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Michael Thomas Pickford

Organisation:
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Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

Bringing an additional environmentally compromised industry into the pristine
waters of Westernport reflects a lack of leadership at the same time the world is
clamouring for a reduced carbon footprint and climate action. This proposal is purely
about money and brings zero long term benefits to anyone living or visiting
Westernport. Enough is enough, don't be remembered for being part of the problem
and say no to AGL in Westernport.

1

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

Trudy-Ann King
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Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

This piece of coastline is part of a sensitive area of valuable biodiversity and beauty.
To turn it to an industrial use that is of debatable value, isn’t future focused and
benefits no one other than the private company involved who have skewed the
research and environmental impacts to make their case would demonstrate an
ongoing commitment to old world thinking and business being more important than
the natural world. I am all for progress. This doesn’t represent progressive thinking,
innovation or shared value in any way.
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Lucy Chesser
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I am totally opposed to this development as it poses unacceptable risks to sensitive
local environment, and will negatively impact on the area.
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Hayley Malloy
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Attachment 1:
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Submission:

The Mornington Peninsula has amazing wildlife & native vegetation. This links with
the marine ecosystem. Ecology is based on these environments connecting.
Damaging the marine communities at Crib Point by allowing this damaging project
to go ahead is totally unacceptable. How can a site that will impact Ramsar sites
even be considered? Shame on AGL for your selfish drive for financial gain. How
could this project get to this point. When are politicians going to wake up, grow
some backbone & stop careless developments. Put our amazing & unique flora &
fauna before money!! This proposal is ridiculous & makes me so angry. Environment
comes first!!!!
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Having grown up not far from Westernport Bay, I'm greatly concerned about the
industrialisation of an Internationally Significant RAMSAR wetland, some of the most
southern Mangroves in Australia and an immensely significant fishery for the marine
life of Victoria. I'm a fisherman also and it concerns me the added pressure to the
marine ecosystem from such a highly invasive industrial project. Our marine life is
already under immense pressure the last thing we need to do is add to it.
Furthermore due to climate change that we are dealing with now, I'm concerned
about the gas emissions from this project and its threat to wetland ecosystems
which are one of the most effective ecosystems at sequestering carbon. I hope
that the above concerns are taken into full consideration by the Minister, as I know
they are concerns shared by many.
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Megan Kimber
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Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

