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

Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet.
Wetlands are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil
carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the
Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a
priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the
atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the impacts of
climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem like plankton and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal.
Locally they would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and
being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to
be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the
intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further
affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As
outlined above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Aliya Murray
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My name is John Daras 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.
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.
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,
John Daras
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Your submission: My name is Eva Merta and I live in the Westernport Bay area. The
environment. We are lucky enough to be one of the places where whales travel
through. We also have many other beautiful animals including penguins, seals,
dolphins, birds and array of fish. If this monstrosity is built it will cause 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. 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 af

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2854

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

sophie isbister

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is sophie isbister and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Westernport
Bay is not yet ruined! Recreational use of it is vital for my family's physical and
mental health. It is a locally and internationally significant ecosystem which connects
families to community and natural environment, teaching them conservation values.
It needs to be protected. Please consider this 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 can result in increased prevalence of
mental health conditions in a community. 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. 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. 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. Climate change is a real and
current threat. We need to slash our emissions from fossil fuels and turn to
renewables. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered
fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. As
outlined above, the impact of the AGL project on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. Victoria can 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, Sophie Isbister
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My name is Lindsey Mathews and I grew up on around Westernport. The beauty of
the bay is something I want every future generation to be able to enjoy. I thank the
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point
jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and
surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions
because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay
and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive
ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty. Phillip Island is the second most tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Please stop
this.

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2856

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Tess Weller

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

It would be devastating to see this plan for AGL go ahead in our Bay. I have lived by
westernport bay for my whole life, I am a diver and an ocean lover. The Bay is home
to many marine life that are rare and incredible species, such as the weedy sea
dragons. I do not support AGL in anyway and would be horrified to see this go ahead
in our backyard.
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My name is Andrew Powis and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Western Port Bay is unique. It is not over developed like so many suburbs around Port Phillip Bay. We
plan to move there in the near future to run a small farm let and retire. We particularly love the
beaches from Flinders to Hastings.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for gas in
Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030
through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent report
written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies Victoria could
meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import terminals like that

proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy costs for consumers and
reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our electricity is generated
by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less polluting as more of our electricity is generated
through renewables.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is
likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day.
This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse
with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Andrew Powis
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My name is Paul round and I visit Westernport Bay often. I go diving there often.
Having a healthy environment close to the city is good for the plants and animals
and great for the mental well-being of all the locals and people who use the area.
The idea of importing gas is so redundant. 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 pro
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26/8/2020
To whom it may concern,
My name is Dianna Mckellar and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I have lived in Westernport Bay my whole life and continue to live there with my young
family. The significant natural environment of the area and it\'s health is of great
importance and part of our everyday life.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss
of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is
not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more
disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact
of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding
the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in
the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
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.
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,
Dianna Mckellar
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I have several levels of objection to this project. 1. I fear for Australian energy policy.
How could we have got ourselves into the situation where we have to ship
expensive gas into a Victorian Port while we are exporting TJ/day from the same
network further north? The project is a short-term profit motivated fix to an
artificial (profit driven) problem. Nonsensical! We are all the losers. And the
project prolongs the pain and consequence of ongoing fossil fuel dependence. 2. I
fear for Western Port Bay. Another incursion of blind industrialisation. Despite
being listed as a RAMSAR site in 1982, Western Port continues to suffer increasing
threats including impacts of development, deteriorating water quality and shipping.
The site of the proposed AGL development is within the designated RAMSAR area.
Western Port Bay exhibits a remarkable expanse of inter-tidal mudflat that includes
two Marine National Parks and is extraordinarily vulnerable to impact. The
proposed AGL development is located at the start of the clockwise circulation of
water around French Island meaning that the adverse impacts of any mishap would
not be drawn out to sea but could propagate and persist throughout the bay and its
intertidal mudflats, seagrass and mangroves. 3. At a detail level, I fear that the EES is
not a thorough exposé of possible impacts. Two examples follow. a. Table 6.1 of the
main document identifies the possibility of a steam dump discharging 80,400
m3/day at 16.5 degrees C above ambient. Assessment of the likelihood and impact
of such an event was not apparent in subsequent EES documentation. Was this risk
properly assessed? b. Are there time scale issues around assessment of temperature
impacts? The guideline temperature values are based on short term existing
temperature variations over a 6/12/24 - hour period. (Page 77-79 of Technical
Report A). These are taken to be the short term variations "that the local biota are
currently accustomed to" (page 236). The modelled open loop cold water discharge
is however the 14 day moving average discharge (see table 6-4, Volume 2 of EES
although elsewhere the same number is quoted as the maximum open loop cold
water daily discharge). This discharge applies over sequential tidal cycles while the
tanker is unloading but I have not been able to find the duration of continuous open
loop operations. This raises the questions: • Is it OK to use an acceptable guideline
temperature variability based on measured 6 hourly fluctuations (that seem to be
tidally driven) to guide the acceptability of temperature variations that then apply
over a much longer period - possibly many sequential tidal cycles over many days?
• At least some of the temperature impact assessments are based on 14 day moving
average daily discharges. If there is significant variation in the open loop cold water
discharge between or within days (above and below the 14 day average), could this
be a concern?
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My name is Jack and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Western Port Bay seafloor topography is still undeveloped in its natural state. Opening the
door to commercialization will begin to raise interest in other development projects, and
potentially lead proposed to dredging channels for ship access, as is ongoing in Port Phillip
Bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
Millions of Australians consider climate change 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.
If the project is approved AGL could discharge up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the bay each day, potentially impacting marine wildlife, and causing unforseen damage
to the microbe ecology of the water table. 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 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 Environment Effects Statement
(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 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
bay. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promoting the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is

understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation.
It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most
precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
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 Floating Storage Regasification Unit (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 and marine sytems of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depends on these ecosystems, or the local communities to any harm.
Regards, Jack Paul-Drevensek
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My name is Wendy Bryceland and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Westernport
Bay has a very diverse ecosystem. There are little towns dotted all about the bay
that could be negative impacted by this decision. People have built their lives around
this area and that should not be put at risk. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and
Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas
pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a
popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding
areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of
maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve
area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the
strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship
traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty. Phillip Island is the second most tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Australia
has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory
of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million
litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous
impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful
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My name is Nina Buxton and I live in the Westernport Bay area. Westernport Bay is
my home, the home of my parents and their parents before them. For decades our
family has come to somers beach, it is beyond meaningful to us. We see it as a
sacred place full of natural beauty and treasured memories. I thank the Crib Point
Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point
jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and
surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions
because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay
and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive
ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty. Phillip Island is the second most tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. It is
concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect
marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline
studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of
noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with
these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit
behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area.
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, Nina Buxton

Nina Buxton

Somers
VICTORIA 3927

RE: AGL’s application for the environmental assessment of gas import terminal

To whom it may concern:
My name is Nina Buxton and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport Bay is my home, the home of my parents and their parents before them. For
decades our family has come to somers beach, it is beyond meaningful to us. We see it as
a sacred place full of natural beauty and treasured memories.
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 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.

Yours Sincerely,
Nina Buxton
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Oakleigh, Victoria, 3166
26 August 2020
To: Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
My name is Lucy Robertson and as a long term visitor to the area I care deeply about the environment in
Westernport Bay. Westernport Bay is a vital breeding ground for Victorian fish stocks, a Ramsar listed
wetland of international importance for migrating birds, and in addition has an unspoilt coastline with
beautiful swimming 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.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows
them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered OrangeBellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site
for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves
stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point
jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array
of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each
day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how
this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by
AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws
prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of
the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to
weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
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.
As well as the potential impacts of the Westernport Bay ecosystem, I am concerned about the impacts on
the local communities. 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 an 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.
There are also potential impacts on tourism in the region. 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.
Finally, I am deeply concerned that this proposal will lock Victoria (and Australia) in to a continuing
dependency on fossil fuels at a time when we should be moving to alternative source of energy. 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. Renewables backed with 6 hours of
storage to guarantee that renewable energy can be delivered when required are the cheapest alternative
for power production 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. There is also increasing new evidence that methane gas
losses from gas pipelines make a significant contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, with longer term
impacts as bad if not worse than the emissions arising from coal powered electricity. We should not be
building a facility to support increased gas usage at this time.
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,
Lucy Robertson
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My name is Christina Saladino 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 the local community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming
by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting
costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to
our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-tobe stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what
we need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe
levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being
drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.

Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on the
local community would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable,
options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem,
or the local community to any harm.
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My name is Todd Watts and I live in the Westernport Bay area. It’s a beautiful
unknown area of Victoria that’s full of wildlife and unaltered nature. It hasn’t been
changed by giant industry like other places in Victoria and should remain so. I thank
the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on the local
community. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for
residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to
be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high
noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The
increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion
zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend
with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
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. Thank you once
again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. Sincerely, Todd Watts

Todd Watts

Somers
VICTORIA 3927

RE: AGL’s application for the environmental assessment of gas import terminal
To whom it may concern:
My name is Todd Watts and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It’s a beautiful unknown area of Victoria that’s full of wildlife and unaltered nature. It hasn’t
been changed by giant industry like other places in Victoria and should remain so.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the impact on the local community.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the
loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that
there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more
disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact
of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding
the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in
the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and
water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is
made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay
is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment
and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is
an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging
projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in

Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying
only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as
Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities
of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against
the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water
being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting
marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on
the local community would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without
exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on
this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Todd Watts
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My name is Charlotte Jagusch and I care about the environment in Westernport
Bay.
Westernport Bay is a beautiful part of the world, where ecosystems flourish and
inspire thousands of people who visit it every year. It is particularly vital to the
health and biodiversity of all living things surrounding the bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for
Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment
of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of
issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and
that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the
impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks
include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and
increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K.
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys
Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative
risk assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It
is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue
until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia.
People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern
Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This
is understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine
wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection

Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently
does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant
future but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several
degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our
emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage
has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad
business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and
supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be
stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with
what we need to do to create a safe climate.
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,
Charlotte Jagusch
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I’d like to thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for
Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a huge amount of issues
which should deem this proposal completely unacceptable.
On a terrestrial perspective, the clearing of more than 15 hectares of native vegetation is
completely unacceptable. In a country prone to forest fires, and after seeing the
devastation of the 2019-2020 fire season we should be protecting every square metre of
native vegetation and encouraging native planting schemes - not clearing it for fossil fuel
plans. Furthermore the building of a 56km pipeline through vegetation will clear and
damage or fragment even more habitat, when wildlife are clinging to smaller spaces,
fragmenting these spaces will make it even harder for wildlife to recover. How does AGL
justify this when wild spaces are under critical threat nationwide and world wide?
Moving to Westernport Bay, which is a recognised wetland of importance under the
Ramsar convention. Westernport also holds 3 of Victorias 13 Marine National parks and is
a UENSCO biosphere. Does a FSRU belong here? Absolutely not. Will an increase in ship
traﬃc with unto 40 LNG tankers per year damage the area. Absolutely! It is well
documented in international maritime trade that the dumping and intake of ballast and
bilge water transport invasive species around the world with devastating impacts.
Furthermore the increase enlarge ship traﬃc dramatically increases the chance for ship to
wildlife collision. Westernport is a vital spot for migratory whales to rest, not for the
whales to dodge LNG tankers. Furthermore our resident dolphins will be impacted by this
increase in ships noise as they rely on sound to communicate and hunt. The fact there
have been no noise loggers installed to monitor the acoustics of the bay is staggering.
Why haven’t AGL done bay specific acoustic work?
The FSRUs dumping of 450million litres of cold, chlorinated into the bay is staggering.
The fact that AGL have proposed this, even though CSIRO have set safe limits is
staggering. CSIRO state that 6 micrograms per litre is the safe limit to protect 99% of
species, but yet AGL want to dump 100 micrograms per litre!!! How does AGL think this
acceptable? I also see a lack of modelling to show the spread of chlorine and it
subsequent by products as it breaks down. Have AGL taken into account the tidal flow of
the bay and the slow break down of chlorine?
I am staggered and appalled that AGL and APA plan to build their pipeline through
Warrangine Park. A beautiful space, well used by locals, tourists and perhaps more
importantly by birds. Westernport is a key stop of the East Asian - Australasian Fly way, a
globally important flyway. Has AGL considered its impact on migratory birds? Through its
noise, light and localised air pollution from FSRU emissions. As well as the impact of its
dumping of water on feeding of sea and shore birds?
Having worked on expedition ships as a wildlife guide a lot, I am well aware how often
sea birds fly on to the ships at night after being dazzled by lights. Has AGL made any
plans to address night time bird strikes of the FSRU or its visiting LNG tankers? With
endangered species using the bay this is something that must be contemplated.
With the recent tragic oil spill in Mauritius. How would AGL combat an oil spill with such a
complex coast line of mud flats, mangroves, rocky reefs and beaches. All of which are
vital for local use, tourism and again - perhaps more importantly used by marine life and
bird life as vital feeding and resting grounds? Ho would AGL clean an oil spill from the
mangroves? And do they have a plan to deal with impacted wildlife?

Overall, I find the proposal ridiculous. We should be transitioning away from fossil fuels to
keep our emissions in line with he Paris agreement. AGL have a chance to step up to this
cause and invest this money in renewable project (do AGL know that the city of Sydney is
now run on 100% renewable energy?) and lead the way forward as renewables become
cheaper, more eﬀective and more popular. The fact they think a RAMSAR wetland, a
popular tourist spot, a great fishing and surfing spot and vital wildlife habitat is a good
spot for a FSRU especially with the plans afoot in Geelong to make a gas import terminal.
I find the whole thing completely unacceptable and am strongly opposed to the whole
project.
As a local resident, business owner and employer of Westernport locals I stand strongly
opposed to this project with many many other Westernport residents and citizens
worldwide.
Thank you for your time and reading my submission.
Tom Hiney
Balnarring Beach
3926
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1.4 The Bunurong nation, forms part of the Kulin nation with Wurundjeri, Taungarung, Dja Dja
Wurrung, and Wathurong people in central Victoria. The Kulin often used Bunurong country
to meet for business, cultural practices and trade. The descendants of Bunurong people
continue to care for the land within the Bunurong area.
1.5 The video at https://youtu.be/CD0Y2zSd8eM explains the significance of the land and waters
of the region to its people.
1.6 Traditional Owners have a blood connection to the land stretching to time immemorial.
Traditional Owners thus have cultural obligations to protect the land.
1.7 In our view, the AGL/APA’s construction and operations as proposed in their EES would
significantly harm Aboriginal Cultural heritage. The AHIA, is flawed in numerous respects, and
should not be used or relied upon as a satisfactory assessment of the heritage impacts.
1.8 In Victoria Aboriginal Cultural Heritage is protected by the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 and
the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2018 [1]. AGL/APA [the proponent] is required by law to
comply with this legislation.
1.9 Two of the four purposes of the Aboriginal Heritage Act are
(a) to provide for the protection of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage and Aboriginal Intangible
heritage in Victoria; and
d) to promote respect for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage, contributing to its protection as
part of the common heritage of all peoples and to the sustainable development and
management of land and of the environment.
1.10

The fact that Intangible Cultural heritage is entirely missing from the proponents’
Environment Effects Statement [the EES] leaves a significant gap in the proposed
project’s planning and therefore construction and operations.

1.11

In this submission we seek to emphasise the link between Aboriginal knowledge and a
sustainable future for Victoria. Aboriginal Australians and Bunurong people belong to the
longest continually surviving culture on our planet.

1.12

The priority of this project must be to avoid harm to Aboriginal Cultural heritage, both
tangible and intangible. The whole premise of the Biosis AHIA is that heritage will be
expedient to the project at all times. It gives a completely inadequate consideration to
not harming our heritage.

1.13

The Biosis AHIA is premature in that the three critical Cultural Heritage Management
Plans (CHMPs) are not yet approved. In fact, there is still testing being undertaken.

3

1.14

Our response will address a number of particular concerns we have about both the Biosis
assessment and the process used to compile it.

2

ABORIGINAL INTANGIBLE HERITAGE

2.1

The AHIA fails to meet its evaluation objective in that ‘The tangible is emphasised to the
detriment of the Intangible’ - Burra Charter [3]

2.2

Bunurong Intangible and Tangible Heritage is who we are, it defines us. With our way of
life interrupted in the recent past, never has it been more important to come together to
protect and share cultural knowledge and skills. This will allow us to connect with and reimagine who we really are and where we are going into the future.

2.3

For Bunurong people, Intangible heritage has a strong relationship with Country. AGL’s
proposal impacts Bunurong tangible AND Intangible heritage. In every aspect, the
proposed project would cause destruction of the tangible and impact on the intangible.
Impacts have already happened in the planning phase and further impacts will occur with
ongoing construction and operation.

2.4

For example, in saying ‘The Activity Area in CHMP 16300 has been subject to extensive
ground disturbance resulting in there being no potential for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
to be present’ the assessment misses the point that Woolley’s Beach and Warringine Park
are ‘Country’, to be cared for because of the relationship between Bunurong people and
the land. Biosis make the assumption that a lack of any artefacts or other tangible
heritage, makes the land culturally insignificant, and effectively provides permission for
the project to simply go ahead.

2.5

Bunurong Culture is about conserving and nurturing the environment. To to do anything
specifically contrary to caring for Country contravenes Bunurong law. It fundamentally
offends a cornerstone of our beliefs about the importance of country, by making
assessments based what isn’t to be found. Biosis, are unable to present the site as part of
an overall cultural landscape. In doing so, they render conveniently invisible the deeply
held values we hold for our land and waters.

