below in Technical Report A, Section 7 Risk and Impact Assessment (Pg 303):
“The purpose of this section is to assess the marine environmental effects of the three main stresses
that would be caused by the proposed regasification project in Western Port. The three main
stresses are:
• entrainment of plankton and other small organisms in seawater taken into the FSRU cooling or
heating water systems
• decease or increase in seawater temperature due to discharges from FSRU; and
• increase in chlorine produced oxidants in the seawater discharges from the FSRU.”

Impacts of entrainment of marine organisms during FSRU seawater intake
The assumption by AGL that only plankton and other small (unidentified) organisms will be entrained
or impacted by the FSRU seawater intake system is of great concern and is not evidence based.
AGL makes the following statement in Technical Report A section 1.3.2 Intake for Seawater –
Primary Mitigation Measures (Pg 8):
“The intake of seawater would entrain biota into the pipe network and heat exchangers on the
FSRU. The living biota entering the seawater intake of the FSRU could include:
• Larger actively swimming biota such as fish and small biota;
• Less mobile planktonic biota such as very small animals (zooplankton);
• Larger animals such as jellyfish;
• Microscopic plants (phytoplankton);
• Larvae and eggs; and
• Propagules of marine plants such as mangroves and seagrasses.
Entrainment risks can be mitigated through the design of the intake sea chests on the FSRU. The
important parameters on the sea chest design that impact entrainment rates are:
• Locating the sea chest near mid-depth in the water column and away from the water surface (2 m
below surface) and seabed (3 m above seabed);
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• Limiting the intake velocity to 0.15 metres per second (m/s), allowing most mobile biota to avoid
being entrained;
• Locating the intake so the intake velocity is horizontal, allowing fish and other mobile biota to
detect the flow and swim away;
• 100 millimetres (mm) x 100mm screen to prevent larger organisms from being entrained.”

AGL makes the following statements in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.1 Entrainment of plankton and other
small organisms (Pg 70):








“During operation, the FSRU would draw in seawater from Western Port for the heat
transfer process associated with regasification and for other purposes such as for ballast
water, firefighting and freshwater production. The seawater is taken into the FSRU through
inlets on the sides of the FSRU and chlorinated by an electrolytic process before being
pumped through a network of pipes, valves and heat exchangers in the vessel.”
“The seawater inlets on the side of the FSRU are at least two metres from the surface and
three metres from the seabed to minimise entrainment of biota, debris and sediments. The
seawater intake velocity would be less than 0.15 metres per second to allow mobile marine
biota to swim away and the seawater inlets would be fitted with bar grilles. Screening grilles
would not exceed 100-millimetre horizontal by 100-millimetre vertical spacing.”
“The main potential adverse effect of the seawater intake is to entrain smaller marine
organisms (very small fish, zooplankton and phytoplankton), drifting eggs and larvae in the
central part of the water column adjacent to the intake.”
“The swimming ability of larger larvae means that other fish that may be present in Lower
North Arm may be able to avoid the intake of the FSRU depending on the intake current
speed. The Project specifications allow for a maximum intake current of 0.15 m/s at the
grille. The sustained swimming speed that King George Whiting post-larvae can maintain for
two hours is only 0.06 m/s (Jenkins & Welsford, 2002), although the burst speed they are
capable of to avoid danger such as predators is unknown. Larvae of temperate fish species
were found to increase swimming ability rapidly from hatching to the end of the larval stage
(Clark et al., 2005). The larger pre- settlement larvae were capable of swimming at speeds of
up to 0.2 m/s (Clark et al., 2005). Thus, larger, older fish larvae may be able to avoid the
FSRU intake by active swimming.”