AGL does not have community licence for this project. Continued use of Gas is
contrary to the aims of avoiding a climate change emergency. AGL has a damning
history of fines and convictions for mismanagement of projects resulting in
environmental degradation and pollution. The Westernport Bay is of high
environmental significance for migratory humpback & resident populations of
marine mammals incl. burrunan Dolphin pods and also other marine life, flora and
fauna, such as Ghost Shrimp, Humpback Whales, Silverheaded Flying Fox, Little
Penguins, Brown face Bandicoot, Migratory birds: Fairy Tern, Far Eastern Curlew,
and rare Spider Orchid. Even IF best-practice is adhered to, this project will include
the umping of 450 million litres of chilled, chlorinated wastewater 7 degrees colder
into Westernport Bay every day the Floating Storage Regasification Unit processes
gas. When it is not processing gas, it will still increase turbidity of the water, light
pollution and commercial shipping traffic. There is also the threat to marine life &
Flinders Aquaculture Reserve from invasive marine pests from international LNG
carriers. Culturally, there are significant negative impacts, such as the disruption of
Boon Wurrung cultural heritage sites, registered and unlisted, Indigenous artifacts
and shell middens, the new gas pipeline and 30m wide easement disrupting the
region’s market gardens that contribute to Melbourne’s food bowl as well as the
negative economic, social, psychological and health impacts to community, and to
the region’s reputation.
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To the Inquiry and Advisory committee, I am writing to voice my opposition to the
AGL gas import jetty and pipeline works proposed at Crib Point/Hastings
(Westernport Bay). There are numerous reasons why this proposal should not go
ahead, the most important being the irreversible damage it will cause to the local
environment and wildlife, and production of fossil fuel emissions that will accelerate
the already devastating climate emergency. Our local area is known for its pristine
coastline and flourishing bushland. By creating a gas import terminal, that area will
become polluted and devoid of the wildlife that tourists come to see, negating the
40 ongoing jobs the terminal will apparently create, due to a lack of visitors
(shops/cafes will suffer). Thirteen critically endangered orange-bellied parrots have
also been released in to Westernport in the hope of successfully populating in the
wild. This is very unlikely to occur if the gas terminal were to go ahead. And finally,
our climate has already met several tipping points that means we cannot undo the
damage we have caused to it, but we can certainly learn from our mistakes with the
information we now have. There is no future in fossil fuels like gas. Australia has the
opportunity to be leaders in clean energy and create many ongoing jobs to help
stimulate the economy. If companies are desperate to make money from our
environment I suggest they look in to wind, solar and marine permaculture. Thank
you for your time, Elizabeth Dodd
, Safety Beach Vic 3936
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See attached document
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Concerns about AGL floating gas terminal and APA pipeline:
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Dumping of 450 million litres of chilled, chlorinated wastewater 7
degrees colder into Westernport Bay every day the Floating
Storage Regasification Unit processes gas
Perpetuating gas use and discouraging urgently needed
investment and uptake of renewable energy alternatives
Increased fugitive methane and other polluting air emissions,
carbon dioxide and particulate pollution
Disruption of Boon Wurrung cultural heritage sites, registered and
unlisted, Indigenous artifacts and shell middens
New gas pipeline and 30m wide easement disrupting the region’s
market gardens that contribute to Melbourne’s food bowl and
enable lower ‘food miles’ for the city
Disruption to access of private properties along the proposed
route and negatively impacting property prices
Industrial light spill, noise and vibration, above the water and
below. Noise of visiting tankers and tugs combined with constant
operation of FSRU would exceed EPA safe levels
Transport, storage, use, handling, disposal of gas, dangerous
goods and toxic, flammable odorising gas additive called
Mercaptan near a residential community and bushfire zone
Negative Economic, Social, Psychological and Health Impacts to
community, and to the region’s reputation
Hazard to Life from flammable LNG, and associated risk of BLEVEBoiling Liquid Expanding Vapour Explosion
Change in Visual Appearance and inevitable loss of Amenity due
to large imposing new industrial facilities, visible from Phillip Island
and all across Westernport Bay
Estimated 40% rise in commercial shipping traffic, with unknown
impacts of associated noise on all marine life.
Increased collision risk with migratory humpback & resident
populations of marine mammals incl. burrunan Dolphin pods
Turbidity and silt from shipping wake, causing dieback & loss of
seagrass, a species critical to healthy marine ecosystems
Introduction of invasive marine pests from international LNG
carriers, threat to marine life & Flinders Aquaculture Reserve
Increased industrial development restricting economic and
tourism opportunities in Westernport & Mornington Peninsula
Dredging (called ‘levelling’) disrupting water movements &
seabed, potential for sediment plume & coastal inundation

•
•

•

•

•

Disposal of contaminated PFAS, toxic heavy metal and acid
sulfate soils from previous industry in Dredge Spoil materials
Protected species of Westernport’s marine life, flora and fauna:
Ghost Shrimp, Humpback Whales, Silverheaded Flying Fox, Little
Penguins, Brown face Bandicoot, Migratory birds: Fairy Tern, Far
Eastern Curlew, and rare Spider Orchid
Cumulative Impacts over time include loss of stabilising terrestrial
ecology, risk of erosion, coastal inundation, loss of onshore fauna
and flora habitats, critically endangered Coastal Saltmarsh
communities, ecosystems & vegetation.
Loss of Silver Mangroves due to cold water in FSRU heat
exchange, a tropical species with limitless potential for carbon
biosequestration, stores more carbon than rainforest
FSRU would be constant an Ignition source of Bushfire in a known
hazardous zone, with nearby Primary School, residential
communities and Cerberus Naval Base
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As a Phillip Island local, avid fisherman and a father I strongly oppose this project. I
believe it will damage our marine ecosystem and our natural landscape. It would be
wrong to have it in westernport. I do not believe that the environmental impact of
this project will be negligible, that is impossible. The impacts of shipping in the bays
adds to the erosion of our foreshores and pumping chlorinated seawater at a
temperature other than the ambient bay temperature into the bay will have an
effect. I believe the project is unnecessary to us, environmental unfriendly, an eye
saw and not a part of our natural landscape.
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Daniel Box