4

3

PLACES

3.1

Biosis fails to meet its evaluation objective in that ‘Place’ is construed too narrowly. The
assessment does not recognise or acknowledge the fact that from a Bunurong point of
view, all land or ‘Country’ is of ‘cultural sensitivity’, timeless and infinite. On the contrary,
Biosis and AGL seek to reduce their proposal to a series of separate unconnected
individual impacts on locations and artefacts, most of which are characterised as small
and also of low impact. The author of Technical Report P gives specific measurements for
each area surveyed. It doesn’t present the project area as a contiguous cultural
landscape.

3.2

Understanding ‘place’ is done quite differently by Bunurong people compared nonindigenous people. It is questionable whether Bunurong’s understanding could be
transmitted even in hours of consulting. It’s a way of being learned over a lifetime
handed down over generations. To see all the land, waters, air and their creatures around
you as (part of) you, and yourself as (part of) country. Country is equally shared with all
creatures. The proponents (AGL) and Biosis completely fail to understand our perception
of place.

3.3

Biosis, as authors of Technical Report P has made an effort to research ‘the ethnography’
of the Bunurong People, but still doesn’t render a clear or broad understanding of the
relationship between Bunurong and Country as it existed prior to colonisation, let alone
how it is expressed today. The assessment doesn’t reflect the Bunurong connection to
country, and reduces their values to numbers that determine significance that is entirely
determined by people who are not Bunurong.

5

4

Lack of Balance

4.1

The EES fails to meet its evaluation objective in that Heritage Advisors preconceptions
present an unbalanced view of our Heritage, skewed towards understating the projects
impacts, and allows for a perceived permission or acceptance of the project to be
projected that is fundamentally not the view of the Bunurong.

4.2

This lack of balance arises from the earliest conditioning of a person and the values that
they possess. The way AGL has conducted itself since the inception of this project and the
non-information in this EES leads confirms the unbalanced or skewed position being
taken.
It doesn’t reflect:
•
the local community’s clearly-expressed concerns
•
the local community’s health
•
The views of Bunurong people. Not because they are ‘the ‘Registered Aboriginal Party’,
but because of our Traditional Owners Cultural Knowledge of their Country and Stories.

4.3

Due to the proponents’ lack of understanding of Bunurong Culture in its entirety – or lack
of motivation to take it into consideration, the assessment carries little if any cultural
weight or mandate.

4.4

It is also evident in the Heritage Advisors perception of Bunurong’s culture and heritage
as ‘subjects of archaeological study’ in the form of relics rather than the vibrant living
Culture. Again, we strongly reject this outmoded perception of us as First Peoples.

5

CONSULTATION

5.1

The Aboriginal Heritage component of the EES fails to meet its evaluation objective to the
extent that the knowledge and expertise of the Bunurong people is either ignored or not
taken fully into account.

5.2

The Victorian Aboriginal Heritage Council has appointed the Bunurong Land Council
Aboriginal Corporation as a Registered Aboriginal Party. The entire area of the AGL/APA
Project is located within the BLCAC’s jurisdiction. See above map. There is a serious
concern that there has not been effective consultation and engagement with BLCAC as
the CHMPs management conditions have not been finalised [p. 15, Chapter 21]
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6

ADHERING TO THE ACT AND REGULATIONS

6.1

The Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 with the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2018 sets up a
strong legal framework under which Aboriginal Heritage is managed in Victoria. The Act’s
objectives include that aboriginal cultural heritage is to be recognised, protected and
conserved in ways based on respect for Aboriginal knowledge and cultural and traditional
practices. Traditional Owners are to be accorded appropriate status in protecting
Aboriginal Heritage.

6.2

In the Conclusion paragraph [21.10] of Chapter 21 it is stated by the proponent that
‘Three CHMPs are being prepared for the Project to comply with the EES process and
assess the likelihood of causing harm to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage within the Project
area’. So, the CHMPs are not finalised. The Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 and Heritage
Regulations 2018 clearly state that CHMPs must be finalised before a project can
proceed. It is a legislative requirement. We would submit that AGL has clearly not yet
met this legal requirement.

6.3

One of the specific objectives of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 includes:
Section 3(a) To recognise, protect and conserve Bunurong cultural heritage [defined as
Aboriginal places, objects, ancestral remains in Victoria, and intangible heritage] in ways
that are based on respect for Bunurong knowledge and cultural and traditional practices;
The next objective Section 3 (b), states: to recognise Aboriginal people as the primary
guardians, keepers and knowledge holders of Aboriginal cultural heritage;

6..4

In our view, the Biosis assessment doesn’t recognise Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in a
manner consistent with these objectives.

6.5

BLCAC also submits that the suggested mitigation measures are not adequate. No
management measures under the CHMP have been finalised or agreed to under the
Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006.

.
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7

Cultural Heritage Management Plans (CHMP)

7.1

The Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 with the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2018 sets up a
strong legal framework under which Aboriginal Heritage is managed in Victoria. The Act’s
objectives include that aboriginal cultural heritage is to be recognised, protected and
conserved in ways based on respect for Aboriginal knowledge and cultural and traditional
practices. Traditional Owners are to be accorded appropriate status in protecting
Aboriginal Heritage. This is done through the development of Cultural Heritage
Management Plans [CHMP}.

7.2

In the Conclusion paragraph [21.10] of Chapter 21 it is stated by the proponent that
‘Three CHMPs are being prepared for the Project to comply with the EES process and
assess the likelihood of causing harm to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage within the Project
area’. No CHMPs have been finalised. The Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 and Heritage
Regulations 2018 clearly state that CHMPs must be finalised before a project can
proceed. It is a legislative requirement. AGL has clearly not met this legal requirement.

7.3

A Cultural Heritage Management Plan [CHMP] is a report written by the proponent. It
includes assessment of potential impact of a proposed activity on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage. It states the measures to be taken before, during and after an activity in order
to manage and protect Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in the activity area. A CHMP is a legal
requirement under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 (Vic) and Regulations.

7.4

There are contradictory statements regarding CHMP 16300:
On p. 8 para 2, it says:
The assessment for CHMP 16300 was completed at the desktop assessment level as
extensive ground disturbance could be established for the entire Activity Area with no
evidence of Aboriginal cultural heritage material present.
But, on p. 10, para 2 it says:
Across all CHMP geographic regions, artefact scatters were found to be the most common
site type followed by LDADs. Shell Middens were found to be the third most common
Aboriginal place type in the coastal CHMPs 16300 and 15383, with scarred trees the
third most common place type within the CHMP 15384 region.

8

7.5

Irrespective of the proponent claiming that CHMP 16300 shows ‘no evidence of
Aboriginal cultural heritage material present’ this was done at the desktop level. Clearly,
more complex site assessment could reveal the presence of cultural heritage material.
Surface disturbance does not prove that there has been no Aboriginal activity in the area.
Shell middens were found at Crib Point in the coastal CHMP 16300. Shell middens are
significant as they contain remains of shell fish eaten by Aboriginal people as well as
other dietary items like fish, seal and kangaroo. They range in size from a few metres
across to many hundreds of metres and can consist of a thin single layer or multiple
layers forming a thick deposit. They are highly culturally significant places.

8

RISK MANAGEMENT

8.1

Large developments of the scale of AGL/APA Project will have high impact on the existing
culturally sensitive landscapes. This development can cause significant harm to
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage.

8.2

Table 21-4 Risks Aboriginal Cultural Heritage [p. 13, Chapter 21]
The table lists 6 risks – ACH1 – ACH6. Of the six risks listed, one is rated as High and three
are rated Medium. The measures given to manage the risk are inadequate. It is of
concern that the area marked High risk [ACH3 – Pipeline Works – Disturbance of
previously registered Aboriginal Cultural Heritage places resulting in loss of heritage
value] construction work would further endanger a fragile landscape.

8.3

9

The impact on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage during the Construction stage is of great
concern. Section 21.7 [p. 14] states that ‘The CHMPs will contain contingency measures
to provide for matters in relation to Section 61 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act (whether
the activity can avoid harm or minimise harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage)’. What are
these contingency measures? They need to be specified. What if human remains are
discovered? Further, management plans have not been finalised to preserve scattered
artefacts. There is the risk of the disturbance of not previously registered Aboriginal
cultural places, including ancestral remains and places of intangible value. There is the
risk also of unauthorised disturbance outside of the CHMPs activity areas considering the
CHMP’s have not been approved.

8.4

Table 21-5 Registered Aboriginal cultural heritage places, potential Project impacts and
proposed CHMP mitigation measures [p. 13, Chapter 21] It is a serious concern that
mitigation measures are not specified for two sites. In Para 3 [VAHR 7921-0036 CHMP
15383] and para 4 [VAHR 7921-1533] ‘Management conditions have not been finalised
with the Registered Aboriginal Party [RAP]’. In this case there is no guarantee that
Aboriginal Heritage will be safeguarded and preserved.

8.5

What the above comments amount to is that management conditions regarding cultural
heritage and this project have not been finalised with the Registered Aboriginal Party.

9

CONCLUSION

9.1

AGL/APA’s construction and operations as proposed in their EES and the Biosis
assessment do not attempt to avoid harm and do not sufficiently minimise harm to
Aboriginal Cultural heritage and have not met the requirement under the Environment
Effects Act 1978.

9.2

The issued raised above, are compounded by AGL’s lodgement of this EES without
approved CHMPs and agreed Conditions and contingencies. There is still testing going on
with respect to Aboriginal heritage. It is too much of a risk is to assume that all aspects of
the the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 would be complied with or at least agreed to
without consent of the RAP and signed CHMPs.

9.3

We would say that there is a great deal more work required before anyone could be
satisfied about the impacts on Bunurong cultural heritage. As a starting point, the
assessment itself needs to be far more sourced on the views of Bunurong People, and not
based on a narrow view of heritage places being based on artefacts or the like. The
assessment must look at the area as a living cultural landscape, recognising the ancestral
legacy of Bunurong people stretching back to time immemorial.

This document has been endorsed and signed off by Bunurong Land Council’s Board of Directors
at their Board Meeting on 22/08/2020
(Not all signatures available due to COVID 19)
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(vi) Vessels would use the existing turning basin near the Crib Point Jetty with the assistance of tugs, which would not pose any additional risks to the Ramsar site from sediment or
nutrient movement. Disturbance to sediments would only occur from localised seabed scour, as outlined above (around the FSRU), which would be remote from the intertidal
areas or subtidal seagrass communities. This localised seabed scour caused by operation of tugboats for the LNG carriers is considered to be very small to negligible. It is therefore
unlikely that an additional 40 vessels each year would result in significant impacts from sediment or nutrient movements (page 78)
(vii) Vessels such as LNG carriers generate wakes with waves of 0.3 to 0.6 metres typical amplitude, depending on vessel speed and the design of the hull. These would have
minimal impact in the Western Entrance channel where swell waves propagate in from Bass Strait with a typical height of one to two metres, and up to seven metres several times
a year (Cardno, 2013). The swell waves, like the ship wakes, spread and dissipate on rocky shores and Phillip Island and the long sand bank known as Middle Bank. North of Sandy
Point, to Crib Point Jetty, the vessel speed as required for vessels operating in port waters is lower and the ship wake is smaller. The wakes are similar and on most days are,
smaller than locally generated windwaves in this zone that are typically around 0.7 to 1.4 metres in amplitude. The occurrence of extra waves on up to 80 occasions per year
during the vessel passage time of hours is small in the context of the daily swell and wind wave patterns in this section of Western Port. The most critical case is if the vessel travels
at a speed that feeds into an accumulating wave and it is the responsibility of the Harbour Master and the pilots to ensure vessels are operated to prevent this from happening.
The LNG carrier would typically use two tugs to assist with mooring beside the FSRU. (page79)
(ix) see page 74 ‘Assessment of contaminant spills during FSRU and visiting carriers’

The project would result in an additional 40 ships per year entering Western Port (Port of Hastings) an almost 50% increase in shipping levels.
As a result, further analysis of the current shipping activity, relative to the projected shipping activity post construction of the Crib Point gas import works, is
required, including:
i. the typical temporal distribution of shipping in the North arm (including movement and docking locations) and comparison with the likely
distribution of LNG tankers visiting the FSRU (Not provided)
ii. the size and tonnage distribution of ships entering the Port currently compared to the size of the LNG tankers that would visit the FSRU
(Not provided)
iii. the increase in frequency of use of the Crib Point jetty (FSRU related shipping only provided)

Further analysis of potential impacts of this increased shipping is required, including:
iv. Possible impacts on seagrass, saltmarsh and mangrove as a result of pollution/ contaminants and ship wash
v. Noise, lighting, collisions from ships, boat wash on ghost shrimp, southern right whale, humpback whale, planktonic and pelagic marine
species

vi. the location of ship turning and how would this impact sediment and nutrient movement (Detailed for FSRU project area, not the wider
site)
vii. Potential boat wash impacts from boat turning and maneuvering on the CPS of the Ramsar site
viii. Impacts of additional noise associated with increased frequency of shipping and operation of the FSRU on waterbirds (roosting and
foraging)
ix. The potential for additional spills / pollution associated with the increase in shipping needs to be discussed and addressed (Detailed in
part).
x. The impacts of increased frequency of shipping (if ships are held up due to inclement conditions throughout their voyages) on the CPS of
the Ramsar site needs to be considered. Is there a plan to restrict ships to a minimum arrival frequency to reduce cumulative impacts and
allow the site to recover somewhat before the next ship arrives? (Not detailed)
Sediment liberation and movement.
Seabed scour page 78 Attachment 1 addresses localised impacts around the FSRU- no additional information has been provided about the possibility sediments
could be transported up and downstream.
Vessels using the turning basin near the jetty will be assisted by tugs, but no additional analysis of whether additional disturbance of sediment likely from this
activity outside the project area (page 78).

Cumulative impacts of gas import works
Risks and Impacts have only been addressed for the localised impacts of each, being: 20 hectare (temperature) and 5 hectare (chlorine), see Section 7.1.5, Tables
21 and 24 and page 107, Attachment 1.
Impacts of high velocity water.
A small zone of impact 25 metres on the eastern side of the FSRU has been identified, but has not been identified as a risk to CPS as for the temperature and
chorine in Section 7.1.5.
Monitoring

The EES adopts the maximum flow rate 468,000 (worse case seawater flows scenario) as basis for assessment and proposes ‘open loop regasification as the primary
mode onboard the FSRU. The proposed operating schedules (gas production and seawater flow parameters) for open loop gasification is presented in seasonal
terms with the higher production rate (requiring 3 trains in operation, the maximum seawater flows and 6 discharge points) only likely to operate over Autumn and
Winter, with operational limits on intake of seawater and thus gas production (up to 2 trains and 4 discharge points) over Spring and summer to minimise marine
entrainment. (see Tables 15 and 18 pages 83 and 89 Attachment 1)
The average rate of production is the most likely operating scenario with Chapter 3, Section 3.2.6 stating: “the FSRU is expected to operate at the average rate of
production for most months of the year including all spring and summer months. To ensure that there is not high entrainment in the peak season for the majority of
fish eggs and larvae expected to be present in the water column in North Arm of Western Port, a limit on the continuous amount of seawater that can be drawn into
the FSRU for regasification purposes is proposed during spring and summer (over any 14–day period)”.
Proposed limits on seawater intake for gasification over spring and summer (September to February) to minimise entrainment are further described in section
7.1.4, p. 88 and set out in Table 18. p.89 Attachment 1, with specific Mitigation Measures MM-ME02 for seawater flow limit for operation of the project (page
159).
No explanation provided about separate loop for cooling in closed system.
A note could be provided for Table 16 (Table 1.14 in draft) that water use for the atmospheric dump condenser is only in event of outage and shutdowns
An additional but short explanation of the benefits of the open loop gasification mode is provided (page 88).
This benefit is primarily cogeneration, whereby the onboard plant uses the seawater for the heat exchange process and regasification of the LNG back to natural
gas. This means additional fuel is not required for heating results in less greenhouse gas emissions when compared to the close loop mode.
In Chapter 3, Section 3.2.4, Table 3.2 summarises the conclusions that the emission benefits and simpler process and better technology outweigh the localised
impacts on the marine environment from entrainment and discharges of cold water and residual chlorine discharged. Section 3.2.6 concludes for Ramsar MNES
impacts:
There is a significant distance between the areas above the temperature and chlorine Guideline Values and the various habitat types recognised under the Ramsar Convention. Due
to the distance, the likelihood of there being any effect from the discharge on the subtidal reef or seagrass, estuarine areas, intertidal mud flats, intertidal forested wetlands, salt
marshes, mangroves

and waterbirds is low

This statement is too simplistic and does not address the cumulative impact of the additional port activity and shipping movements on the CPS Ramsar site.
CPS is now the basis for assessment of impacts of detectable temperature change .
Tables 1-19 and 1-20 have been revised to remove segments and irrelevant rows, presented now as Table 21 (page 97-98) which re-frames impact assessment
around CPS.
Figure 25 is now corrected on page 104.
Table 24 is now on page 106. The relevant edits to Table 1-19 and Table 1-23 have been undertaken to resolve this issue.
P 1-98 - No assessment of indirect and consequential impacts on migratory and other waterbirds from localised impact on infauna. (CPS Fauna – waterbirds)
Diagram has not been provided to show impact pathways for CPS and project impacts for Ramsar site level.
Conceptual model of the Ecological pathways is only provided for lower North Arm and does not include the proximate intertidal mudflats (Chapter 6 Figure 6.7
page 6-11 to 12).

Addressed now Table 24 on page 106 has been modified to address the previously highlighted issues for clarifications, such as incorrect Ramsar rows and further
needed inclusions.
These statements remain on page 107 (and throughout EES reports) without addressing the potential impacts of increased shipping on Ramsar CPS:
“p 1-100. Paragraph under table 1-23. We do not consider it appropriate to link the potential impacts of the proposed action to the fact that the environment is a
working Port. The impacts of the action should be assessed relative to the critical components, processes and services of the Ramsar site.”