The size of the openings in the grille, aimed at avoiding entrainment of “larger organisms”, is 100mm
x 100mm, which is large enough to entrain a wide range of fish and other marine organisms. The
statements that “The seawater intake velocity would be less than 0.15 metres per second to allow
mobile marine biota to swim away” and “The larger pre- settlement larvae were capable of
swimming at speeds of up to 0.2 m/s (Clark et al., 2005). Thus, larger, older fish larvae may be able
to avoid the FSRU intake by active swimming” are extraordinary statements with no evidence or
data provided to suggest that this is the case. The entrainment of fish and other marine organisms is
dismissed with no evidence. Is there any reason why fish and other organisms would “sense danger”
and swim away? Marine organisms commonly swim through underwater structures such as
shipwrecks and there is no reason given to assume that they would not do the same when
approaching the FSRU water intake grille.
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In 2015, Greg Jenkins and Simon Conron of the School of Biosciences, University of Melbourne,
published a technical report “Characterising the status of the Western Port recreational fishery in
relation to biodiversity values”. The recreational fishing research data they obtained from boat ramp
interviews over a 15-year period has detailed information on numbers and lengths of species caught,
as well as location, depth and habitat of capture. In this study, the data was analysed with a view to
increasing knowledge on the ecology and biodiversity of key fish species in Westernport. Based on
high catch numbers, the report shows that the Lower North Arm and Hastings Port vicinity are
important areas for many of the fish species found in the Bay. This region was also described as an
important nursery area for King George Whiting and some Flathead species, particularly the Sand
Flathead.
Catch data for King George Whiting, which included size of each fish, showed that the distribution of
‘released’ whiting (i.e. those smaller than the legal minimum length) would have been mostly 2 year
old juveniles in the 20 – 27 cm range, and their abundance patterns based on GIS analysis were
similar to that of ‘kept’ Whiting (i.e. those greater than the legal minimum length); however, they
were taken from a slightly shallower depth range. Most fish in the bays are juveniles, up to four
years of age, therefore it is highly likely that they and juveniles of other species could be entrained.
Size distribution data from the study showed that, for example, that the size range of kept (legal
size) Flathead caught was 25 -30 cm (mode 30 cm) and the size range of King George Whiting was 25
– 45 cm (mode 31 cm). It therefore seems likely that some of these larger fish in the bay could
become entrained through the FSRU water intake grille (grille holes 10 cm x 10 cm).
(Greg Jenkins and Simon Conron (2015). Technical Report Characterising the status of the
Westernport recreational fishery in relation to biodiversity values: phase 1. The School of
Biosciences, University of Melbourne.)
As stated, AGL has provided no evidence that plankton are the only organisms entrained in sufficient
numbers to warrant any specific research for their EES. They simply refer to the organisms entrained
by the operation of the FSRU as plankton and other small organisms. What is the definition of a
small organism? In this case, it would appear to be any marine animal which can either swim or be
sucked in to a 10 cm x 10 cm grill aperture.
There are no data provided to show which marine species would actually be entrained in the
seawater intake system and in what numbers. This one of the most basic elements required to
assess the impacts of this project on marine life.
There are also no entrainment data provided from FSRUs currently in operation or other industrial
operations which use seawater as a heating or cooling method. In a study undertaken by the Pacific
Institute, the marine impacts of seawater intake of desalination plants in California were examined
(Cooley et al. 2013). They state that “seawater… is not just water. It is habitat and contains an entire
ecosystem of phytoplankton, fishes, and invertebrates. As a result, the intake of seawater from the
ocean results in the impingement and entrainment of marine organisms. Impingement occurs when
fish and other large organisms are trapped on the intake screen, resulting in their injury or death.
Entrainment occurs when organisms small enough to pass through the intake screens, such as
plankton, fish eggs, and larvae, are killed during processing of the salt water.”
The impingement of larger marine organisms is not adequately discussed in the AGL assessment of
risks associated with the FSRU seawater intake. The presence of many fish species in the vicinity of
the proposed project suggests that the issue of impingement needs to be addressed.
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In Technical report A (Pg 314), a summary of the mitigation measures for the seawater intake design
refers to mitigation measures to prevent entrainment and impingement of larger biota such as fish
and penguins as follows:
“In summary, the mitigation measures for the seawater intake design are as follows.
1. The intake should have a screening screen with spaces 100 mm by 100 mm in the vertical
dimension to prevent larger marine biota such as penguins and large fish from entering the intake
and becoming trapped, injured or killed.
2. The intake should be designed so seawater is taken in horizontally. This allows fish and other freeswimming marine biota to sense the intake current and swim away from the intake.
3. Limit the intake velocity to 0.15 m/s at peak production so that fish and other biota can swim
away from the intake without becoming impinged or entrained.
The inclusion of these mitigation measures reduces the risk of larger marine biota (including fish,
invertebrates and some smaller fish - see USEPA 2004) throughout the water column and biota
associated with buoyant and dense debris from being impinged on the screens or entrained into the
heat exchange system. The risk to other smaller fish is the same as for fish eggs and larvae as
discussed in Section 7.6.14. In addition, the intake is located 60 m offshore and 100 m south of the
jetty. Thus, there is a negligible risk of entrainment of fish living under Crib Point Jetty. The resulting
likelihood is considered rare and the consequence on local populations as negligible, which gives a
risk rating of Very Low.”
Cooley et al. found that the best data sets available on entrainment and impingement were for
once-through seawater cooling systems (OTCs) of coastal Californian power plants. They state the
following data for two such systems:
“Further, OTC studies along the California coast have found that impingement and entrainment at
coastal power plants vary considerably based on the location, year, and even time of year. For
example, the state’s two largest nuclear power plants, Diablo Canyon and San Onofre, withdraw
similar quantities of water, but their impact on marine life differed dramatically. In an average year,
Diablo Canyon entrains 1.8 billion fish and fish larvae and impinges about 400 fish and one large
marine animal. San Onofre, by contrast, annually entrains 5.6 billion fish and fish larvae and
impinges 3.5 million fish (SWRCB 2008). The differences in impact are not due to a single cause, but
“arise from the plants’ local marine environments, respective designs, and intake and discharge
technologies” (McClary et al. 2013). Even for a single facility, impingement and entrainment rates
may be subject to daily, seasonal, annual, and even decadal variation. Because of this variability,
site-specific analyses are needed to determine the type and extent of impingement and
entrainment.”
In relation to growing concerns around entrainment and impingement by OTCs, Cooley et al. state
that the Californian State Water Board legislated the following:
“As part of its charge to protect water quality, the State Board has the authority to regulate
seawater intakes for industrial facilities, including for desalination plants. Specifically, Section
13142.5(b) of the California Water Code requires each new or expanded coastal power plant or
other industrial facility using seawater for cooling, heating, or industrial processing to use “the best
available site, design, technology, and mitigation measures feasible…to minimize the intake and
mortality of all forms of marine life.” In May 2010, amid growing concern about the impacts of
power plant intakes on coastal ecosystems, the State Board promulgated new standards to reduce
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impingement and entrainment from existing power plants. The new policy defines recirculating
cooling systems, also referred to as “closed-loop” cooling systems, as the best available
technology. As a result, power plants operators will have to reduce impingement and entrainment
to a level commensurate with those achieved with recirculating cooling systems. This, in effect,
forces operators to shut down OTC systems (SWRCB 2010).”
(Ref: Heather Cooley, Newsha Ajami, and Matthew Heberger (2013). Key Issues in Seawater
Desalination in California: Marine Impacts. Pacific Institute, California.
https://pacinst.org/publication/desal-marine-impacts/ )
AGL has selected an open-loop seawater circulation system for the operation of their FSRU. Clearly,
impacts on marine organisms would be reduced with the use of a closed-loop system. World best
practice in operating FSRUs includes site selection to avoid marine environments of high biodiversity
value, seawater intake technology to minimise entrainment and impingement, and operating a
closed-loop system.
In Technical Report A, AGL states that seawater discharge from their closed-loop design is 40% of
that from their open-loop design (Pg 256).
It is clear from AGL’s own data that the operation of the proposed FSRU in a closed-loop
configuration would reduce the impact on the marine ecosystem through reduced entrainment
and impingement and reduced discharge. Closed-loop operation would be considered world best
practice rather than open-loop operation.

Impacts of discharge of cooled or heated seawater on marine biodiversity
The modelling of the plume of discharged seawater under various operating scenarios is described in
Technical report A.
Discharge of cooled water (open-loop operation)
AGL have modelled the discharge plumes of cooled seawater under the various modes of operation
and the sequence of neap and spring tides. Figure 7-17 in Technical Report A (Pg 354) shows the
area of seawater with temperatures above the temperature Guideline Value. This area encompasses
all the seabed and water column in which the tidally-averaged cooler seawater level could be more
than 0.5°C below ambient temperature. This plume may encompass an area of approximately 20 ha,
all of which is within the defined Port Zone and also within the area that was dredged or altered by
previous construction and presence of the Crib Point Jetty.
The risk assessment ratings given in Chapter 6 Table 6-17 “Summary of impact assessment and risk
of discharge of cooler water on the environment” (Pg 88) for plankton, infauna and pelagic and
demersal species and protected species was low in this 20 ha affected area. The impacts of these
risks have all been rated as No Impact, with the exception of plankton which is rated Minor Impact.”
These ratings are described in the context of the affected 20 ha being very small in comparison to
the whole Bay as shown in the key points from the table, given below:
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Field sampling of zooplankton and phytoplankton in North Arm established that plankton is
abundant and widely distributed through Western Port and around Crib Point. Direct contact
with the cooler water discharge is highly likely. Only a tiny amount of plankton are predicted