Entrainment predictions on fish eggs and larvae notes spring and summer as times of higher abundance and potential impacts. _see. 7.2.2 p.109
The discussion of Australian Grayling in Chapter 6 (p.6-57) and Section 7.2.2 p.109 Attachment 1, states the species larvae drift downstream and spend time in the
marine environment before returning upstream as young juveniles from September to December and concludes their eggs are not likely to be entrained as they are
not viable in marine waters.
However as a late larval Australian grayling was caught during the ichthyoplankton sampling program in September, Table 6.14 (page 6-80) notes entrainment
these juveniles is possible. Mitigation (screening of intakes) therefore should be designed to avoid entrainment. No conclusive statement is made about the
effectiveness of the intake grille (100 x100 mm) for this species and this needs to be provided.
Table 6.17 dealing with risks for protected species from the cool water discharge and Table 6.21 risks of chlorine, did not specifically address this species. These
impacts are assessed against the critical CPS (supports threatened species- fish) MNES Tables 21 and 24. However the risk is discounted on the basis the species is
unlikely to be present in the vicinity of the FSRU as they use the eastern channel of the Western Port. (Please provide a source for this information).
Table 32 suggests the likelihood of significant impact is negligible across a range of project impacts by avoiding areas of occupancy and implementing measures to
address impacts (MM-FF02) but this applies to the pipeline works not the FSRU.
P 1-102. More information has been provided about the frequency and design of the transplanted mussels program - if elevated levels, review of chlorination rates
and procedures in FSRU. No discussion has occurred about risks and impact on Ramsar CPS.
The Marine Monitoring program (pages 110-111) proposes:
• Plankton survival monitoring at intake and discharge points
• Seabed biota monitoring in the port area and North Arm
Specific objectives and remedial responses need to be proposed in the event of adverse impacts on Ramsar CPS.
Operational Noise and Vibration impacts - reference in text to frequency has been removed (see page 113).
More modelled noise scenarios are presented in 7.3.2, including the worst-case scenario where there is operational noise from FSRU and other port activity at Crib
Point (example used is nitrogen offloading at berth 1). This modelling predicts noise levels reaching 45 DBA at closest shorebird habitat, Woolleys Beach (secondary
foraging habitat) to the FSRU.

Western Port Ramsar site is internationally important for a number of listed threatened and migratory birds including: Curlew Sandpiper (CR), Eastern Curlew (CR),
Red Knot (EN), Bar-tailed Godwit (Vul), Red-necked Stint, Sharp-tailed Sandpiper, Double-banded Plover, Common Greenshank, Black-tailed Godwit, Ruddy
Turnstone, Sanderling and Latham’s Snipe. These species rely on a mosaic of sites for feeding and roosting including rocky shores, intertidal mud, or sand flats,
seagrass flats and salt marshes. These habitats provide sediment for benthic invertebrates and fish and the maintenance of these habitats are critical to support the
survival of migratory shorebirds. Loss of roost sites or the diversity of benthic habitats may lead to reduced occupancy (abundance and/or diversity) of shorebirds
or permanent loss of habitat.
Western Port Bay is important habitat for migratory shorebirds and utilise the site regularly and predictably each year. The site is particularly important habitat
post- and pre-migration. Western Port is in an area known for its declining number of shorebirds. Loss or degradation of habitat should be avoided, particularly
altering water quality, nutrient cycles or hydrology. Human disturbance, including light and noise, of roost sites and feeding areas should be avoided.
Hooded Plover (Vul) and Australian Fairy Tern (Vul) occur in Western Port Bay and have not been adequately considered in the document.
There has been no consideration of Orange-bellied Parrot (CR). Saltmarsh and adjacent shrubby areas within Western Port Bay are known non-breeding habitats for
the species. Western Port is a site of Orange-bellied Parrot reintroduction (2019/20) and may support a small number of wild birds during winter months (see pages
8 and 9 of the National Recovery Plan for Orange-bellied Parrot). Habitat critical to the Survival of Orange-bellied Parrots should be maintained.
2.3 Cetaceans
The Draft Attachment MNES report correctly identifies that the Western Port area is not a known Biologically Important Area (BIA) for threatened or migratory
cetaceans. However, it does not acknowledge that the waters adjacent to the proposed action area provide a known BIA for migrating and
resting on migration Endangered Southern Right whales and a foraging area for Endangered Pygmy Blue whales. Although targeted cetacean surveys have not been
undertaken to inform the referral it is understood that Humpback whales and individuals or pairs of SRW have previously been recorded in Western Port Bay.
Vessel disturbance resulting in cetacean injury and/or mortality, underwater acoustic emissions (noise disturbance) and habitat modification resulting in species
displacement are key threats to cetaceans identified in Recovery Plans and Conservation Advice (see SPRAT profiles), particularly in coastal marine areas subject to
cumulative pressures from development activities.
Although the development footprint for the proposed Crib Point import facility is not directly within known BIAs migrating cetaceans transiting the area and
entering the bay for shelter during migratory periods, are at risk of vessel strike from LNG carriers and other supporting vessels. The MSS recommends using
measures outlined in the National Strategy for Reducing Vessel Strike on Cetaceans and other Marine Megafauna (the Strategy) to guide the assessment of the
proposed action and management of vessel strike risk.

The Strategy includes a description of data that should be collected to determine the risk of vessel strike and how to reduce the risk, including adoption of
maximum speed limits that should be employed in areas where whales may potentially be encountered. The Strategy notes that SRW are vulnerable to vessel strike
due to their preference for nearshore waters. The process for reporting marine megafauna incidents should be described. The use of Marine Mammal Observers
during peak migration periods is advised.
It is unclear how impacts from underwater noise emissions and vessel strike will be avoided or mitigated. The nature and extent of impacts to cetaceans should be
considered further.
3.0 Conclusion
The Department considers that further consideration of impacts to migratory species is required, including development of appropriate mitigation measures to
minimise the risk of adverse impacts.
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I feel lucky to have grown up with a pristine seaside environment on my doorstep.
These wetlands are an access point for our younger generation to learn about nature.
It was these wetlands that eventually influenced me to study environmental science
and become an aquatic biologist, and to eventually take on a career as a filmmaker
working with organisations who are dedicated to preserving the integrity of these
ecosystems.
As you would be aware, there was an attempt to industrialise this area in the past.
However, these attempts have been overturned several times through a combination
of community opposition and overwhelming scientific facts and data that showed that
Westernport Bay is not the right place for an industrial port. Since these attempts to
industrialise the Bay, the environment has been recovering well, in fact, there are
regular dolphin and whale sightings that have increased over the past thirty years.
Similarly, the appropriate determination of this site as a Ramsar listed wetlands and
international Biosphere Reserve has helped the protection of our Southern Brown
Bandicoot and Eastern Curlew. Most recently, there is proposal from AGL to develop
an intrusive Floating Regasification Unit (FSRU) and an additional pipeline to be
installed by APA Group, which would cut through and under threatened ecological
habitats of Warringine Park and other local native reserves.
I feel fortunate to be a part of a dedicated and stoic community group who are
reflecting the values of our natural habitat that is home to us. This community group,
called Save Westernport, has garnered the attention of an NGO, Environment
Victoria, who are supporting our cause to push for the protection of our Ramsar listed
wetlands and Biosphere reserve because they recognise how ludicrous it would be to
install a 300m long ship in the heart of the wetlands. We are all concerned that there
is no need for this development, that the development is not financially beneficial for
the region or environmentally safe for the climate, that the local environmental
impacts, such as light pollution, bushfire risk, damage to the coastal area; and
chlorinated water returned to the Bay are going to be disastrous for the longevity of
this project of 25 years.
I find it distressing that the great majority of community residents will not benefit
from the project and will instead take the brunt of the impact. It is senseless to allocate
government resources to allowing this proposal to go ahead, forcing communities to
fight using their own funds. The risks of this development have recently been outlined
in an 11,000 page Environmental Effects Statement that was provided to the

community to assess during a pandemic, and with limited opportunities to interact
with each other and the general public. Our requests to have the community
consultation period extended were refused. Our futures depend on adequate
community consultation opportunities, with AGL and APA Group but also between
ourselves, which we have not been provided.
I am not of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent so I cannot speak to the
impacts on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage from a personal perspective. However, I have
noticed through community work as a filmmaker and working as a Campaigner to
protect environmentally and culturally sensitive areas that the bureaucratic language
used in these processes can be confusing, overwhelming and a laborious task to
respond to. I believe that we should encourage an oral tradition of submissions
regarding proposals and that assistance should be provided specifically to help
Traditional Owners weave through the bureaucracy of the Environmental Effects
Statement. I believe that it can be very difficult for Native Title Applicants and
Registered Aboriginal Parties to dedicate time to research and prepare submissions,
especially when the additional resources they have to set aside for such a task, is taking
away from funding, time, resources and energy that can be put into cultural survival.
Patience and priority must be provided to these groups who are already under
immense pressure.
I researched the Due Diligence Assessment for the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment for AGL’s proposed development. During my research, I learnt that AGL’s
Due Diligence Assessment was based on the Port of Hastings Authority’s Due
Diligence Assessment from years prior and that no other independent assessment had
been undertaken by AGL at the time. The survey that was referenced by AGL was not
available on the Port of Hastings website until after I asked phoned them and asked
them to make this report publicly available. How can anyone be expected to navigate
documentation that has not been made available for viewing?
I also learnt that the proposed development site had been reduced to semantics of
wetland terminology (which were labeled differently according to alternative
published definitions of the proposed site) to conclude that this is not an area of
Cultural Significance. It has been clear through my many phone calls and meetings
with Traditional Owners that this is a special place, considered as a strong part of the
local Aboriginal Boon Wurrung culture. The government has a responsibility to
protect individuals, communities and their cultural assets. These proposals can be

divisive and instead contribute to the separation between otherwise strong
communities.
I want to feel proud when I talk about our natural ecosystems and how well Australia
is doing to protect them in a time of crisis. I want our country to lead the way in terms
of protecting our natural environments. I want to feel safe knowing that the legislation
and environmental protections, such as the Biosphere Reserve and Ramsar Wetlands
will ultimately protect us from irresponsible management of our natural resources and
special places, exactly what it was designed to do, which would ultimately rule out the
potential for AGL to develop its FSRU in Westernport Bay.
If approved, I would like to know how this project would tie in with the the threat of
anthropogenic and natural disasters. Mornington Peninsula’s climate change
projections include a 70% rise in sea level during storm surges between 2008 and
2030 in Hastings. We are only ten years from that now outdated report, titled:
‘Impacts of Climate Change on Settlements in the Western Port Region.’ This is
especially important, as our wetlands also sequester and store carbon, more so than
rainforests.
Those considering this development should also take into consideration science and
technology principles developed by thought leaders such as David Spratt and Ian
Dunlop who have former experience as CEOs of oil and gas companies and who have
inside knowledge that has widely been accepted as breaking edge projections
regarding climate change. In their report, What Lies Beneath, they suggest that the
IPCCs reports fall short of protecting us from dangers linked to a 1.5 degree increase
in temperature. According to this report, a 1.5 degree increase in temperature would
result in near complete degradation of one of our most culturally and financially
important assets, the Great Barrier Reef. We should be taking this information
seriously when considering whether to approve AGL’s methane FSRU terminal.
Finally, I am concerned that myself and members of my community will suffer
solastalgia if AGL’s development is approved, contributing to the deterioration of the
mental health of people who live near the development site. How will the condition of
people’s mental health be measured throughout the duration of the project?
Our community is not used to living near a gas factory. We are used to seeing peaceful
seaside scenery where there is a clear distinction between industry and preserved

wetlands habitat. I would like to be able to continue snorkeling, swimming and
practising underwater photography in these pristine waters and for my community to
continue thriving off the ecotourism of these beautiful beaches.
I’m looking forward to hearing your response to my submission.
Kind regards,
Stacey Chilcott
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My name is kirk siddall and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
The Westernport Bay area is one of fantastic scenery, mainly due to its coastline and natural
ecosystem, incorporating 3 marine national parks. It has been recognised as a Biosphere
Reserve by UNESCO, one of around only 500 in the world.
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.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of
seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the
shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive
mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants
and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import
terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.

Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for
gas in Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by
2030 through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent
report written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies
Victoria could meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import
terminals like that proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy
costs for consumers and reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a
lot of our electricity is generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less polluting
as more of our electricity is generated through renewables.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe
levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn
into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped
back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the 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,
kirk siddall
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My name is Stuart Redman 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.

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,
Stuart Redman
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My name is Malcolm Shore and I care greatly about the natural environment in Westernport
Bay.
Westernport Bay is a most beautiful natural harbour, with a relatively undisturbed coastline.
It offers many opportunities for the appreciation and enjoyment of the natural environment,
via activities such as walking, bird-watching, boating and fishing.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environmental assessment of the proposed 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, which 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
and by disruptions due to maintenance activities and associated high noise levels. 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 recreational sailors
will have much more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishermen are also likely to
enjoy a reduced 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 the whole of Australia. People
come from far afield 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 the proposed 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.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory
of the International Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood to mean an obligation to maintain their ecological character and prevent 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, recognised as an internationally
significant wetland.
If the project is approved, AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
Westernport 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. With these poor impact assessments, and the fact that the plan does not
meet the current legal requirements, this proposal should not be allowed to 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 any 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 and more of our electricity is generated through renewables.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments as to how noise would affect the
marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES 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.
Yours sincerely,
Malcolm Shore
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There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its
current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me
most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of waste water in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently
does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue. Millions of
Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of
warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels.
The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel
projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations
like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move
away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to
build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to create a
safe climate. Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the
environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project.
As outlined above, the 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 community to harm.
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My name is Greg Dudgeon,
I care about the environment in Westernport Bay, and the terrestrial areas covered by the proposed gas
pipeline.
Crib Point:
This is a Ramsar site. Within only 10 kilometres of Crib Point there are 2 listed threatened ecological
communities, 59 listed threatened species. 55 listed migratory birds, including albatross, petrels,
waders, other shore birds and waterbirds. The area contains sub-tidal aquatic beds with seagrasses and
algal beds, mangroves, and marines shores. Forested wetlands are at risk as are the most southerly
mangroves systems in the world. The area is also known to have migratory whales such as Southern
right and possibly blue whales visit - this is an industry for whale watching vessels/companies.
What of the unseen planktonic elements of this ecosystem - the zooplankton and the ichtyyoplankton
that give rise to fish stocks? This area is of a national environmental significance (MNES). Shipping of
size needed for this terminal would create much physical damage to the seabeds if dredging goes
ahead, and what of the potential introduction of marine pests from the ballast water of these
international ships? Is there a strategy in place for the mitigation of potential pest introductions?
What are the social and on-going environmental costs to this area? The economic value of Westernort
Bay is far greater into the future than this proposed gas hub. And what economic benefit does the
average person gain from this kind of development? If I am to judge from previous enterprises such as
the Gorgon plant in Western Australia, then I'd say nil, and am sure that AGL's proposal here would be
a net loss to everyday Australians on a social, environmental, and economic basis.

Proposed gas pipeline:
Along this proposed gas pieline there are a number of act -listed threatened species listed as follows,
• nine EPBC Act-listed threatened species• 13 FFG Act-listed threatened species• 30 DELWP
Advisory-listed rare or threatened species• 25 EPBC Act-listed migratory species.

This is quite significant in my view, and includes flora and fauna such as sun-orchards, to reptlies, to
the Southern Brown Bandicoot. This bandicoot was last seen in Box Hill in the 1950's and then
Springvale in the 1970's. Chapter 7 of the Gas import project report 7-46, basing itself on the impact
assessment presented in an EES Technical Report states " Southern Brown Bandicoot is expected
to be able to cope with surrounding vegetation clearance and management undertaken for
agricultural purposes given its persistence in these environments, including movement through
cleared areas and foraging in open environments." Considering the contraction in range state-wide
(not mentioning nation-wide) seen above, can it be seriously entertained that this species is doing well
and is in fact "persisting in these environments?" It is an absurd statement in light of the historical
contraction of this one species alone. As is shown in the Gas import project report, there are at least 6
southern brown bandicoot records shown along the very route of this proposal.

As is stated in the above report, the pipeline will impact on 186 indigenous species in different
ecological areas such as swamp scrub, grassy woodland, swampy woodland, heathy woodland, coastal
saltmarsh, swampy riparian damp-sands herb rich woodland. Is there any other type that has not been
mentioned here? In other words, what little bastions of native landscapes, even with weed infestation,
will be lost if we continue to ignore the value of this to the community, individuals, and tourists who
wish to retain any semblance of a natural state in this country, or planet for that matter. Is the economic
value comparable? And what economic value from this will truly be forwarded to the average
Australian from this endeavour? What is the true cost to us all in terms of our own viability on this
planet in terms of the damage being done through carbon emissions of which this project contributes
entirely?
Yes, it is true that this pipeline will pass through old, cleared agricultural land. Well, the natural state
may be disrupted, but in terms of agriculture, the Mornington Peninsula is of huge value to us all in this
regard. It is a food-source. What guarantees are there that there will be no ruptures to the pipeline that
could cause great damage? According to the 2016-19 economic development strategy for the
Mornington Peninsula Shire, the gross regional product is worth $6.3 billion and they are looking to
increase that annually. What will this pipeline deliver to the community in real economic value to
them?
If I am to judge from previous enterprises such as the Gorgon plant in Western Australia that was
reputedly making $31 million per day with little return to West Australians, then I'd say nil, and am
sure that AGL's proposal here would be a net loss to everyday Australians on a social, environmental,
and economic basis.