to be impacted by the cooler water discharge compared with the high abundance in North
Arm and Western Port generally meaning the potential impact is negligible.
Infauna were found near the wharf (100 – 300/L sediment). Therefore, cooler water
concentrations reaching infauna would occur. The benthic habitats and species present at
Crib Point Berth 2 are widely represented in the Lower North Arm over an area of about
36,000 hectares. The risk was considered low. The potential impact on benthic communities
over 20 hectares due to discharge of cooler water is therefore considered negligible in terms
of changes to the ecological processes and nutrient and carbon cycles in Western Port.
Pelagic and demersal species move around in Western Port and some would be in the
vicinity of the FSRU where they could have direct contact with the cooler water plume as it
dilutes and spreads out. Although the discharge plumes extend over a very small area in the
context of Western Port, the potential for contact with fish is highly likely. The risk was
considered low. Given that fish are very mobile and have the opportunity and ability to
move away quickly from the discharge area, the potential impact is considered negligible.

There is no discussion or modelling of the impacts on the marine biota and environment at a local
level over a prolonged period of operation (365 days/year for 20 years).

Discharge of warmed water (closed-loop operation)
In Technical Report A (Pg 364) discharge risks were described as follows:
“The identified risks for warmer seawater discharge are the same as for the cooler seawater
discharge risks listed in Table 7-16. However, due to the much smaller volume of warmer seawater
that is discharged into Western Port waters compared to when the FSRU is operating in open loop
there is a lower chance of any nearby sensitive receptors being impacted. All of the associated risks
for warmer seawater are ranked as either very low or low, indicating that warmer seawater
discharges are not likely to have any significant impact on the surrounding environment of North
Arm.”
The data provided by AGL on the impacts of discharge of cooled or warmed seawater show that
operating the closed-loop system reduces impacts on the marine environment.

Discharge of chlorinated water
The following information was provided by AGL in Chapter 6 (Pgs 91-93):
“In 2019 CSIRO was contracted to review all available toxicity data for chlorine and develop a 99 %
species protection for marine waters (CSIRO, 2019, reference not provided by AGL)).
The conclusions of the CSIRO review (CSIRO, 2019) are summarised as:
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•

For 99 per cent species protection and continuous exposure, the short-term Guideline Value
for chlorine (CPO) is 2 µg/L where the concentration zone is relatively consistent over time.

•

For 99 per cent species protection and where the concentration is intermittent or variable
over time, such as the tidally varying conditions in the North Arm of Western Port, the
short-term Guideline Value is 6 μg/L.

Therefore, for the AGL assessment, a Guideline Value of 6 μg/L is used for chlorine, based on
averaging chlorine exposure over a 12-hour tidal cycle.”
AGL have modelled the chlorine plumes for all discharge scenarios as described in Technical Report
A, Section 6.5 (Pg 262) and their summary follows:
“The key features of the resulting modelled plumes, for all modelled discharge scenarios include:
The travel path depends on the tidal water movement.
For FSRU only:
•

In ebb tides, the plumes formed from the discharges are carried to the south
while in flood tides, the plumes are carried to the north. There is considerable
dilution, reducing the chlorine level from 100 μg/L at the discharge point to less
than 5 μg/L within about 40 metres of the point of discharge.

•

At slack water, the tidal currents are weak and there is less dilution, with the
partly diluted discharge pooling beside and under the FSRU until the pool is carried
away and diluted in the following tidal cycle.
-

In open loop operation, the chlorine pool extends over an area on the seabed of
about 160 metres north/south and 150 metres east/west.

-

In closed loop at slack water, the pool extends over an area on the seabed of
about 100 metres north/south and 100 metres east/west.

-

The time-averaged chlorine level exceeds 6 μg/L in the footprint of the pool
described above for open loop and closed loop. The pool for closed loop is
smaller than for open loop because the discharge rate of seawater and chlorine
is 60 per cent lower and the discharge is warm, which aids dispersion due to
the extra dilution produced by buoyant rise.

-

As described above, there may be short-term events of local chlorine
concentrations above 6 μg/L in weak currents at slack water, although due to
low chlorine concentrations through the majority of the tide cycle, the timeaveraged chlorine levels are below 6 μg/L.

When an LNG carrier is unloading and moored adjacent to and on the starboard side of the FSRU,
the LNG carrier blocks the high velocity discharge ports). The obstruction of the discharge ports by
the adjacent LNG carrier reduces dilution in the tidal currents and causes more accumulation of
partly- diluted discharge under the two vessels (FSRU and LNG carrier) at slack water.
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•

Under the modelled open loop regasification scenario, the pool extends over an
area on the seabed of about 360 metres north/south and 200 metres east/west.
The time-averaged chlorine level exceeds 6 μg/L in the footprint of the pool.