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 have pointed to above.
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
fairy penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife, as I have stated above. 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, as I have voiced above in terms of wildlife species and communities
that will be affected.
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. As I have noted
above, the cost will be borne by everyday Australians, in terms of economic, environmental, and social
loss, while the net economic gains will be siphoned elsewhere.
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,
Greg Dudgeon
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I love Westenport bay. That is where I spend my holidays with my family, surfing,
exploring rock pools, going on nature walks, and playing Blinky Bill in the parks and
jungles. I live in Melbourne, and each time I come to Westenport bay, I can
recconect with Nature, and immerse myself in OUR amazing natural world. I would
hate if Westernport Bay was ruined, just so AGL can make more money. I HATE how
so many bad things are done to our environment, just for money and wealth. It just
makes me so angry. What should we value, our health and safety, or Money?
Shouldn't we be protecting our world, for future generations, not ruining it? Being a
young person, I do not like how greedy adults, are making more money, but ruining
our environment in the process. And they are allowed to do that! I would hate to
see Westenport Bay ruined, and my favourite place to be, and spend time at, turned
into a noisy horrible place. Westenport bay has an amazing and fragile eco system,
and for years people/the locals have been fighting for years, to keep it protected. All
this work, and all this effort, could be ruined, just because of one company, wanting
to make more money. It is just terrible. And Westenport bay isn't just significant to
the locals, and Australians, it is listed as a RAMSAR site, which means it's globally
significant, for the environment. Instead of investing in gas infrastructure, and
ruining our environment, we should be investing in renewables, that provide clean
energy.
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My name is Kerry McGennisken and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport Bay is an incredible part of Victoria which needs to be looked after. The amount of wildlife
that live in and around it should be treated with respect. We don\'t want these huge ships here!
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity
to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form
and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
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 OrangeBellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for
prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves
stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty
is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of
plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each
day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how
this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws
prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of
the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to
weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
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,
Kerry McGennisken

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

Brendan Anderson

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

Brendan_Anderso

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

as attached

2880

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

current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation
value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken
these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
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,
Brendan Anderson

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2881

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

alexander knox

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My name is alexander knox and I live in the Westernport Bay area. I have been
holidaying in Somers for Somers for over 50 years and have owned a house here for
the last 17 years. The thing that makes Somers so special to me are the km of lightly
and undeveloped beach front and a really clean bay. I walk every day in Somers
along the beach and often up to Sandy Point. I often see Sea Eagles and Pelicans,
Pacific Gulls, Cormorants and many many different migratory birds. This connection
to wildlife really is a common good that I worry about should anything happen to
degrade this environment. Importing gas is such a bad idea, there are so many
other less environmentally damaging alternatives that could be implemented. I feel
this is all about corporate profits and government being stuck in a 20th century
mindset when it comes to energy and jobs. At a time when biodiversity is facing
unprecedented treats globally I find it hard to believe that we are going to risk this
little vulnerable environmental jewel for short term profits. We need to think about
leaving our children something other than degradation. We are a relatively rich
society, we can set an example to other biodiversity rich areas particularly in South
East Asia where many biodiverse areas are at critical risk. When it comes to fossil
fuel companies record in honouring environmental commitments made in similar
project submissions is abysmal. The penalties for breaching environmental standards
are nothing to AGL and they are often not enforced. You must remember that for
every facility that has an environmental accident the companies have submitted
detail reports about how this can never happen. The unforeseen can always happen,
failure is always an option. Its just not worth the risk. For our children and
grandchildrens sake please leave this important wetland area as it is. thanks for
considering this submission. Sincerely, alexander knox

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES
Request to be heard?: Yes
Full Name:

Geoffrey Heyes

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

Western_Port.pdf

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

as attatched

2882

Western Port is a small bay with a very narrow shipping channel that leads to the only commercial
development on its shores at Crlb Point
The iconic Penguin Parade and the Nobbies at the entrance to the bay are of international
ecological significance and are a major economic contributor to Victoria’s tourism
World Ramsar wetlands , bird life not found elsewhere in Australia and migratory whales add to
the significance of the bay’s ecology.
It is not a place for a dirty gas conversion vessel that sucks up millions of litres of seawater and
spews it back into the bay at a diﬀerent temperature containing chemicals.
This FSRU vessel would be an eyesore and a threat to the community from fire and accidental
discharge.
Noise , vibration and light emission at night will impact on coastal communities as was the case
recently when a drilling rig was moored in the holding area opposite Cowes and Silverleas.
This vessel and activities associated with eighty shipping movements of mega tankers a year are
not conducive with Western Port and will impact adversely on its ecology , tourism and amenity.
No doubt this project is economically viable but gas is a mismanaged industry in Australia and
alternatives to this destructive fossil fuel exist
This project should not be supported.
Western Port cannot be replaced . Please do not let this destructive , pointless project go ahead.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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My name is Callum Powell and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. It
is where I grew up, dad taught me and my brother to surf there. To see any change
in the ocean environment would be tragic, a great loss for Vic tourism. We are
slowly ruining this beautiful country! Please don’t !! I thank the Crib Point Inquiry
and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make
a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and
gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a
popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding
areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of
maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve
area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the
strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship
traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty. Phillip Island is the second most tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Australia
has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory
of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million
litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous
impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters).
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My name is Peter Sack and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
There are many reasons Westernport Bay is important to me, highest being the marine life, both for
its own self and for diving amongst. The beautiful Weedy Sea Dragon foremost among these makes
Westernport unique.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our
freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the
end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of
renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment
but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal
to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.

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

costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to
our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-tobe stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we
need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe
levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being
drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative impact
on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many other viable,
and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs
without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which
depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Sue Carolane
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Liezl Shnookal
26 August 2020
th

St Andrews and

, Shoreham

SUBMISSION: ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS STATEMENT
I’ve loved Shoreham on Westernport Bay my entire life. My parents Ruth and Laurie
Shnookal built a house on
in 1952 and Shoreham continues to this day to be
an incredibly important place for me. It’s not just the beautiful coastal vegetation, the birds,
the sea or the marine life which make it so special. Shoreham also plays an important role in
maintaining my mental health.
We’re all aware that 2020 has been a hell of a year. The massive bushfires at the start, and
then COVID19, have taught us the need to prioritise our safety and our health, including our
mental health.
However, the proposed AGL development in Westernport Bay is a threat to both. AGL
cannot guarantee our safety, they can’t give us certainty that there will be no explosions.
Just during this current month of August, there have been two massive gas pipeline
explosions (Damascus and Baltimore), with the explosion in Syria starting a fire. How many
lives do you think we would lose if ignition at Crib Point started a bushfire that spread
through the area during the summer school holidays? There has been, and continue to be,
so many deadly gas explosions. Is this gas factory and pipeline really what we want to have
in our area? Do we really want to take such a terrifying risk?
AGL’s Environmental Effects Statement does not adequately or acceptably explain how AGL
is going manage the potential risks associated with this terminal and pipeline.
Melbourne does not need this gas terminal, but it does need its Green and Blue Wedges.
Westernport Bay is an internationally listed ecosystem, recognised under the Ramsar
Convention as a unique tidal bay and wetland with important ecological values. This
beautiful natural environment is also crucial in its contribution to the health and wellbeing
of people. Locals and visitors alike get enormous enjoyment out of the birds, wildlife and
marine life that inhabit this area. Indeed, this is a large part of the reason why people
choose to live and visit here. It’s therefore vital that we protect these valuable natural
assets for the whole community, and not allow one commercial company to potentially
destroy them.
Just as we trust the advice of our medical experts as to how to respond to the COVID19
crisis, we must trust our scientific experts when they tell us how to deal with the climate
emergency. The message from these experts was loud and clear after our last catastrophic
fire season. Everyone, except most of our politicians and fossil-fuel companies, heard this
and understood that we must transition away from dirty fossil fuels and towards
renewables if we are to survive. Astonishingly, AGL’s plan to build a new facility is even
inconsistent with its own Greenhouse Gas Policy! In a time when so many companies are
cutting their ties and support of fossil fuel companies (eg the recent announcement by

Suncorp), it’s sheer madness for anyone to propose to a new fossil fuel project. AGL’s plan
would be disastrous for our climate.
The Environment Effects Statement fails to address the issue of the project’s contribution to
global warming, or takes into account the reality of our climate emergency.
I also have one final concern. What if this terminal does manage to be built and then proves
to not deliver up to AGL its expected massive pot of gold, are we going to be stuck with a
massive white elephant in our Westernport Bay, like Shell’s floating LNG factory off the
Kimberley coast? Please, no.
In my opinion, AGL’s Environmental Effects Statement is seriously flawed for it does not
adequately address the issues in regard to community safety, or the project’s role in
increasing global warming.
Yours sincerely
Liezl Shnookal
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I strongly object to the gas import/export pipeline and jetty. We need to protect our
domestic gas supply and not export it cheaply. I don't want the sea, wildlife, sealife
or surrounding area damaged by this project. I think it's risky, unsafe, and hazardous
from an environmental and public safety perspective. I don't want the smell, sounds,
increased traffic and explosion risk it brings to our area. I do not want to take one
for the team. This is not bringing jobs to the area for local people. The project makes
no financial sense. I strongly object to this proposal.
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My name is Richard Spencer and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I am a resident of Phillip Island and have major concerns with this proposal. The sensitive balance of marine and
wildlife in Westernport Bay is crucial to our eco system and can impact climate change. No to toxic waste to be
pumped back in the bay.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the
reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of
maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased
number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have
more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased
shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little
penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland
wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows them
to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot.
Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and
protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove
stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than
being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which
could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge
of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining
the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this
proposal should not continue.
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,
Richard Spencer
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My name is Caitlin Duryea 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.

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,
Caitlin Duryea
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My name is Diane Garnham and I live in the Westernport Bay area.

I care about the environment in Westernport Bay, and the impact on it's marine life and biodiverse
ecosystem. I have enjoyed this area in various ways, including kayaking from Stony Point to French
Island witnessing seals, birdlife and a whale.

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

The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.

Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.

Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of the
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the maintenance
of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and
operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria
and an internationally significant wetland.

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

assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
Diane Garnham
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My name is Dove ohalloran wilson and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.

no natural site should endure anything of these sorts!

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.

The EES submitted by AGL grossly underestimates the potential for reducing our demand for gas in
Victoria. Victoria could reduce its gas consumption by between 98 and 113 petajoules by 2030
through using existing technology and targeted economic support according to a recent report
written by energy consultants Northmore Gordon. With the right government policies Victoria could
meet its energy needs without new gas including new gas fields or gas import terminals like that
proposed by AGL for Westernport Bay. These measures will lower energy costs for consumers and
reduce emissions under most scenarios. This is the case even when a lot of our electricity is
generated by fossil fuels but will become even cheaper and less polluting as more of our electricity is
generated through renewables.

It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife.
AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the
important ecosystem around Crib Point.

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

Sincerely,
Dove ohalloran wilson
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AGL Gas Import Jetty (Crib Point) EES Submission
20/8/20
To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing to object to the proposed AGL Gas Import Jetty at Crib Point.

The EES presented for this project appears to have not been able to effectively quantify the
impacts of exactly what happens when you draw a massive amount of water out of the Bay and
then put it back with contaminants such as chlorine. It also doesn't show what happens when you
draw that massive amount of water out of the Bay and return it at a cooler temperature.
There have been far too many “mistakes” historically in risk assessment when reports like this
are submitted with vague descriptions and use words such as “unlikely”. The underlying
impression is that of no care or responsibility on behalf of AGL if and when there are mistakes
made. For the amount of money spent on such a report, I would have expected a much clearer
understanding of the impact of something as serious as altering the composition of this large
amount of water on a daily basis both in terms of its properties and its temperature, especially in
an area that has environmental significance as does the majority of Westernport Bay (RAMSAR
wetland designation)

Until there is a complete understanding of what are “likely” quantified effects (to within a very
high degree of accuracy) of each of those events occurring, and what the remedies would be for
errors occurring, including costs and time frames, to demonstrate that AGL have even considered
what their disaster recovery plan would be if their predictions fail, I would not want to see the
State or Federal Government support such a project.
I also object to our Governments deciding it is prudent to import lower quality gas from overseas
when we already have better local sources. There is something wrong here. If we are to get the
economy in this State anywhere close to being back on its feet, we need to be thinking about
supporting local economies post this Lockdown, not spending our economic dollars on imports.
Our country needs to be focusing our efforts on energy that has infinite inputs and a closed loop
when it comes to the waste from the output. Anything is possible when leadership is intelligent
and has integrity. This project’s true costs far outweigh the benefits and is an example of lazy
leadership at the hands of a non innovative Board at AGL who will in the future not be
remembered for its excellence but for its dirty soiling of a pristine and alive environment.
Yours Sincerely,
Stan Maine.
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EES Public health Submission.

1

Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project, Environmental Effects Statement (EES)
Submission, Public Health, and Cumulative Community Effects of the EES
Process and Suggested Project.

Georgia Siddall
Australian Catholic University
Volunteering with Environment Victoria.

EES Public health Submission.

2
Abstract

The suggested Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline development of Crib Point by AGL has had
a noticeable impact on both the mental health and psychosocial wellbeing of many members of
the Crib Point and Westernport Bay community. This submission will explore how the suggested
project has already, and would continue too if approved, impact the individual and cumulative
public health and wellbeing of the immediate community and the wider Victorian population.
As well how the Environmental Effects Statement process in itself, exacerbated by the
restrictions arising from the COVID -19 pandemic, has effected the community. Utilizing
academic journal articles, Victorian Government publications and quotations extracted from
qualitative interviews conducted with significant members of the Westernport community, many
shortfalls are highlighted within the EES relating to the public health of Westernport. A clear
connection to the natural environment of Westernport was established, highlighting the mental
and physical health impacts that have and would arise from the loss of recreational spaces,
increased fossil fuel development, unsatisfactory stakeholder engagement, claimed ‘social
license’ and the overall emotional toll of the risk of the project receiving approval. Through a
lack of evidence, unfounded claims and complete disregard of well-established public health
phenomena, the cumulative impacts this project would have on the Westernport community fail
to be adequately addressed by the Environmental Effects Statement provided by AGL.
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Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project, Environmental Effects Statement (EES) Submission,
Public Health, and Cumulative Community Effects of the EES Process and Suggested Project.

The suggested AGL development of Crib Point would have a detrimental effect on both
the natural environment and the physical, mental, and psychosocial wellbeing of many members
of the Crib Point and Westernport Bay community. The environmental risks, hazards, and
degradation issues will be contested by Environment Victoria along with other community
organizations such as Save Westernport to outline the danger this project poses to the natural
environment of Westernport bay and the suggested pipeline path, I am in full support of the
arguments and evidence presented by these organizations.

This submission, however, will focus on the human environment, specifically the effect this
project would have on both individuals and the community as a whole. Exploring the cumulative
impact of the suggested project on the public health and wellbeing of the immediate community
and the wider Victorian population. The Environmental Effects Statement process in itself has
already impacted the mental health and wellbeing of both community members and parties with
a vested interest, only to be exacerbated by the restrictions arising from the COVID -19
pandemic.
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1. Context

As an Applied Public Health university student, and soon to be graduate; I have a vested
interest in how the broader context of the environments in which we live impacts our health and
wellbeing. These factors span further than just having a safe and stable home, a close nit family
group, and eating your recommended fruit and vegetable counts… these factors relate to the
much broader socioeconomic, cultural, structural, and social context of our environments.

Many, if not all of these factors are not directly impacted by an individual’s behavior but can
have clearly outlined detrimental effects on their mental physical and social capacities. The
environments in which we live, work, and play have far-reaching impacts that link to many of
the major chronic diseases impacting Australian populations including cardiovascular disease,
anxiety, depression, etc. This submission aims to make it evident the impact that the complete
altering of many aspects of the environment of Westernport bay and the suggested pipeline path
would have on the health and wellbeing of those communities.
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2. Community impact statements.

In order to gain a deeper understanding of how this EES process and the potential project
have impacted the community, I conducted a set of qualitative discussions with interested
members of the community and social groups who have taken an active role in campaigning
against this project. An analysis was conducted based on their responses to a range of questions
relating to; how they have personally been affected by this process, what their experiences have
been, ways this process has impacted on their mental wellbeing, the impact of the prospect of the
project in their local area, their connection to the area, involvement in stakeholder engagement
with AGL, etc. The analysis provided insight into common themes arising from the experiences
of multiple people through this process from the initial suggestion of the project to the
completion of their EES submissions.
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Common themes identified through this qualitative analysis include;
➔ Feelings of dissatisfaction after the initial consultation and public meetings period.
➔ Feelings of shock that this project would even initially be suggested
➔ The expression that this process has taken over many aspects of their lives and is
affecting their ability to do other things.
➔ The deadlines and short time period of the EES contributing to stress and anxieties.
➔ The socially isolated and difficult process of undertaking this process in COVID-19
isolation.
➔ The overwhelming disappointment and concern for their mental health if this project was
approved.
➔ The lack of idealized ‘social license’ held by AGL.
➔ The lackluster stakeholder engagement experience with AGL.
➔ A large sense of injustice and powerlessness.
➔ The amount of time and effort that has gone into this project over the past 3 years.
➔ Expressions of deep connection to the area and explanation of the value and the benefits
it has to their lives.
➔ The belief that many people do not know what is at risk, due to not being informed.

Relevant quotations from the interviews will be integrated within compatible information below,
with an expanded list of quotes will be included in appendix a.
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3. Project Process, EES Submission Process, and their Effects on the Community.
“it’s taken over my life”
The impact of the campaigning process and the EES process can be seen in both those
people who have taken a vested interest in this project since its initial suggestion and also people
who live locally and would be directly impacted by the suggested project.
Community members described how the project had taken over their lives and the process they
have had to undertake to develop skills, connections, and knowledge to generate support and
educate people about the risks this project poses to their community.

“I was putting 30 hours into it… as well as answering emails at night and engaging with
the whole communications… because that’s constant, your sort of always doing it”

The time these community members have committed cannot easily be measured, as there is not
only the events and online information sessions, there is also the social networking involving
phone calls and Facebook, etc. one community member described to me that the whole project
was “enormous, for a layperson it’s huge”, and that their “whole life suffered because of trying
to get to grips with this and trying to do the best we can”...“I had to catch up on my work...
everything got behind”. Other community members echoed these experiences, explaining other
areas of their lives such as social connections, work, and hobbies such as gardening that were
sacrificed due to their commitment to this campaign.