•

The effect of the parallel LNG carrier is less for closed loop discharge because the
ports that discharge during closed loop operations are at the rear of the FSRU.
Even so, when an LNG carrier is unloading, there is reduced dilution and a pool of
partly-diluted discharge forms under the two vessels (FSRU and LNG carrier) at

slack water. In closed loop, the pool extends over an area on the seabed of about
200 metres north/south and 150 metres east/west.
•

The time-averaged chlorine level exceeds 6 μg/L in the footprint of the pool.”

.
The highest time-averaged chlorine concentration occurs for peak open loop production with the
FSRU and an LNG carrier at Berth 2. The largest time-averaged chlorine contour is 6 µg/L and it
extends for an area of 5 ha adjacent to the two vessels and the Crib Point Jetty. The Guideline Limit
of 6 µg/L is exceeded in this area.
However, AGL state that: “In summary, in the worst-case scenario, the area of potential impact for
residual chlorine and seawater temperature change extends over 20 hectares around the proposed
FSRU location.” (Chapter 6, Pg 103).
The chlorine gradient pools described above will be present 365 days/year for the 20-year life of the
project. The impact of this long-term pool of chlorinated water is not discussed or modelled. The
long-term impacts are described in one sentence: “Due to dilution over time and decay of the
chlorine product, there is no forecast long-term accumulation of chlorine in Western Port and the
cumulative effects of the FSRU on chlorine concentration are expected to be negligible.” This seems
an inadequate evaluation of potential long-term impacts considering that AGL have acknowledged
short-term impacts on marine organisms within or passing through the chlorine plume. The
concentration of chlorine at the outlet is given as 100 µg/L chlorine with a reducing concentration
outwards towards the edge of the plume. The following statements acknowledge the short-term
impacts on marine fauna (Chapter 6, Pg 95):
“An organism suspended in the tidal currents passing next to the discharge ports would experience a
lower chlorine concentration reducing from 100 µg/L at the outlet to less than 10 μg/L after about
the next three minutes, because of the dilution of the discharge as it mixes with the surrounding
seawater. The chlorine concentration continues to decrease with time due to subsequent dilution.”
“Only organisms sensitive to a low level and short duration of exposure to chlorine would be
affected during the passage through the FSRU or in the plume around the discharge ports – others
would survive this short-term event. Nonetheless, a precautionary approach must be followed in
determining the potential environmental effects from use of chlorine to control biofouling in the
FSRU.”
The summary of impact assessment and risk of discharge of chlorinated water on the environment
(Chapter 6, Table 6-21, Pg 101) shows the following risks to marine organisms:
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“Pelagic and demersal species move around in Western Port and some would be in the
vicinity of the FSRU where they could have direct contact with the chlorinated water plume
as it dilutes and spreads. Although the discharge plumes extend over a very small area in the
context of Western Port, the potential for fish to come into contact with the discharge is
highly likely. Given that fish are very mobile and have the opportunity and ability to move
away quickly from the discharge area, the potential impact is considered negligible.
Infauna were found near the wharf (100 – 300/L sediment). The benthic habitats and species
present at Crib Point Berth 2 are widely represented in the Lower North Arm over an area of
about 36,000 hectares. An area of approximately five hectares where chlorine levels at all
area of the seabed and water column could exceed 6 μg/L is anticipated during LNG



unloading at slack tide. There are anticipated to be no acute impacts on infauna due to the
chlorine concentrations in the discharge and exposure to elevated concentration of chlorine
is expected to occur for short periods of time. The impact on benthic communities over five
hectares due to discharge of chlorinated water is therefore considered negligible in terms of
changes to the ecological processes and nutrient and carbon cycles in Western Port even
though the communities would be exposed to the discharge.
Field sampling of zooplankton and phytoplankton in North Arm established that plankton is
abundant and widely distributed through Western Port and around Crib Point. The likelihood
of direct contact with plankton is almost certain. Only a very minor amount of plankton are
predicted to be impacted by the discharge when compared with the high abundance in
North Arm and Western Port generally and the potential impact is considered negligible.”