“I have been quite overwhelmed with the process, but disappointed I guess”.
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The period of time that is given for the EES and the actual formatting and wording of the EES
was another point of stress for many invested parties as many people felt overwhelmed, and that
the document was not easily digestible for a layperson. “it’s frustrating, depressing, you know I
feel like an intelligent person and trying to sort through this EES makes me feel dumb, it’s not
written in a way we can even understand” stated a community member who has committed
countless hours to read the EES and expressed how it has impacted her mental health.

The mental health impacts of this process are clear, the strain on the individuals time, feeling
pressured to constantly be reading and breaking down the documents, neglecting things that are
usually important parts of their life, people reported interrupted sleep, inability to focus,
increased feelings of frustration which carried into their everyday tasks, etc.

“Work is my downtime now and home has become something full of the EES, the
documents are spread all over everywhere… even my garden, I haven’t even done my garden
because I feel like when I’m at home I need to be focusing on this huge ridiculous EES
document to try to pull things out of it, so I haven’t even done my own gardening and things
that I love about my own home”

“You know all I can do is heat up food that friends made for me because they can see
how stressed I am about it and they have brought me meals, I can heat them up and put the
dishes over there and come back and try to keep reading through this ridiculous document.”
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4. Connection to Place & Emotional Toll of the Potential Project.
“It just has to be stopped”

A clear connection to the Westernport bay and surrounding areas was established through
talking to members of the community. Many of them expressed connections to the bay
concerning use for recreation, meditation, cultural connection, and as a place rooted in social
memories or family, etc.
“I’m firmly attached to Westernport, for at least 15 years we have walked the
dogs along the beach here… it’s been my mainstay, it’s been my lifeline, physically,
mentally and emotionally, we walk at 6 am, its best to start in the dark as the views are
just beautiful, the first light coming across is special”.

“I have lived here for 36 years and the bay has been my heart place, my
inspiration for my work, I have always been passionate about nature, about Australian
flora, the landscapes... one of my fundamental important parts of my life.”

“I spend a lot of time on the bay, sitting on the shore, in various places, I used to
live on French island, I’ve been very connected to the land around and in the bay for 27
years, and before that just living in the area, I’ve spent hours and hours of volunteer time
to protect and preserve the bay, to plant and to weed and yeah if it was allowed to come
in it would just break my heart”
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The prospect of this project going ahead is a highly emotional topic for many who have invested
huge amounts of time and energy into protecting the bay and the surrounding community. The
mental health fallout of this decision would be very significant, for those who have been
involved in this campaign the overwhelming sense of grief, defeat, and lost autonomy of their
local area is enough of a stressor to contribute to the development of much more serious mental
health and wellbeing concerns.

“I don’t believe it can go ahead, and do you know what, if it goes ahead I will be
so depressed, I will be so depressed, I will probably leave my area, I won’t be able to
look at it”.

“I don’t know where ill end up psychologically if they do get approval for it, I’ve
just invested so much time and mental, emotional energy into it”

“If they did get the go-ahead it’s going to impact on us severely”

“For me, it would be a disappointment and I would lose my enthusiasm for the
area as a whole because it would stop its potential, but aside from that and the truck
traffic which would annoy me, the overall growth of the area and the potential
cumulative development would really bug me”
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“If it went ahead I would find that really depressing, just knowing the damage
that would do… I just wouldn’t want to be here… it would just feel like we had failed
something that should never have gone ahead.”

“The thought that this could go ahead is horrifying… walking the dogs in that
area is my mediation, I’m not very good at meditation so that is what I do, and plus I
have arthritis so those walks are vitally important to my health, and I’m not the only
one”

The Westernport community has been impacted throughout the ‘consultation’ process of this
suggested project. The suggested project has not yet had any large physical impact on the
community (and we would hope this fact remains) however, the mental toll it has had is tangible.
The public meetings, campaigning and now the EES process has created feelings of unrest and
raw emotion to come to the surface as people speak out to defend a place they hold great
significance too and those who feel passionately about preventing the further progression of
fossil fuels in Victoria.

“I’ve been at community information sessions and I’ve seen people yelling and
fighting with the AGL guys because they aren’t getting the answers, I’ve seen people
crying because they are so passionate about the bay and that this isn’t an appropriate
spot, you know its incredibly emotional and draining”.
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“The more I’ve learned about the bay the more special it Is, the wetlands and the
seagrass and I’ve seen the seagrasses regenerate after they stopped commercial net
fishing in the bay and I’ve seen whales from my home when I lived on French island, I’ve
seen water spouts from whales in the bay you know it’s so special, it would break my
heart honestly”

“It’s just so sad, it’s very taxing, emotionally and physiologically, because you
can see the tangible recovery, it’s possible, but if they go ahead and do these crazy things
it goes out the window”

The suggestion of the project alone has impacted some community members as the potential
risks it poses to their everyday lives such as those close to the site awaiting the prospect of
indefinitely interrupted sleep is enough to trigger anxieties and anger in any individual.

“People I know who live in crib point… they can currently hear the ship that does
use it every two weeks when it unloads they can hear it… so if I was them, the thought of
that noise potentially happening every single night, I can’t imagine what that’s like”.

“You know it’s really taken its toll on me physiologically”.
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5. COVID-19 Associated Effects.

The conditions Victorians have been experiencing since March of this year have been
less than ideal, with reduced social interactions, mental stimulation, and increased stress and
anxiety. The conditions caused by the Covid-19 pandemic and associated restrictions/
lockdowns have made the campaigning and overall EES process increasingly difficult for the
Westernport community.

For several reasons continuing the EES process irrespective of the current climate has
disadvantaged the community members in their efforts to raise awareness and complete their
EES breakdown and submission writing. Many are relying on poor internet and limited access to
the tools needed to conduct online meetings, research, and communications with other
community members. Not to mention the lost value of comradery and social connection in this
trying process. One community member expressed that it has been very difficult to network with
people without being able to host meetings, door knock, etc.

For example, a community member researching the impact the pipeline construction would have
on the local businesses ran into many road blocks due to the lockdowns.

“I can’t go out and just have a look at the physical side of things, I can’t walk
where the pipeline might go and see which businesses... I can’t then view them from
wherever they are and get some feel for how things might affect them”
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The restrictions on movement meant that there was often no way to contact homeowners or local
people to educate them on the project and the risks it poses to their homes and surrounding areas.
These limits to networking capacities have further disadvantaged the community and hindered an
accurate representation of the entire communities’ views on this project.

“We can’t meet people and educate people, I wanted to hand-deliver some letters
in the letterboxes of people who will be physically impacted you know by noise or dust, I
just love the bay you know my home won’t be impacted, but there’s people whose homes
will be impacted with noise and smell, and they may not be reading the EES so I wanted
to get some letters out to let them know, but I can’t, there outside of my 5km zone”

The restrictions have further impacted the productivity and benefit of being able to gather to
develop a strategy and write EES submissions in person. Many community groups described the
complexity of the EES and that the physical documents refer to multiple different sections (often
completely different reports, technical reports, and summaries) before a clear point can be
understood, meaning if people could meet in person they would have the ability to search
through the physical document together and better understand how different sections relate to
one another and identify the information they need. As opposed to individuals as home spending
extended amounts of time going from report to report to attempt to understand the point being
presented.
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A valuable point identified by a community member was that the current climate is hardly ideal
for people to be having to be involved in the active prevention of industrial development of their
local area, whilst they are under heightened financial stresses and completely altered lifestyle and
social circumstances. The increased stress currently being experienced by many members of the
Victorian population may limit the effectiveness of online attempts to inform and involve people
with this project.

“I mean I’ve managed to contact some people but I don’t know if some people
aren’t answering because their closed or I’m also aware that I’m contacting people at
times when their already stressed because they are business people… they’re not going to
be thinking about a project like this at this time… they are going to be thinking about day
to day and whether they’re actually going to be in business tomorrow because of
lockdown… we don’t know the stresses people are going through”

“It’s the same for people at the moment… if you’re thinking oh am I going to lose
my job tomorrow you’re not thinking I want to stop gas being imported in Westernport,
that’s going to be the least of your worries”.

The overall negative circumstances experienced by the western port community during this EES
process have been heightened under the new ‘COVID normal’, increasing stress, anxieties,
feelings of isolation, lost control, stifled productivity and lost opportunities. Further contributing
to the negative toll this suggested project has already taken on the mental health and wellbeing of
many members of the Western port community.
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6. Value of green space/ blue space and the impact of lost recreational space.

There are well-defined links between human health and the environments in which we
live, work, and exercise. Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical
health of the communities who access them. Nature is used by people in a range of ways for
example; for recreation, as stress relief, meditation and to get some peace and quiet as a break
from work or living conditions. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who frequent
a natural area and place significance on this place.

There is a clear lack of acknowledgment of the value of` natural spaces (both green and blue)
and the recreational benefits of them within the EES documentation. The EES summary
document acknowledges that “some local people consider using existing port facilities as not
compatible with the use of adjacent areas for social activity and active and passive recreation” as
well as recognizing that the “concerns with noise and lighting from the Project’s facilities” are
significant enough to displace people from these recreational areas. Failing to address the
benefits that recreational space, green space, and blue spaces have been shown to have on both
the mental and physical health and wellbeing of communities.
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EES technical report M-social impact assessment, discusses the ‘impacts’ of the proposed project
on the use of the surrounding natural environments, identifying that it would be of “little
inconvenience” for community members to have to undertake their recreational activities at other
locations. This claim is completely inappropriate as the authors of this report are purely making a
statement of personal opinion. There is no evidence to back up the claim that displacing people
from their longstanding area of recreation will have “little inconvenience”.

This report also attempts to downplay the impacts of this displacement of recreation by
describing the visual character of crib point as “industrial”, again this statement is purely
observational and has no evidence to support it, there are many members of the community who
would contest this if given the opportunity.

The EES reports focus mainly on the impact the construction of the pipeline would have on
visual appeal and access to recreational areas, while completely disregarding how much this
project would change the visual appeal and ambiance of the whole area surrounding the
suggested site for those who value the pristine essence of the bay as it stands today.
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While the EES social chapter (CH18), sustainability chapter (CH24), and the EES Technical
Report M-Social Impact Assessment all fail to address the academically recognized phenomenon
of humans’ relationship with nature, there are many academic sources of information that can be
utilized (discussed below). Establishing that nature is deeply valuable to all aspects of
individuals’ health and is entrenched into many people’s everyday lives and either the loss of this
nature or the modification of either the look, feel or access can have harmful effects on the
wellbeing of those who hold it to such significance.

“I’m actually close to tears now, standing here looking at it… you know that’s
how close it is to the surface”.
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Academic sources which refer to the established connection to one’s natural environments and
the benefits this has to human health;

Stigsdotter et al. (2010) in an article titled Health promoting outdoor environments –
Associations between green space, and health, health-related quality of life and stress based on a
Danish national representative survey, identify that stressed people visit green space to “obtain
peace and quiet without noise” and to “reduce stress and relax”. Findings suggested that
closeness to accessible green space positively impacts on health-related quality of life, also
indicating that green spaces serve as “health- promoting environments” (Stigsdotter et al., 2010,
p. 414).

Orsega-Smith et al. (2004) in an article titled The Interaction of Stress and Park Use on
Psychophysiological Health in Older Adults, states that natural environments such as parks and
recreational reserves are highly valuable in promoting the wellbeing of populations as they
“provide opportunities for restorative experiences” including “clearing of the mind” and “reenergizing”. Suggesting that leisure within natural settings has a positive effect on mood states
and can improve “short term health perceptions” (Orsega-Smith et al., 2004, p. 237).
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Wolf & Wohlfart (2014) in their article Walking, hiking and running in parks: A
multidisciplinary assessment of health and well-being benefits, explain the opportunity that
public green spaces provide for people to ‘escape their regular lives, daily routines and stressful
environments’ which is more important now more than ever as sedentary and ‘indoor centered’
living is becoming increasingly frequent.

The authors describe ‘Biophilia’ which is ‘the restorative effect that nature has with people who
hold an innate relationship and need for nature’. As well as the mental health benefits of destressing and spending time in nature, there are physical benefits also, with ‘green exercise’
showing heightened effectiveness in combating cardiovascular disease when compared with nonnatural environmental exercise (Wolf and Wohlfart., 2014, p. 90).

Wolsko & Lindberg, (2013) examine the relationship between psychological wellbeing
and the personal experience of connection with nature in their article titled; Experiencing
Connection with Nature: The Matrix of Psychological Well-Being, Mindfulness, and Outdoor
Recreation. Stating that individuals who undertake more appreciative outdoor activities such as
hiking or canoeing, ‘that reflect attempts to enjoy and observe nature without substantial
technological mediation’, experience strong connections with nature and thus resulting in these
populations having higher psychological well-being (Wolsko & Lindberg., 2013, p. 82).
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This research also produced findings that show an increased connection to the natural
environments within a community increases levels of “community, kinship, embeddedness, and
belongingness” benefiting the “cognitive, emotional and social functioning” of a community and
those who frequent it (Wolsko & Lindberg., 2013, p. 82).

Korpela et al. (2014), examine the factors that influence the experience people receive
from nature based recreation in their research titled; Analyzing the Mediators Between NatureBased Outdoor Recreation and Emotional Well-Being. They identified a bi-directional
relationship between self- reported nature-based recreation in both green and blue spaces (blue
being coastline and foreshore areas) and emotional wellbeing.

Meaning increased time spent in nature can aid with “experiencing calmness, getting new spirit
and vitality for the everyday routines, forgetting everyday worries, clarifying one’s thoughts, and
gaining faith in tomorrow” (Korpela et al., 2014, p.5), as reported by participants thus improving
mental wellbeing, while less time spent in nature has the opposite effect. This research also
further highlights the ability of green space to contribute to “social cohesion, sense of
community, and feelings of safety” (Korpela et al., 2014, p. 2).

EES Public health Submission.

23

The Westernport community has previously identified their connection to the natural
environment around the suggested project site, which can be seen through their opposition efforts
for this very project. The connection felt by the community spans much further than a small
community not wanting industrialized projects in their areas, this project would jeopardize the
connection and peace that the local people receive from the bay and surrounding areas as they
are today.
The loss of control over a communities’ green spaces and ability to preserve their natural
environments can result in extreme feelings of helplessness, anxiety, and lost autonomy which
can detrimentally impact the long term mental health of a community.

“it’s a real example of where we are at, we are in crisis, as a world and a nation
we just plunder our environment, we don’t respect or listen to our indigenous people and
you know we are going to risk this incredible bay… I’m standing here looking now,
there’s no tankers on the horizon, it is completely and utterly pristine and its times like
this I feel like sobbing because this is so wrong on every level and this is my motivation to
keep going”.
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A report by the Victorian Government on Biodiversity 2037, ‘Victorians Value Nature’, utilizes
results from the VVN foundations survey to highlight the value of human connection to nature,
biodiversity, and conservation of natural environments. The report states that “Victorians feel
more strongly connected to unmodified nature (National Parks and beaches) compared with more
modified landscapes”, idealizing preserving natural environments and promoting peoples’
awareness of the importance of conservation and ‘acting for nature’.

The report states that ‘89% of Victorians believe biodiversity is vital to a healthy environment’,
expressing that to protect the biodiversity of the natural environment within Victoria, raising
awareness of the importance of nature and creating more opportunities for communities to
‘connect with and protect nature’ is key. The suggested AGL project directly contradicts this
Victorian Government goal by jeopardizing the biodiversity of a range of flora and fauna in the
area and further limiting the communities’ ability to ‘connect with and protect’ their
environment.

“In the area at woollies beach, there are unique plants that are highly valuable…
not only on a local level but a state level, they cannot be found anywhere else… the flora
in this area is incredible… there’s also a public BBQ and a bench seat and I’ve recently
found out that they intend to close it to the public.”
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Overall the EES report fails to provide an adequate description of and allowance for the deep
connection that humans have with their natural environment and the benefits this relationship has
on many aspects of the health and wellbeing of communities. By failing to adequately
demonstrate how valuable the natural area of the suggested project development is to the
community, AGL is disregarding the far-reaching impact the loss of this natural space would
have on the community, with not only the physical changing of the environment but the mental
health implications of a community losing control and autonomy over their own valued spaces,
AGL has a lot more to answer to than the “minor inconvenience” they have claimed this to be.
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7. Stakeholder Engagement.

“It became more and more as if they were just a corporation that really didn’t
want to listen; they just wanted to push this thing through on how fantastic it was”.

The stakeholder engagement undertaken by AGL has caused a feeling of uncertainty,
dissatisfaction, and mistrust within the community of Westernport and other parties with a vested
interest in this project. Many community members reported feeling as though they had not been
heard and that this made them feel helpless when trying to communicate with the public face of
AGL.

“At first the information sessions, any answers to any questions I got were just
answered with just you know ‘it will be okay’ statements, and me walking away thinking
well… I don’t know what to do with that because I don’t think I agree, I didn’t know how
to follow through with that or what extra steps to take”.

Many members of the community were left to feel as though they did not have all the facts and
this contributed to increased stress and anxieties relating to the prospects of this project. The
often unorganized, unreliable public meeting were described as ‘A waste of time’ as people felt
they were not being taken seriously by the AGL representatives.
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“The consultations were often a waste of time, because they would say certain
experts were going to be there and then they weren’t, or specific questions they couldn’t
answer because they would say we will have experts at a later date and then that didn’t
happen… it was pretty messy really”

“I found the meetings and I found their whole approach superficial, young people
not comfortable in the role, not able to answer questions and the big wigs in suits in the
background…just not a good set up”.

Stakeholder engagement processes place the burden on AGL to inform all members of the
community who could be impacted by their suggested project, this was not performed to the
appropriate standard as many community members reported meetings not being organized in
certain places and still encountering locals who were not informed during the later weeks of the
EES period.