Although AGL considers the impact of chlorine on marine fauna to be negligible in the context of
the whole of Westernport, the impact in the Crib Point region over a prolonged period of time is
not considered. It is important that any potential long-term degradation of this area due to the
presence of a chlorine plume over a 20-year period is included in the modelling.
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4. Summary of concerns regarding AGL assessment of marine biodiversity impacts
The documentation provided by AGL in the EES does not include consideration of any other sites for
the proposed project. However, it does acknowledge that the Crib Point site is part of the
internationally recognised Ramsar Western Port site. Documentation of overseas FSRU projects
clearly shows that proponents select sites with low environmental values where impacts will be less
significant with FSRUs moored at jetties at industrial ports or out in open water.
The purpose of the environmental protection overlays on the Western Port bay and environs region
is to protect the area from environmentally damaging development. The proposal does not fit with
legislation to prevent dumping of waste water in the Bay.
The overwhelming scientific evidence of the unique and fragile ecosystem of Westernport, based on
over forty years of environmental and ecological research, its international recognition as a Ramsar
wetland and the Victorian Government’s own Environmental Protection overlays over Western Port
should be sufficient evidence that the Crib Point site is an inappropriate site for the proposed FSRU
project. Overseas FSRU projects have deliberately avoided sites of high environmental value. The
AGL project would be the first FSRU operating in Australia and it would set a dangerous precedent to
allow it to be sited in the highly protected, environmentally significant Westernport Bay site
proposed by AGL.
AGL has not provided an adequate analysis of the ecology of the bay, that is, the complex
interactions between the flora and fauna and their physical environment over space and time. This
information is essential to inform their proposed research methodology. This may be due to a
complete lack of understanding of the ecology of the Bay or a deliberate simplification of the many
complex interactions which occur between the system components.
AGL has not undertaken spatial- temporal modelling of the complex ecosystem of Western Port Bay
to determine the key environmental risks of the project. Their approach involves stating what they
perceive (assume) to be the only environmental risks (entrainment of plankton and other small
organisms during seawater intake, discharge of cooled or heated seawater, discharge of chlorinated
seawater) and then undertaking research and modelling to determine their individual environmental
impacts in the short-term.
The assumption by AGL that only plankton and other small (unidentified) organisms will be entrained
or impacted by the FSRU seawater intake system is of great concern and is not evidence based. AGL
state that the 100 millimetres (mm) x 100mm mesh size on the water intake screen will prevent
larger organisms from being entrained.
There are no data provided to show which marine species would actually be entrained in the
seawater intake system and in what numbers. This one of the most basic elements required to
assess the impacts of this project on marine life. There are also no entrainment data provided from
FSRUs currently in operation or other industrial operations which use seawater as a heating or
cooling method.
Overseas studies have shown that impingement (trapping of fish and other marine fauna against the
intake grid, resulting in injury or death) should also be included in the risk assessment as well as
entrainment. The impingement of larger marine organisms is only mentioned in the AGL summary of
mitigation measures associated with the design of the FSRU seawater intake. The presence of many
fish species and other large biota in the vicinity of the proposed project suggests that the issue of
impingement needs to be addressed.
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It is clear from AGL’s own data that the operation of the proposed FSRU in a closed-loop
configuration would reduce the impact on the marine ecosystem through reduced entrainment and
impingement and reduced discharge. Closed-loop operation would be considered world best
practice rather than open-loop operation.
AGL have modelled the discharge plumes of cooled seawater under the various modes of operation
and found that this plume may encompass an area of approximately 20 ha in which the water would
be more than 0.5C cooler than the ambient temperature. AGL’s summary of impact assessment and
risk of discharge of cooler water on the environment for plankton, infauna and pelagic and demersal
species and protected species was low in this 20 ha affected area. The impacts of these risks have all
been rated as No Impact, with the exception of plankton which is rated Minor Impact. These ratings
are described in the context of the affected 20 ha being very small in comparison to the whole Bay.
There is no discussion or modelling of the impacts at a local level over a prolonged period of
operation (365 days/year for 20 years).
The data provided by AGL on the impacts of discharge of cooled (open-loop) or warmed (closedloop) seawater show that operating the closed-loop system reduces impacts on the marine
environment.
The discharge plumes of chlorinated water have been modelled by AGL under a range of conditions
and risks to marine fauna have been assessed based on the Guideline safe chlorine exposure level.
The guideline safe level of exposure of marine fauna to chlorine under the conditions in Western
Port was provided to AGL by CSIRO following a review (CSIRO, 2019), which found that for 99 per
cent species protection and where the concentration is intermittent or variable over time, such as
the tidally varying conditions in the North Arm of Western Port, the short-term Guideline Value is 6
μg/L.
The chlorine level in the discharged seawater is 100 μg/L at the seawater outlet, decreasing across
the plume. AGL describe several scenarios in which marine organisms, including fish, infauna and
plankton, would be exposed to chlorine levels above this safety level. AGL considers the impact of
chlorine on marine fauna to be negligible in the context of the whole of Western Port. However, the
impact in the Crib Point region over a prolonged period of time is not considered. It is important that
any potential long-term degradation of this area due to the presence of a chlorine plume over a 20year period is included in the modelling.
Conclusion
Although the Crib Point site is designated as part of the Port of Hastings, its marine environment is
not degraded as evidenced by such things as the large numbers of fish caught in the area and the
populations of feeding birds observed. The long-term impacts of the proposed project on the marine
ecosystem in the area have not been determined. World best practice includes multi-factorial
spatial-temporal modelling with appropriate statistical analysis, such as Bayesian modelling and
networks to determine the impacts of industrial development on marine ecosystems. The AGL EES
does not provide confidence that the proposed FSRU project would not have long-term impacts on
the marine ecology of Western Port Bay. It would set a dangerous precedent to site Australia’s first
FSRU project in an environmentally sensitive, internationally recognised Ramsar wetland.
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My name is Cheryl Gebhart and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Part of living on
the Westernport Bay is the ability to walk along the beautiful beaches and be able to
view the bay without seeing industrial activity on the water. Watching the dolphins
frolicking in the waters and the ecological systems. 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. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a
popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding
areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of
maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve
area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the
strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship
traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty. Phillip Island is the second most tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and
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My name is Hayley Kruse and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The fact that the Bay is home to three Marine National Parks illustrates the important and significance of 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 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 at a time when we need to support the domestic tourism market.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance of their
ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import
terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant
wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day
which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this
cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is
not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal
requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a dangerous reality
we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do
not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has
rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like
AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of
investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with
what we need to do to create a safe climate.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife. AGL
acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They
have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed
FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit behavioural
changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and
other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the 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,
Hayley Kruse
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Going through with this dirty plan would be catastrophic to the animals, the
wetlands, people’s mental health and the greater environment. Producing this much
gas that we do not need, creating an eye sore in a place which houses many animals
seems like such an obvious thing NOT to do. We do not want your dirty plan to go
through. We do not want the possibility of creating havoc in the sea by polluting it
with Chlorine and water cooler than which it began. We do not want another dirty
gas company profiting at the expense of global warming and every single person in
this community and greater nation and world inhabitants in a time more importantly
then ever we should be moving towards renewable energy. We Care for this
environment and our community. We do not want your dirty fossil fuels at the
expense of our mental health and physical health affected greatly by gas production
and it’s contribution to global warming.