In the EES Technical Report M-Social Impact Assessment, AGL describes interviewing
landholders who would be affected by the project, 3 landholders were engaged in this process,
with 115 private landholders in total only 2.5% were consulted. In order for this project to
receive stakeholder input- the correct amount of engagement, information sharing and
consultation should have been performed.

“I still get people around here that don’t know anything about it”.
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“I was alarmed at the lack of information they were providing”

“They didn’t have any meetings set up for Balnarring even though the tankers
will go past that area, everyone in this area is going to be affected, so we went to Agl and
said your not communicating with enough of the community, you need to hold a meeting
here, and that was a huge meeting, and so if we hadn’t actually said this is what you need
to do and make sure you tell everybody by doing a letter drop that would have never
happened”.

“If they don’t get the local paper and there’s no letter drops then how would
people know”.

The knowledge that there were people within the community who were not informed or
adequately given the opportunity to have their say in this process increased anxieties and
stresses in those who were involved as they then felt the burden of spreading
the word and providing people with information, it was not their responsibility to inform the
community of AGLs plans as this is the very essence of stakeholder engagement.
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Adequate stakeholder engagement can settle heightened emotions amongst a community and
provide peace of mind that the company will take into account their questions, feedback, and
objections when planning the next steps of their project, it is clear that this stakeholder
engagement process fell short of those expectations for the Westernport community and
emotions did and still do run high.

“People were pretty upset… there was a little 8-year-old boy, he was crying, you
know it was a pretty emotional scene”
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8. Social License.

“Anyone who lives here and knows the details of what they are suggesting is horrified”.

Social licensing is one of the key pillars of AGLs strategic framework, yet is clearly
underrepresented in the social impact assessment included in the EES. AGL defines ‘Social
License’ as “meeting and exceeding community expectations” (Agl, 2020), which as one of only
3 strategic priorities AGL claims to be targeting, is gravely underrepresented in the EES with not
one mention in the social impact assessment.

Authors Hanna, Vanclay, Langdon & Arts, (2016) outline social protesting and its significance to
big projects, regarding social licensing and adequate community consultation. Findings show
that when communities have strongly opposed a project from its initial suggestion, do not
provide consent for its operation and feel that their future is ‘compromised’ or that they aren’t
being ‘listened to or respected, they are more likely to protest’ (Hanna, Vanclay, Langdon &
Arts, 2016, p. 237).

“We are given the opportunity to speak because they have to give us that time, not
because they want to and they should act within what the community says which would be
what they define as social licensing.”
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This research also suggests that irrespective of having a legal license to go ahead with a project a
company must ‘achieve and maintain a social license to operate (SLO)’, defined as an ongoing
process of community engagement, and the building of trustful relationships with an informed
consent process. The authors argue that for a project to be ‘legitimate’ (including free from
protest and having a social license to operate) the project must have the potential to be modified
or even cancelled in response to community input. This AGL project is clearly not a legitimate
project by this definition. (Hanna, Vanclay, Langdon & Arts, 2016, p. 238).

It is also suggested by this research that companies that correctly engage in respectful
appropriate community engagement are less likely to experience push back and protesting from
communities. Protesting such as that performed by Save Westernport and other community
groups for the past 3 years is a form of community feedback which occurs due to ‘normal
engagement and grievance mechanisms’ are not operating at a high enough standard (Hanna,
Vanclay, Langdon & Arts, 2016, p. 238).

“You know yes, AGL would know how against it the community is and they’re still
trying to go ahead which is mind-boggling”.
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Vanclay (2003), describes social impacts as the changes to one or more of the following;
‘people’s way of life, their culture, their community, their environment, their health and
wellbeing, their personal and property rights and their fears and aspirations. The social impact
assessment by AGL minimally discusses some of these points including the communities’
environment, and what the changes to it may be including; reduced air quality, increased levels
of hazard and risk, reduced access to and control over resources and the increased dust and noise
pollution that will be present should the project go ahead. It however does not make adequate
mention of ‘fears and aspirations’ of the community relating to ‘their fears about the future of
their community, or perceptions about their safety’ (Vanclay, 2003, p. 8).
“You end up feeling powerless”.
The social impact assessment within the EES states that “many in the community fear that the
Project may impact negatively on biophysical processes in Western Port and consider such
impacts to be unacceptable. However, the technical assessment of the Project’s effects on
Western Port’s ecosystem indicates that significant impacts would not arise” (EES technical
report M, SIA). However, in section 3.1 of the same report AGL draw a ‘distinction between
effects and impacts’ defining impacts as the “experience of a social effect by individuals or
groups” and that they are distinctly different from social effects as “different individuals and
groups experience change differently depending on their circumstances”.
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It is therefore inappropriate for AGL to claim that “significant impacts would not arise” as, by
their own definition, impacts are the experience of others that can vary based on circumstances,
which cannot be measured by a vested interest group such as the authors of this report on AGLs
behalf.

If AGL were operating within social license from the Westernport community, this project would
not have created as much community objection and anger which has been displayed to AGL at
the community meetings as discussed previously. Obtaining a Social license to operate would
again have required AGL to inform all relevant parties within the community which has been
previously identified to not have been done. AGL can state they are operating under ‘social
license’ as this is just a self-awarded title, but if following their own definition, this project in no
way “meeting and exceeding community expectations”, and the only way AGL could meet and
exceed the needs of the Westernport community would be to cancel this project application
indefinitely.

“I’m one of the lucky ones, I am informed, there are lots of people who don’t
know what’s at risk, they are just busy trying to make ends meet, you know they are
worried about paying bills and mortgages, I am in a privileged position as I am retired,
and what worries me is that there are lots of people who don’t know what’s at risk and
what we stand to lose.”

EES Public health Submission.

34

9. Public Health Implications of Climate Change.

This project not only poses unforeseeable risks to the environment and social climate of
the Westernport community but also would contribute to the impacts of climate change in
Australia and internationally.

Climate change is arguably the biggest challenge facing the population today, and many people
are aware and often negatively impacted by this fact. The stresses and anxieties felt by those who
are aware of the climate emergency and witness the active dismissal of the urgent claims of
many climate scientists are increasingly prevalent amongst environmentally conscious
populations. The impacts of climate change on the public health of Victorians span across many
sections of the health spectrum.

The EES fails to address the risks climate change poses to the Australian and global human
population, the EES fails to address what this project has to do with climate change at all. With
the chapter dedicated to climate change detailing how climate change will impact on this project
(e.g. salt and sea bed erosion) instead of the fact that this project is the progression of fossil fuel
reliance in Australia.

Within the social impact statement of the EEs, AGL refers to the “ideological objection to the
project reflecting a preference for use of renewable resources” raised by landholders in their
conversations with AGL. Referring to renewable energy as an “ideological objection” is
completely inappropriate for a professional report such as an EES as this is AGLs’ own opinion.
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The utilization of this language and standpoint paints renewable energy as some sort of “greenie”
fringe ideal, when in reality- renewable energy is a clear global priority that has been endorsed
by the Victorian government.

CH24 of the EES ‘sustainability’ discusses the United Nations Sustainable Development Goal
which is an industry- recognized public health tool. The report selectively uses “SDG 7 Affordable and Clean Energy – Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern
energy for all”, stating that “reliable and affordable energy” is a key enabler of sustainable
development. This argument is not backed up by any evidence and is merely unfounded claims
by the authors to align their project goals with the positively favored SDGS.

The same chapter also discusses the climate change act 2017 (Vic) which serves as a
commitment from the Victorian Government to aim for zero emissions by 2050 as a “notable”
strategy, however as this project is suggested to be ongoing for the next 60 years, and is, in fact,
a fossil fuel project that will produce emissions and contribute to the emissions once the gas is
used within Australia, this directly contradicts the Victorian Government Target.

It has been identified that under the world health organization guidelines and the Paris agreement
on climate change; achieving clean air and a stable climate would require a ‘rapid phase-out of
fossil fuels’ (Lelieveld et al., 2019). The replacement of fossil fuels with renewable energy and
the halting of progress towards fossil fuel projects such as this one would greatly impact the
public health of the Australian population.
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The health impacts of climate change include both mental and physical health impacts. The
physical health implications of the products of climate change, mainly referring to increased
prevalence and unprecedented magnitude of natural disasters while will likely result in the ‘loss
of human life and natural environments’ (Kanaisty et., 2014). As well as changes in climate
conditions such as; air pollution, water pollution, and future widespread food insecurity. It has
been shown that the removal of fossil fuel-related emissions could dramatically impact avoidable
excess mortality in the future (Lelieveld et al., 2019).

The mental health impacts of climate change relate to the impacts of concerns and anxieties
about the state of the future, but also, having a ‘subjective understanding of the likely climate
change threat’ as well as their sense of responsibility for what could be done and what is not
being done (Kanaisty et., 2014). Further in the future, these mental health impacts will be
heightened the with physical experience of the impacts of climate change- related disasters such
as trauma, grief, and associated anxieties and depression (Kanaisty et., 2014).

Overall the EES fails to recognize the vitally important nature of action on climate change and
fails to admit the impact this project would have on levels of greenhouse gas emissions in
Victoria. While selectively utilizing points to attempt to seem ‘conscious’ of the need for
renewable energy options (utilization of the SDGs) after calling it an “ideological objection”
when it is suggested by landholders within the Westernport community who as a shorefront place
would be among the first populations to experience the impacts of climate change.
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10. Effects of Fossil Fuel Development Within Communities.

“I’ve had a horrible feeling that this is a foregone conclusion, I’ve been suffering
anxiety about it”

As the suggested project is a fossil fuel project, it is useful to refer to academic research
showing the impact of fossil fuel development on communities in the past. Lack of information,
exposure to increased risk, pollution, and the associated mental health toll are all identifiable
similarities between past development and the project in question.

The inadequate community communication on AGLs behalf, perceived insufficient research
conducted by AGL and the power gradient between AGL and the community have translated
into fear, uncertainty, and anxiety amongst the community relating to the development of
Westernport bay.
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Industrialization and fossil fuel development of Westernport has the potential to result in a large
degree of ‘loss of place’ and autonomy over place experienced by the community. Many people
in the Westernport area value the characteristically ‘slow paces, quiet lifestyle’ of a smaller
community away from bigger cities and busy areas, the changing of the essence of peoples
surroundings could have detrimental impacts to their mental health as they lose their connection
with their homes and surrounding areas as there is potential for the whole area to lose value if
industrialised action such as this project increases resulting in lower feelings of psychological
security amongst the community.

Perry. (2013), utilized ethnography to assess the psychological and sociocultural determinants of
community health as they relate to unconventional gas development projects, identifying that the
risk of pollution and industrialization related accidents may lead to ‘psychological and social
stress that can make individuals more susceptible to disease and chronic health problems. The
author states that a stressor can be “any environmental, social, or internal demand which requires
the individual to readjust his/her usual behavior patterns” and will have negative impacts on a
person.

This report also contains anecdotal information from communities already affected by gas
development, reporting ‘rapid environmental changes relating to pipeline construction, road
damage, physical health problems as well as deteriorating water and air quality’ (Perry, 2013).
Concerns similar in nature are actively held among the Westernport community and are
contributing to anxieties before this project has even received any official green light.
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Young people are particularly vulnerable to mental health impacts of environmental change,
specifically the impacts of witnessing private companies having a perceived disregard for the
risk of contributing to greenhouse pollution. Kinchin & Doran, 2018, identify that the average
cost per youth suicide was valued at $2,884,426 in 2014, therefore the community fund
established by AGL would only recompense if two young people died as a result of depression
related to the eco-system harm from the suggested project and witnessing the decline of both the
community and the environment of Westernport- should this project go ahead.

“it’s just vital for mental and physical health… I went through a really tough time
and I was very vulnerable… my GP has actually acknowledged that this project is
impacting my health”.

Overall the EES lacks clarity on the impacts of fossil fuel development, and the overall
identifiable risks of industrialization could have on both the physical and mental health of the
Westernport community. Many academic sources are available to provide information on these
risks, circumstances, and information on past fossil fuel development and the toll these projects
took on communities. AGL has demonstrated a complete disregard for this area of related risks,
by not providing- evidence based information to adequately show they are aware of these risks
and are make any efforts to prevent/minimize them for the Westernport community.
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11. Cumulative Impact of Suggested Project on Public Health .

“To be honest I have concerns for my mental and psychological state should this project
go ahead”.

Kinnear, Kabir, Mann & Bricknell, (2013), define cumulative impacts as “the successive,
incremental and combined impacts of one, or more, activities on society, the economy and the
environment... (these) may be the product of past, present or future activities” (p. 127). These
impacts can occur at both project level (single site), regional level (multiple projects) or more
broadly (e.g. climate change), as smaller, somewhat insignificant impacts accumulate from a
range of sources e.g. social, economic, environmental areas, to become an increased concern for
communities (Kinnear, Kabir, Mann & Bricknell, 2013, p. 127)

The Social Impact Assessment (SIA) within the EES lacks clarity around the cumulative impacts
on the community of the suggested project. As public health assessments become more inclusive
and far-reaching, expanding environment to include ‘social, cultural and human health
perspectives’ as well as the ‘biophysical elements’, this requires companies such as AGL to stay
up to date and report on the relevant risks in these areas of health (Kinnear, Kabir, Mann &
Bricknell, 2013, p. 135).
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The cumulative impacts of this suggested project span a range of categories of risk many of
which have been discussed previously, including; the risk to biodiversity and the link this has
with human health, the loss of place and autonomy over significant spaces and associated mental
health impacts, the unforeseen hazard risk of the project and the associated stress due to lack of
research and evidence provide within the EES, the anxieties, and stress related to climate change
and the environmental damage and change to the visual aesthetic this project would cause.
“I am fairly resilient, but tears are close to the surface when I think about what
we stand to lose, and the greed and the lies”.

There are also impacts that have not been discussed, which also contribute to the cumulative
impact this project would have on the community. These relate to the Local Economy, the
Excessive exposure to noise, and light pollution in areas of recreation or in people’s homes
which can result in loss of sleep, irritability, increased prevalence of stress, anxiety, and lack of
ability to focus. Further, the impacts of noise and light pollution can result in an increased
prevalence of mental health conditions in a community as quality sleep, peace, and quiet in
living environments are protective factors against mental health distress.
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It has been identified that often within Environmental Impact assessments, health determinants in
the ‘social sphere were rarely and often poorly considered’ as can be seen within the social
impact assessment provided by AGL (Kinnear, Kabir, Mann & Bricknell, 2013, p. 135). While
the social and cultural impacts on the communities’ health are of grave concern to many social
interest groups, ‘health concerns associated to social health and quality of life, rarely carry over
to post-decision monitoring’ by resource companies according to Kinnear, Kabir, Mann &
Bricknell, (2013, p. 135).

This evidence supports Westernport’s concerns that if this project did go ahead there would be
very low levels (if any) monitoring of the long-term health impacts (both mental, physical and
social) of this project by AGL, there was potential for AGL to address this concern through the
SIA or any other documentation within the EES, this, however, was not provided at any
satisfactory level.
“it’s had an impact on my mental health… I became obsessed with it… I’ve had
to take a bit of a back step”.
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The concept of Solastalgia very appropriately summarizes the cumulative impacts of this
project on the Westernport community. Solastalgia can be related to emotional distress caused by
changes in peoples’ environment, put simply; “the homesickness you have when you are still at
home” (The conversation, 2020). This project would dramatically and permanently alter the
environment and the value this holds to the local community, as demonstrated, the local
environment is more than just space for recreation and this relationship cannot be understood by
outsider observers.

“Solastalgia, that’s what this project is really about, the despair that I feel and
the tears that I weep are in relation to this bay and the thought of the risk, the damage…
the things I’m finding out could happen to the marine life are terrifying”.

“This is my heart place, this is where I go when I’m dealing with issues, this is
where I bring my grandchildren, my son has surfed this bay for 31 years… my kid’s
connection to this place, it is their sanctuary it is the place they go to for solace, it eases
any pain I am feeling when I walk down here with my dog, I can’t imagine it changing”.
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The cumulative impact of the suggested project on the community would have clearly
identifiable effects that have not been adequately addressed within the EES. The complex
intertwining of a range of health impacts that would arise as a result of this project, pose an
unacceptable risk to the Westernport community. Without the provision of adequate evidence or
even acknowledgement of many of these impacts and areas of concern for the community, AGL
has failed to accurately demonstrate that they understand the environmental effects this project
will have on the community and therefore have not performed tier duty as the proponent in this
EES process.

“Having that fresh air is really therapeutic, and I think not having that would be
detrimental to my mental health- I mean even if I could still go down there, it wouldn’t be
the same, I think knowing how much damage it would be doing to the bay… to be honest,
I just wouldn’t want to be here.”
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To allow for a further understanding of the communities’ rejection of this project, below are
examples of some public comments made on the back of pledge cards distributed by Save
Westernport;

“I am concerned that AGL's actions will permanently damage the precious Ramsar wetlands and
environment”

“We need to do everything we can to protect our Ramsar wetland and the place we call home”

“Our endangered birds, especially waders should not be disturbed in a Ramsar site.”

“Do not spoil Westernport Bay and leave our beaches the way they are.”

“Not in my town!!”

“I have lived on the Peninsula all my life, and the last 25 years on Westernport. This is a far too
precious area to risk losing to corporate greed for short term goals. So wrong in every single
way”.

“Please do not spoil our waterway and special place that is Westernport”

“My granddaddy pioneered the Bay and surrounding area! AGL stands to destroy
EVERYTHING I live for”
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12. Conclusion.

To illustrate the destructive, effect this project would have on the community in a range of ways,
various topics have been discussed with supporting academic and governmental evidence and
community social impact statements sourced directly from those who would be most impacted
by the project and associated health consequences.