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2410

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

Cecelia Witton

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

Submission_Crib_

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

see attached

Submission Crib Point Gas Import Jetty Pipeline Project EES and C272morn
My name is Cecelia Witton and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
1. Western Port is a unique environment recognized internationally for the biodiversity that
can be found in the region. It is also a Ramsar wetland of international significance and an
UNESCO Biosphere Reserve. There are not many areas like this.
2. 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 and C272morn. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form 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.
3. The beach and foreshore reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents
and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas will be affected by the loss of
bush, amenity and by disruptions because of construction vibration or high noise. The EES
notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships
coming into Western Port Bay and the strict exclusion zones will be disruptive for ship traffic.
Recreational fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
addition of toxic chlorination to the marine environment impacting on the important
nursery for fish and seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
4. 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 is inconsistent with the perception of a pristine and protected
wetland.
5. 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.
6. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
Western Port each day, which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Western Port. Under current regulations, State Environment Protection Policy (Waters), the
EPA must not approve a wastewater discharge into Western Port unless it has been treated
to a level that protects the beneficial uses of these high-conservation-value waters. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally

inappropriate. 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.
7. 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. 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.
8. 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.
9. The C272morn amendment will allow the Gas Receiving facility to be built without and EPA
Works Approval
10. Why should the construction and operation of a facility that will store and use odorant
(Mercaptan) and Liquid Nitrogen that is an integral component, of the operation of the Crib
Point Gas Import Jetty works project bypass assessment as part of the EES process?
11. Why should the construction and operation of this facility not be required to have an EPA
Works Approval, given its location, operating parameters and associated risks to the
Western Port Ramsar site?
12. 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.