It was established that the campaigning process over the last three years has already impacted
upon the mental and social wellbeing of many invested community members. This was
further seen during the EES process at a higher level, with individuals reporting lost sleep,
anxiety, regression from familiar tasks and habits, and many other concerning patterns
associated with mental health deterioration. This concerning risk to the psychosocial
wellbeing of the Westernport community will only worsen over the course of the rest of the
decision-making process as the community experiences increasingly lowering levels of
autonomy over places they hold to a high significance.

If approved, it's clear that the project will continue to affect the communities mental physical,
and social health in numerous ways, relating to; lost and displaced recreational space,

increased exposure to fossil fuel development, the impacts of climate change, reduced access
to social and mental restorative locations. As well as the grief, defeat, and lost connection to
their environment, caused by the amount of time and energy put into protecting their natural
environment from this project being disregarded.

EES Public health Submission.

47

AGL's failure to recognise these impacts has been displayed through the EES documentation,
and the lack of inclusion of information relating to the value of nature for the community, a
disregarded preference of renewable energy over fossil fuel projects and the complete omission
of any reference to the cumulative impacts this project would have on the mental and social
wellbeing of this community. Furthermore, AGL has presented little to no mitigation options

for the current and future impacts outlined here.

Based on the evidence, community voices, and points illustrated above, it is strongly
recommended this project is not given the opportunity to further damage the mental and social
wellbeing of the Westernport community and therefore cannot be given the approval to go ahead.
There is also an opportunity for the State government of Victoria to undertake genuine
community engagement to understand what the Westernport community wants and needs, and

adequately invest in that community, to stimulate the economy, and to make reparations for
the damage done to local people throughout the course of this EES process
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Appendix a
Full list of expanded quotes from community impact statements.

“from that meeting, I was alarmed at the lack of information they were providing”
“I was very alarmed about lighting, because lighting is one of the things people tend
not to address or think about”
“on the whole, it seemed to be an inappropriate thing to happen… I felt that this area is
particularly under looked and undervalued and so therefore something like this in
relation to what the area could be doing, was inappropriate”
attended some more proper public sessions
“it’s taken over my life”
“for the first year, we really spent our time trying to understand exactly what we were
dealing with… we were doing research non-stop”
“looking for other FSRUs around the world, what accidents have their bean, what is the
risk etc.”
“None of us had campaign experience… I’d never done public speaking… all that stuff
was new”
“we had no experience in how to set up a incorporated group… how to receive funds…
its massive”
“I had never dealt with journalists before, never dealt with Politian’s before... and that’s
really hard”
“its enormous, for a lay person its huge”
“if you combine all the activities we held, because there were a lot... rallies, attending
other functions that were held, market stalls, dealing with council and dealing with
Politian’s, it sounds like how could you spend that much time doing it? But its amazing
the amount of phone calls that you get, that’s the thing, I was pretty much on it full
time, I lived and breathed it for that year and a half”
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“I had to catch up on my work... everything got behind”
“my whole life suffered because of trying to get to grips with this and trying to do the
best we can”
“yes... because you’re thinking the whole time, I should be reading documents, I should
be doing that, there’s no rest with it really”
“but it’s no different from the start of this project… I was putting 30 hours into it… as
well as answering emails at night and engaging with the whole communications…
because that’s constant your sort of always doing it”
“I cant go out and just have a look at the physical side of things, I cant walk where the
pipeline might go, and see which businesses... I can then view them from wherever
they are and get some feel for how things might affect them”
“rather than be able to walk the street, and go into the businesses and knock on the door
and say something … I’ve had to cold call them… looking them up and giving them a
ring… and of course when you call people they are suspicious like I’m trying to sell
them something… and even when you explain the topic to them they are still a little bit
suspicious because they feel like they are being drawn into a controversy”
“and from a personal point of view, with my personal circumstances… its enormously
difficult for me because this year I’ve been helping to look after my mother and so I’m
there three nights a week… my brother and sister cant come and stay because we are
trying to limit her interaction with other people… you know so there a lot”
“ yes, I think so… I mean I’ve managed to contact some people but I don’t know if
some people aren’t answering because their closed or I’m also aware that I’m
contacting people at times when their already stressed, because they are business
people… their not going to be thinking about a project like this at this time… they are
going to be thinking about day to day and whether their actually going to be in business
tomorrow because of lockdown… we don’t know the stresses people are going
through”
“it’s the same for people at the moment… if you’re thinking oh am I going to lose my
job tomorrow you’re not thinking I want to stop gas being imported in Westernport,
that’s going to be the least of your worries”
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“it’s a really hard one… because the way I deal with it is telling myself that if it went
ahead it won’t directly impact me... but for instance for some other people I know who
live in crib point… they can currently hear the ship that does use it every two weeks
when it unloads they can hear it… so if I was them, the thought of that noise potentially
happening every single night, I can’t imagine what that’s like”.
“for me it would be disappointment and I would lose my enthusiasm for the area as a
whole because it would stop its potential, but aside from that and the truck traffic
which would annoy me, the overall growth of the area and the potential cumulative
development would really bug me”
“I certainly know that they have heard me loud and clear, but the only reason they were
listening was so that they could work out how to get it through”.
“they very rarely followed, there was a lot of questions that came out of the public
sessions, questions we would ask and they would say they would follow up and they
didn’t most often”.
“they really didn’t come back to you if you raised a question in the meetings”
“the consultations were often a waste of time, because they would say certain experts
were going to be there and then they weren’t, or specific questions they couldn’t
answer because they would say we will have experts at a later date and then that didn’t
happen… it was pretty messy really”
“they changed the format from a town hall to a drop-in format so it was really difficult
to ask questions, there would be an expert talking to one person and a room of 50
people trying to listen and ask questions… it was really hard”
“I told the AGL reps that were there, people have questions they want answered, and
AGL said no we can do that because we aren’t set up for it… I realised later that it
could be that one of their processes is that they have desks in-front of them when their
in that situation as a safety barrier… so they weren’t happy changing the format
around… people were pretty upset… there was a little 8 year old boy, he was crying,
you know it was a pretty emotional scene”
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“the next meeting there was full on security, they weren’t letting anyone linger in the
foyer, they put tape on the group so no one could go past a certain line… it was just
ridiculous, so over the top”
“we’ve actually got a video of a lady who’s in her seventies who’s standing in the foyer
holding up a newspaper thing that save Westernport did and she’s just standing there
and they are giving her a really hard time about moving on, and she’s saying look its
cold outside I just want to stand in here, and they are saying no you can’t stand in
here.”
“they didn’t have any meetings set up for Balnarring even though the tankers will go
past that area, everyone in this area is going to be affected, so we went to Agl and said
your not communicating with enough of the community, you need to hold a meeting
here, and that was a huge meeting, and so if we hadn’t actually said this is what you
need to do and make sure you tell everybody by doing a letter drop that would have
never happened”.
“I still get people around here that don’t know anything about it”.
“if they don’t get the local paper and there’s no letter drops then how would people
know”
“it’s amazing how much of community time is taken up by these things, if you look at
all the things that have been stopped in this area and the amount of money the
government have spent trying to industrialise this area, if all those resources had been
put to something that really benefited the community this would be a completely
different place”.
“mine comes from this massive sense of injustice, I hate stupid things being done like
that, I do have a natural interest in town planning and community stuff, but if anyone
said to me why are you doing this I would say it’s the animals, you know what affect it
might have on the birds and the other animals… my main focus is protecting animals in
everything I do”
“I just get really sick of the waste of money, when you know how a place could be, and
its either people don’t see it because the way the government is always saying jobs,
jobs, jobs without specifying how the effect would be in the longer term”
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“to try to stop the FSRU, more importantly than that is to protect the bay, it wouldn’t
have mattered if it was the gas factory, or anything else that I thought was going to
damage the bay”
“I have been quiet overwhelmed with the process, but disappointed I guess”
“that at first the information sessions, any answers to any questions I got were just
answered with just you know it will be okay statements, and me walking away thinking
well I don’t know what to do with that because I don’t think I agree, I didn’t know how
to follow through with that or what extra steps to take”.
“it became more and more as if they were just a corporate that really didn’t want to
listen they just wanted to push this thing through on how fantastic it was”
“when I received the EES and it is so mind bogglingly huge, and so repetitive and so…
wishy-washy, it may be this and it may be that… you know it may impact the
community but we already know it is impacting the community in a huge way… it
been at community information sessions and I’ve seen people yelling and fighting with
the AGL guys because they aren’t getting the answers, I’ve seen people crying because
they are so passionate about the bay and that this isn’t an appropriate spot, you know its
incredibly emotional and draining, so the whole EES process, you know I’m trained in
research and writing but the whole report is not logical it doesn’t follow any sequence,
it jumps all over the place, it’s so hard to pull points out of it, it’s so hard, I have found
it very frustrating, my house looks like a bomb hit it”.
“you know all I can do is heat up food that friends made for me because they can see
how stressed I am about it and they have brought me meals, I can heat them up and put
the dishes over there and come back and try to keep reading through this ridiculous
document.”
“it’s frustrating, depressing, you know I feel like an intelligent person and trying to sort
through this EES makes me feel dumb, it’s not written in a way we can even
understand”
“I’m just shocked at the amount of time, you know if it was an EES of 100 pages we
would get the same amount of time for an EES of over 11 thousand pages, its just
stupid, very frustrating”.
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“work is my downtime now and home has become something full of the EES, the
documents are spread all over everywhere… even my garden, I haven’t even done my
garden because I feel like when im at home I need to be focusing on this huge
ridiculous EES document to try to pull things out of it, so I haven’t even done my own
gardening so my weeds and things that I love about my own home”
“ we cant meet people and educate people, I wanted to hadn’t deliver some letters in
the letterboxes of people who will be physically impacted you know by noise or dust, I
just love the bay you know my home won’t be impacted, but there’s people whose
homes will be impacted with noise and smell, and they may not be reading the EES so I
wanted to get some letters out to let them know, but I can’t, there outside of my 5km
zone, I can’t go and deliver… I wanted to post them, but the whole Australia post
system is bogged down because of Covid as well so I couldn’t get anyone on the
phone, so even that’s not available… which makes us more bogged down”
“absolutely, the personal contact is great and tis hard to brainstorm on zoom, it just is,
but because of the way the EES is set up it would be much easier to have multiple
people being able to help understand one section at once… if you could lay it all out all
together and somebody could say you know this information says see technical report
so and so and then then someone else can read that part directly then and the whole
process of understanding the layout would be much easier, when one person has to go
through five different references to pull together the essence of it, it’s just so difficult”
“if you could do it together that cross referencing would be so much easier if you could
physically do it”
“the organising and behind the scenes things take up time, almost every day of the
week we would be doing things”
“I don’t believe it can go ahead, and do you know what, if it goes ahead I will be so
depressed, I will be do depressed, I will probably leave my area, I won’t be able to look
at it”.
“I spend a lot of time on the bay, sitting on the shore, in various places, I used to live
on French island, I’ve been very connected to the land around and in the bay for 27
years, and before that just living in the area, I’ve spent hours and hours of volunteer
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time to protect and preserve the bay, to plant and to weed and yeah if it was allowed to
come in it would just break my heart”
“the risk to the marine life in the bay is just not worth it”
“I’ve worked in tourism for a long time living in this area, I’ve done a lot of different
things to do with this area and therefore have read a lot and learned about Westernport
bay and what’s in it… and the more I’ve learned about the bay the more special it Is,
the wetlands and the seagrass and I’ve seen the seagrasses regenerate after they stopped
commercial net fishing in the bay and I’ve seen whales from my home when I lived on
French island, I’ve seen water spouts from whales in the bay you know it’s so special,
it would break my heart honestly”
“I don’t believe their engagement is real, I believe their interpretation of community
engagement is to try and persuade their argument onto people who think otherwise…
they are driven by greed, it’s a money-making business owned by a few people who are
going to make money out of it”
“how frustrating the whole process is, to be honest it’s not just AGL, you know yes,
AGL would know how against it the community are and their still trying to go ahead
which is mind boggling, but the governmental process seems not thorough either and
not really a place where people can have an opinion and where their opinion counts and
is listened to… we are given the opportunity to speak because they have to give us that
time, not because they want to and they should act within what the community says
which would be what they define as social licencing.”
“if they did get the go ahead it’s going to impact on us severely”
“I’m firmly attached to Westernport, for at least 15 years we have walked the dogs
along the beach here… it’s been my mainstay, it’s been my lifeline, physically,
mentally and emotionally, we walk at 6am, its best to start in the dark as the views are
just beautiful, the first light coming across is special”.
“the flora and fauna is stunning, it struggles but the local indigenous vegetation is
coming back to its old form and so is the bay, the bay is crystal clear now”
“my initial reaction when I heard about the project was that it was absurd, the more I
found out the more absurd it became… there’s no conceivable idea as to why it’s a
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good idea… the destruction to the bay… the bay isn’t made for huge ships… the bay is
too shallow and its tidal and sensitive... the mudflats, the mangroves, it’s all very
finely balanced and there’s no way that it can support what they are proposing…
there’s no way in fact that it can support more than it already supports”.
“they’ve tried to operate under the radar since the start”
“I knew no one else knew what was going on”
“anyone who lives here and knows the details of what they are suggesting is horrified”.
“it’s not just a local issue, there’s so many reasons it’s not acceptable… why are we
looking at importing our own gas… it’s purely a profit driven ideal.”
“they are just trying to get a foot in the door and trying to get in before anyone else”
“it’s just vital for mental and physical health… I went through a really tough time and I
was very vulnerable… my GP has actually acknowledged that this project is impacting
my health”.
“it’s had an impact on my mental health… I became obsessed with it… I’ve had to take
a bit of a back step”.
“I just felt the need to get the word out there that this was going on”
“the thought that this could go ahead is horrifying… walking the dogs in that area is
my mediation, I’m not very good at meditation so that is what I do, and plus I have
arthritis so those walks are vitally important to my health, and I’m not the only one”
“the thought of these juggernauts coming in and out of the bay… its just going to open
the floodgates… there’s no way they can do what they are planning to do without
causing huge damage… they are going to have to dredge down the jetty because it’s so
tidal… you know it’s really taken its toll on me physiologically”
“hugely”
“they’ve been trying to get Westernport for years”
“when they first started doing this, Westernport was regarded as a mosquito ridden
swamp, but after living here I’ve come to realise this isn’t true, yes there may be
mosquitos but the insect life and the bird life, there’s birds that migrate here, it’s
incredibly diverse, it’s not hard to imagine if a lot of the original vegetation was
replaced to what was originally here it wouldn’t be hard to reinstate that biodiversity.”
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“it’s just so sad, it’s very taxing, emotionally and physiologically, because you can see
the tangible recovery, it’s possible, but if they go ahead and do these crazy things it
goes out the window”
“it just has to be stopped”
“I don’t know where ill end up psychologically if they do get approval for it, I’ve just
invested so much l time and mental, emotional energy into it”
“they have driven a wedge through this community, contributed funds to the sports
clubs and things like that creates conflict amongst peoples relationships, the spread of
misinformation to do with jobs and money and there’s a lot of people in this area that
are invested in the idea of increasing jobs which isn’t supported by the EES
documentation”
“there’s a very strong feeling that we have been treated with total contempt is
overbearing, the feeling of frustration that false information has been put out there and
underhanded tactics… what’s going on with the planet is of deep concern… on a scale
that’s really hard to comprehend.”
“it’s not a local community problem, it’s a Victoria problem, it’s a global problem…
trying to get attention has been really taxing.
“this area has become a huge tourist destination, you know about 8 or 9 million visitors
and that’s a money draw for the area and now this puts that at risk, its just so
ridiculous”
“your head ends up getting so tangled, makes you question why they are even
considering it”
“I’ve had a horrible feeling that this is a foregone conclusion, I’ve been suffering
anxiety about it”
“you end up feeling powerless”.
“having that fresh air is really therapeutic, and I think not having that would be
detrimental to my mental health I mean even if I could still go down there, it wouldn’t
be the same, I think knowing how much damage it would be doing to the bay… to be
honest I just wouldn’t want to be here.”
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“I know he’s been really stressed about it… if it went ahead I would find that really
depressing, just knowing the damage that would do… I just wouldn’t want to be here…
it would just feel like we had failed something that should never have gone ahead.”
“I have lived here for 36 years and the bay has been my heart place, my inspiration for
my work, I have always been passionate about nature, about Australian flora, the
landscapes... one of my fundamental important parts of my life.”
“when I heard about the project I was gobsmacked that something like this would even
be considered for an area like this, close to a marine park In a Ramsar wetland,
southern most mangrove habitat, migratory shore birds all of that.”
“really capturing the Solastalgia experienced by people in the area “(Solastalgia is a
neologism that describes a form of emotional or existential distress caused by
environmental change. It is best described as the lived experience of negatively
perceived environmental change.)
“I’ve been able to handle the Covid lockdown because I’m less than a kilometre from
the beach and that connection to nature is paramount to my health and wellbeing.”
“Solastalgia, that’s what this project is really about, the despair that I feel and the tears
that I weep are in relation to this bay and the thought of the risk, the damage… the
things I’m finding out could happen to the marine life are terrifying.”
“it’s a real example of where we are at, we are in crisis, as a world and a nation we just
plunder our environment, we don’t respect or listen to our indigenous people and you
know we are going to risk this incredible bay… I’m standing here looking now, there’s
no tankers on the horizon, it is completely and utterly pristine and its times like this I
feel like sobbing because this is so wrong on every level and this is my motivation to
jeep going”
“I will continue with the story project… it speaks to people’s connection to this place”.
“in the area at woollies beach, there are unique plants that are highly valuable… not
only on a local level but a state level, they cannot be found anywhere else… the
incredible flora in this area, there’s also a public BBQ and a bench seat and I’ve found
out that they intend to close it to the public.”
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“I’m one of the lucky ones, I am informed, there’s lots of people who don’t know
what’s at risk, they are just busy trying to make ends meet, you know they are worries
about paying bills and mortgages, I am in a privileged position as I am retired, and
what worries me is that there’s lots of people who don’t know what’s at risk and what
we stand to lose.”
“I just cry… I’ve always been concerned about what’s been happening in the
environment… but to see this in my own backyard and seeing what we stand to lose
and the fact that our governments seem to be opening everything up for wholesale
money grabbing… at times I feel complete despair… you know I feel for the aboriginal
people fighting for their birthing trees and the desecration of their land… it’s hard to
not cry”.
“I’m actually close to tears now, standing here looking at it… you know that’s how
close it is to the surface”.
“if it goes ahead I will do everything in my power to record everything that happens as
a consequence of it”.
“I am fairly resilient, but tears are close to the surface when I think about what we
stand to lose, and the greed and the lies”.
“I believe if the AGL stakeholders knew how we felt, how it would impact the
community I believe they wouldn’t be pushing this so hard”
“I found the meetings and I found their whole approach superficial, young people not
comfortable in the role, not able to answer questions and the big wigs in suits in the
background…just not a good set up”.
“I just do not trust them”.
“they have bought so many of the local sporting clubs, and they are spreading
information among some of the more affluent coastal areas that crib point is some
mosquito infested back water, but it’s not, they haven’t been down here, they’ve been
bought and they will get more money if this goes ahead… AGL are completely
calculated… this has caused conflict, its divisive and causes tensions in our personal
relationships”.
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“a lot of crib point aren’t on high incomes, they are just trying to survive, they aren’t
reading the media, AGL know that and are relying that, they know ignorance is bliss.”
“they have relied on the fact that if we they create these big dense complicated
documents people won’t look at them, and the fact that we are being asked to do it in a
month and in Covid time when we can meet and laisse, it’s crazy”.
“if people actually walked to Wollies beach and saw it, or walked with an indigenous
ranger and learned about the flora I don’t believe they would think it’s a good idea, I
just think they are relying on people’s self-interest and lack of being informed to push
it through”.
“there’s a lot of vulnerable people, that solistalgia, there’s so many people who are
connected to this place”.
“this is my heart place, this is where I go when I’m dealing with issues, this is where I
bring my grandchildren, my son has surfed this bay for 31 years… my kid’s connection
to this place, it is their sanctuary it is the place they go to for solace, it eases any pain I
am feeling when I walk down here with my dog, I can’t imagine it changing”.
“I’ve seen what the effect of nature on children, I’ve done so much work in education
with creating safe and meaningful green space for kids and I’ve seen how they thrive
when they get the chance to work in them and create in them and be in them”.
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My name is Aurora Shmith and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. I
have never been as I go to other parts of the coast but why justify the importance of
a beautiful place. This place is important for the people who live there and also for
Australians who want to look after the environment around us. I thank the Crib
Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. Natural environments play a crucial role in both
the mental and physical health of the communities who access them. The potential
loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these
areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or
among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased
prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light
pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community. Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of
Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and
Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Recent research has
shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their
role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has
contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore,
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My name is Olivia Flavell and I live in the Westernport Bay area.