Sincerely,
Cecelia Witton
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My name is Gerhard Grasser. I not only care about the environment in Westernport Bay but am
concerned about the way the EES has been presented by the proponents of this project. As an
Environmental Effects Statement, it is unacceptable that a sales pitch in the Executive Summary of
the external ‘benefits’ of this project are included. This is an EES, and should not be coloured with
speculation about what might or might not happen in the energy market. The detail to which this
report has been taken in gathering expert evidence and opinion, while to be admired, doesn’t
adequately cover the fallback position should this advice in time prove not to be accurate. Further,
the wording used in the report is soft rather than firm. Using ‘should’ or ‘can’ must be taken to task,
and replaced with words that mandate the actions or obligations of the proponent.
Maintaining and restoring the natural environment is important. Not only to retain recreational
opportunities around Westernport, but also to halt industrial development in a proclaimed RAMSAR
and Biosphere region out of respect for the environment – and for the connection to country for
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 issues that concern me most
are the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife, and what actions would be
taken should the modelling and "best science of the day" prove to be incorrect leaving an
unacceptable impact on the environment over time.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our
freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has

so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
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. In the age of renewables, it would be irresponsible for any
government to allow the burning of any fuels to generate electricity in the knowledge the very best
energy conversion is only about 40% compared with renewables at 90+%. 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. Additionally, the subject of shipping ballast
water acting as a means of contaminating foreign organism spread needs to factored in as another
threat to the local marine ecosystem.
The subject of acid sulphate soils is raised in the EES. The potential for damage and ongoing issues
related to the uncapping of this material needs to be further detailed. The obligations of the
proponent on an ongoing basis needs to be expressly stated with other previous projects
representing a poor history in adequately dealing with acid sulphate soils. Restoration of land and
water ecosystems requires baseline measurements and observations be independently taken to
enable full and appropriate revegetation after disturbance to the landscape. This should also include
off-set plantings to compensate for easement clearing.
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,
Gerhard Grasser
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My name is Lee-Anne Wigg and I have family who live in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is unique, both around the coast and across the water, from Flinders to Phillip
Island. The bird and marine life deserve to be protected. At the moment the beaches are unspoilt,
however, allowing the AGL project to go ahead will devas
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.
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,
Lee-Anne Wigg
ReplyForward
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My name is Mark Gage and I live in the Westernport Bay area. I grew up around the
Westernport area (on the Mornington Peninsula). The wetlands were one of the
main reasons my family and I would visit Westernport during my childhood. The
project will tear out the heart and soul of Westernport. 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. 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 i
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My name is Lesley Walsh and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
The ability to live by the sea enjoying the uniqueness of Westernport. Already has
heavy industry which pollutes the environment which is hidden from the public.
Chimneys burning gas from oil straight into the air and can be seen by the public.
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 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.

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 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,
Lesley Walsh
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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. 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. 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.
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My name is Claire Stafford 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.
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,
Claire Stafford
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My name is Alice Land and I have family who live in Westernport Bay. It is a
beautiful natural space where I have enjoyed many walks to clear my head and
connect with nature. It is untouched beauty in contrast to so much of the Peninsula
that has been developed. 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. 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. Sincerely,
Alice Land
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The AGL gas proposition has no place in our beautiful community in and around
Westernport. It will ruin the local flora and fauna not to mention the detrimental
impact it will have on our vast oceanic life, whether that will be via the toxicity and
pollution that the construction will cause, or the long term environmental effects
into the wetlands and ocean. The boats hitting and killing marine life will also be
bound to happen at a high rate, also the wetlands that protect and neutralise carbon
dioxide emissions will be in heavy danger of being entirely destroyed or being
destroyed enough to have long lasting impacts. They are one of the most diverse
ecosystems in the world. Not to mention how this will affect the local tourism which
thrives on its local natural landscape and beautiful wildlife. There is no good reason
to go ahead with this plan, and I among the majority will never forgive the
government for passing such a crude irresponsible and disgusting proposal.
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My name is Tony Bannister and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Westernport Bay is a bird life sanctuary and is surrounded by the tourist areas of the Mornington
Peninsula and Phillip Island. Shortterm possible gain of a gas import terminal doesnâ€™t stack up
against the long term benefits of keeping it untouched.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most
is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new
risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as
noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away
and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to
present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance
of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and
operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria
and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently 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.
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,
Tony Bannister
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Westerport Bay is home to the most accessible and best place in Australia to view
the marine emblem of Victoria the Weedy Seadragon. This iconic animal relies
heavily on the seagrass beds in westernport which with extra shipping and dredging
will be destroyed. The tourists both national and international that travel to see the
amazing life in the bay will dissapear as will our iconic marine emblems along with
local seals, dolphins and whales.