The ecosystem is a unique and extremely important natural beauty that is home to a diverse range
of sealife and wildlife, and without it the damage and impact will be catastrophic.

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

A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new
risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as
noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away
and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to
present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments.

Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.

Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.

If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value

areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.

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

It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect marine wildlife.
AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport
Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced
by a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would
elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the
important ecosystem around Crib Point.

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

Sincerely,
Olivia Flavell
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This is submission opposing the AGL project in Crib Point, Victoria with its
associated pipelines & infrastructure.
Person submitting is Deborah Bohm of

Crib Point. 3919.

I would like to open with the following statement:I chose to live in this beautiful suburb for its natural, raw beauty, coastal &
marine qualities and its peacefulness. But mostly what affected my decision
was the absence of any major industry with its ensuing pollution, heavy traffic
& major hazard risks.
It is extremely concerning that state government is contemplating the
development of a gas terminal at Crib Point & the berthing of an FSRU at Crib
Point Jetty – Berth 2.
Berth 1 already accepts berthing of Oil Tankers & is in very close proximity to
where the FSRU is to be permanently berthed for possibly the next 20yrs+ MAJOR HAZARD RISK.
I have read some of the EES for this project, but there is such extensive
documentation that I think it is very difficult for the ‘lay person’ to navigate
their way through it all. It is a shame that the Minister for Planning Mr. Richard
Wynne did not grant an extension on the decision making process to allow for
further community consultation regarding the EES given that we have been in
Stage 3 Covid Restrictions & are currently in Stage 4 lockdown.
I feel we required more time as a community to have meetings & enable
greater chance for questions to be discussed and answered regarding topics
not relevantly covered by the EES.
Eg. Were all the technical studies undertaken independently to AGL as a
company? How many tankers per day/week to transit the Bay?
Some of the things I believe to be concerning are as follows –
1. The effects on Westernports RAMSAR WETLANDS. – These are a crucial
part of the ecosystem especially to the listed migratory birds.
2. Westernport is a key part of the UNESCO W.P. RAMSAR Biosphere
Reserve – the marine & coastal environment deserves respect & caring

for. This project will affect habital conditions & the ecological character
of W.P. RAMSAR SITE.
3. Contamination of groundwater.
4. Contamination of the Bay Water – 468,000 m3/day of sea water
exchange from the FSRU.
Chlorine & formaldehyde used in these processes… Impact on
marine life, especially worrying that the fish eggs/sporn are
sucked up during the gathering of seawater for the FSRU & its
processes.
5. Nil consideration for the Conservation Management Plan of the
Southern Right Whales in the EES. Policy needs to include mammal
spotters on the ships whilst within W.P. Bay & decrease the speed of the
ships to less than 14 knots, if this project goes ahead, to prevent Whale
Collisions.
6. EES states that this project will decrease Gas Prices for Victorians
however as per the Macquarie Bank Study, with this imported gas,
prices will actually not decrease but rather increase. I feel the EES
statement is misleading regarding the decrease in price given the Banks
Study & only attempts to sway peoples opinion towards endorsing this
AGL Project.
7. This Gas Project will lead to an increase in Emissions for Victoria &
subsequently the World due to the processes used ( liquifying & then
regasing ) and the long distance shipping transport involved….I thought
Victoria was supporting the change from Fossil Fuels to RENEWABLES
FOR ENERGY.
8. Lack of Local Job Opportunities.
Construction Phase – 18 month – 500 jobs – EES states that some
will be sourced from INTERSTATE.
Operational Phase – Specialist staff required – only 40 jobs.
Where is the benefit to our Local Community in regards to employment
opportunities?

9. Noise Pollution – This is a small quiet community. 1 of the very
important reasons I live here.
During the Construction Phase & Operational Phase noise expected, this
can be at night time also as stated.
This Project - FSRU, REGASIFICATION PLANT & ASSOCIATED PIPELINES
WILL BE CLASSED AS A MAJOR HAZARD FACILITY.
Why is it to be positioned close to a Residential Area?
1. There will be an Oil Tanker berthed at the same Jetty - Berth 1 Crib
Point Jetty. (Adds fuel to the fire)
2. Odorant is to be stored on land at the site. (Highly Flammable)
3. Liquid Nitrogen to be stored onsite ( At minus 196 degrees C) , this is
an asphyxiant.
4. FSRU – storing LNG @ minus 163 degrees C
Where’s the Safety Case? Energy Safe Victoria should have a report on possible
Hazards/risks prior to the project being given the “GREEN LIGHT” .
It should not be an evolving process as things progress but be available now at
the commencement of this project.
It is stated in the EES :“ A large uncontrolled release of gas or liquid gas & ignition can lead to a HIGH
CONSEQUENCE SAFETY INCIDENT / HAZARD with the potential for THERMAL
RADIATION & BLAST OVERPRESSURE EFFECTS FROM A POTENTIAL EXPLOSION
OF A GAS CLOUD.”
I am not quite sure what this means!!! The report then goes onto state that
‘FATALITY RISK’ due to a potential major incident such as fire or explosion at
the site MEETS THE ADOPTED TOLERABLE CRITERIA.
What does this mean? Please enlighten me what is acceptable collateral
damage because that is how I interpret this statement.
Is it: Loss of life?
Personal Injury/ disablement?
Damage to private residences & public buildings/public spaces.
Untold environmental damage to the land & the Bay.

The risk of an Emergency/Fire/Leak plus or minus the subsequent risk of an
Explosion is what concerns me the most!!!
Recent Images of Beirut spring to mind!!!
Safety Cases, from what I can understand, will not be submitted to the relevant
Authorities until after the EES has been approved & when the Regulatory
definition of a Major Hazard Facilty includes an FSRU – which it does not have
at the moment. How can safety be assessed when atm the FSRU does not
have any safety policy attached to it? (My interpretation).
I personally would have like to have seen a BLAST RADIUS EFFECTS DIAGRAM,
incorporated into the EES for a worst case scenario. Be it that the risk maybe
promoted as being extremely low, the fact is that the risk is still REAL, no
matter how minimal. Surely this should have been a strong presentation point
in the EES. Should we be prepared to live with this risk in a residential area?
I am very pleased to see that :Mornington Peninsula Shire Council,
Local Liberal Member, Mr. Neale Burgess &
Federal Minister for Health, Mr. Greg Hunt
ARE ALL STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THIS AGL C.P. GAS PROJECT.
I am hoping that there are numerous submissions lodged opposing this project
& that it will not be given ‘ THE GREEN LIGHT’ to go ahead.
Hopefully, other sites Eg. Corio, Geelong will be investigated, they already have
some existing infrastructure required & a Heavy Port Industry is already well
established at the site.
In conclusion, once industry is given permission to establish itself here in Crib
Point, I draw the conclusion that this then will set a precedence for further
industry to follow. This I am definitely opposed to.
I would love to see this area develop but with more emphasis on Ecotourism
and small scale commercial ventures & more services. Eg. Doctors
Thankyou for your time in reading my submission. I am by no means an
Academic and the views presented here are purely my personal interpretation
of the information I have read in the EES & some verbalisations of my
concerns.
Deborah Bohm. 26/08/2020.
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We, Danaa Faulken care about the environment in Westernport Bay. We care about
the future of all Australian wetlands. They are essential for our health and the
communities around them. We thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that we will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns us 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. 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. Sincerely Danaa Faulken.
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These beautiful mangroves create the most peaceful, beautiful marine space that I
know of. They absorb noise, they absorb swell, they act as a cushion between the
sea and the shore, they stabilise the shoreline, ultimately mangroves act as a buffer
between habitats, and yet they are the most important habitat. Mangroves are the
raising "grounds" for the fingerlings and baby fishes. The tours that I plan to operate
are to bring people to these spaces on the water line, where the grey mangroves are
royals. Richly bringing peace, nurturing the young fish, protecting the boundaries
between domains, giving homes and mating areas to marine birds.
So much
happens in the inter-tidal zone, each foot more or less of tide reveals different
hidden secrets. I mainly see the high water mark, where the mangroves look like
trees in a flood. To me, it always looks unexpected to see a tree submerged up to its
branches. To make matters weirder, the mangroves are submerged in salt water,
they are extreme plants. The Grey Mangroves in Westernport Bay are on the very
edge of their cold water threshold. This is evidenced by the fact that our mangroves
are the most southern in the world. They are not on King Island, or in Tasmania, or
Chile or Argentina or South Africa. Not like we have them. Our mangroves are an
outreach to the Southern Ocean. I can't say enough about how important these
mangroves are. I can't say just how fragile they are. These Grey Mangroves, that
we are lucky enough to have here, are on the very edge of their cold threshold.
FSRU's work by making the water around them colder, and that will be the end of
the mangroves. The super-chilled water sloshes around on the tide, and AGL won't
care where it goes. Mangroves do not tolerate colder water than they currently
experience in Westernport. They will just die out. If the Grey Mangroves die out,
mush of our local marine diversity will go with it, our shoreline will destabilise, and
the vast carbon sink that the mangroves bind to the shoreline, will dissolve and
mobilise into the bay to silt the northern arm. The land between Hastings and Lang
Lang, may become encroached by the sea. In particular, the low lying shoreline
between Pearcedale and Koo Wee Rup, which forms the salad bowl of Melbourne, is
in great jeopardy. In this area the mangroves are core. I love these mangroves.
AGL love money. Money is everywhere. These mangroves only exist here. It's
not important that I love these mangroves. What is important is that the
mangroves form the cornerstone of the ecology of the bay. Tell AGL to push off, and
make their money elsewhere. These mangroves need protecting, they cant make
their lives elsewhere. In terms of employment, AGL have employed more people
than they are ever going to, if the project passes. The sheer amount of words
published should attest to that. If this thing passes, only a dozen or so people will
get a job out of it, and the gas price will go up.
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My name is Pamela Stewart and I visit
Westernport Bay often. I go to Western Port Bay for my annual Christmas holiday
and have done for a very long time. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife. 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 i
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My name is Peter Leslie and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
We visit this area often and we are concerned about damage to the environment and coastal
communities.
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,
Peter Leslie
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Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee Inquiry
into AGL’s Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Works
Proposal
26/08/2020
Dear Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee,
I would like to make a submission to the Inquiry into AGL’s proposal including
two components:
● Gas Import Jetty Works comprising a floating storage and regasification unit
(FSRU) at Crib Point Jetty, jetty infrastructure including marine loading arms
and gas piping on the jetty, and the Crib Point Receiving Facility on land
adjacent to the jetty.
● Pipeline Works consisting of an underground gas transmission pipeline
approximately 57 kilometres long to transport gas from the Crib Point
Receiving Facility to the Victorian Transmission System east of Pakenham,
and associated infrastructure such as the Pakenham Delivery Facility to
monitor and regulate the gas, two above-ground mainline valves to enable
isolation of the pipeline in an emergency and a facility to enable in-line
inspections of the pipeline.
I am a current resident of Phillip Island, and have been lucky enough to grow up and
work in the area for a majority of my life. My family moved down when I was 12,
chasing a “sea change”, and kept here by an abundance of nature and a relaxing
lifestyle.
Throughout my lifetime I have always had a fascination with the ocean. Summers
have always been spent in the water; from surfing and boogie boarding to beach
walks and sunbathing; I have endeavoured to spend as much time as I possibly can
enjoying the amazing coastline I am so very blessed to live by! So naturally, I am
quite concerned at what this proposal may do to the place I love the most. Will it still
be the same beautiful and bio-diverse coastal region as it is right now? I think not.
This proposal also directly impacts my place of employment. I have been lucky
enough to work on-board with an ecotourism company who run boat trips from Phillip
Island. Our cruises allow people to experience the beauty that is Phillip Island from
the water, from the geologically significant coastline to the amazing natural wonder
that is Seal Rocks; we are incredibly lucky to call this our office! But these beautiful
creatures, as well as the abundance of other marine mammals and birds that call the
island home will be at a huge level of risk if this proposal goes ahead.
We are also incredibly lucky to be visited by migrating Humpback and Southern Right
Whales every winter. These amazing animals have been hunted to near extinction in
the past, and have faced incredible difficulty bringing their populations back to where
they are now. I would be incredibly devastated if these creatures were to face further
challenges, a likely outcome if this proposal is put into place!

When I heard that AGL was proposing to build an FSRU at Crib Point, Westernport
Bay, with a connecting 60 km pipeline to Pakenham, I was devastated. This
intrusion on our incredible bay will cause great devastation to our environment and

risk the livelihoods of many passionate locals like myself. In addition to the strong
local community opposition to the project, Westernport Bay is a wetland sanctuary
for some of Victoria’s most loved species!
AGL’s proposal poses many threats to the environment and local community. Whilst
assessing this project, I ask and encourage you to consider the following reasons
why AGL’s proposal should not go ahead:

1. We need to protect our wetlands. Wetlands are amazing places. Combining
land and
water, they are home to an incredible array of plants and animals and are among
the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. Recent research has shown that they
have the potential to capture and store large amounts of carbon for hundreds of
years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight against
climate change, not being subject to potentially damaging projects like AGL’s
proposal.
2. AGL plans to dump toxic wastewater, breaching Victorian laws. If the project is
approved
AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water each day. They would
draw this water from the Bay and use it to thaw the frozen gas. The water would be
chlorinated to destroy all living material, and cooled by around 7 degrees Celsius
before being dumped back into the Bay. Other impacts could include the clearing of
wetlands, dredging of the Bay floor, chemical and petroleum leaks and spills, local
noise and light pollution, and disruption to marine life..Victorian environmental
legislation (SEPP Waters) in its clause 22 prohibits the Environmental Protection
Agency from granting to a corporation a permit to discharge wastewater in high
conservation value areas. Westernport Bay is a Ramsar site and a high conservation
value area under Victorian legislation. AGL is seeking to proceed with their project
despite existing legislation prohibiting their proposed operation.
3. AGL’s Environment Effect Statement does not properly address the risk of oil
spills.
Increased ship traffic in Westernport Bay increases the risk of accidents such as
oil spills. AGL’s EES does not include an oil spill modelling / impact risk
assessment. Due to existing operations oil tankers would pass directly by the
FSRU. We have already faced oil spills in the past such as the Ethane pipeline
incident in Port Phillip Bay. An oil spill within the internationally important Ramsar
wetland of Westernport Bay could be catastrophic. 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, and we should demand that AGL investigate this risk and mitigation
options in more detail.
4. AGL has a history of deceptive and misleading behaviour, making them unfit
to build
and operate a facility like this. Since 2003 AGL has incurred more than $7 million
worth of fines, in some cases for deceptive and misleading behaviour. On the basis
of AGL’s poor
track record, and the incredibly high risks involved with this proposal, is AGL really fit
to build and operate a gas import terminal in Westernport Bay?
5. Imported gas can be as bad as coal for the planet. For gas to be a lesser evil than
coal for

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

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. I invite any further
discussion via email at
Sincerely,
Jessica Schuller

3922

Cowes, VIC,