Organisation:
Address of affected property:
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This project ultimately has no place in our modern world. Not only will it be
incredibly destructive to the natural environment, it is also goes against efforts to
transition to green energy thus reducing our carbon footprint. I have no doubt that
this project will attract many submissions with the evidence required to support my
submission therefore I have chosen to let others (particularly organisations) to do
so.
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I am opposed to this Gas pipeline project. The primary concern I have is that both
AGL and APA are Chinese owned. Given the current global crises: the pandemic and
China's aggression in Hong Kong as well as in the South China sea, I do not trust any
infrastructure building in Australia or in the pacific region which is undertaken by
Chinese interests. The second reason that I do not support this project, is that we
need to commit to renewables. This project is a dangerous economic monopoly, and
has long term impacts on our environment. Finally, I have been a Labor voter all of
my life and believe that the Andrews government has sold Victoria out. In the
future, I will be looking for parties that curtail foreign ownership of Australia's
assets.
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Amy Henson
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I DO NOT support the proposed pipeline or gas import jetty works for several
reasons: 1. LNG developments leak methane, which has a global warming power
that is 28 times worse than carbon dioxide. 2. With the recent bushfires that many
scientist and chief firefighters have stated is directly correlated to an increase in
climate, how can we say yes to another fossil fuel investment. 3. During transport
the LNG is stored as a liquid at minus 161 degrees. Turning it back into a gas involves
warming it up by sucking in seawater. After processing, this water – which now
contains chlorides – is discharged back into the bay about 7 degrees cooler than it
went in. (Environment victoria) This could have a detrimental affect on the already
fragile marine life by changing their habitat conditions. 4. Effluent, fuel and toxic
material leaked from large ships travelling through the pristine western port bay will
affect water quality for recreational users, overall water quality, encourage and
introduce weed species that then effect local marine life 5. Significant bird and
marine life live in the bay- home to Weedy Sea Dragons, Australian fur seals and a
wide range of migratory birds. Humpback and Southern Right Whales. Vessels will
effect whales migratory paths. 6. Important blue carbon sinks of seagrass and
mangroves grow in this bay and disrupting them can reduce our ability to reduce
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere 7. There are international ramsar wetlands in the
bay that should be protected. If wetlands are damaged or negatively impacted this
too will negatively impact the International water birds that use the wetlands for
food, breeding and nesting. 8. Potential dredging will effect already fragile beaches,
wetlands and foreshores 9. It will be an eyesore for local communities with large
ships sailing through the usually quiet westernport bay 10. Post covid economy
recovery needs to be focused on a “green economy” - councils and state
governments should be focused on investing and supporting renewable energy
projects, not dirty Gas projects 11. The construction of the pipeline will destroy
and/or pose a threat to local terrestrial environments (flora and fauna), cultural
heritage sites, and local farmers and residents property 12. Renewables are proving
time and time again that they are a cheap form of energy. Gas is not a more
affordable option. An analysis from Bloomberg New Energy Finance shows that
renewable energy is cheaper than gas and coal in Australia
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As a local, this is absolutely abhorrent and should never ever be allowed to go
ahead. Whilst the below has been copied and pasted from friends in-depth research,
it is disgusting to this this is even still being considered. DO NOT BUILD IT!! STOP
CONSIDERING IT!! LEAVE THE BAY AS IT IS!! NO MORE FOSSIL FUELS!! I DO NOT
support the proposed pipeline or gas import jetty works for several reasons: 1. LNG
developments leak methane, which has a global warming power that is 28 times
worse than carbon dioxide. 2. With the recent bushfires that many scientist and
chief firefighters have stated is directly correlated to an increase in climate
temperatures, how can we say yes to another fossil fuel investment? 3. During
transport the LNG is stored as a liquid at minus 161 degrees. Turning it back into a
gas involves warming it up by sucking in seawater. After processing, this water –
which now contains chlorides – is discharged back into the bay about 7 degrees
cooler than it went in. (Environment Victoria). This could have a detrimental affect
on the already fragile marine life by changing their habitat conditions. 4. Effluent,
fuel and toxic material leaked from large ships travelling through the pristine
westernport bay will effect water quality for recreational users, overall water
quality, encourage and introduce weed species that then effect local marine life 5.
Significant bird and marine life live in the bay- home to Weedy Sea Dragons,
Australian fur seals and a wide range of migratory birds. Humpback and Southern
Right Whales. Vessels will effect whales migratory paths. 6. Important blue carbon
sinks of seagrass and mangroves grow in this bay and disrupting them can reduce
our ability to reduce carbon dioxide in the atmosphere 7. There are international
ramsar wetlands in the bay that should be protected. If wetlands are damaged or
negatively impacted this too will negatively impact the International water birds that
use the wetlands for food, breeding and nesting. 8. Potential dredging will effect
already fragile beaches, wetlands and foreshores 9. It will be an eyesore for local
communities with large ships sailing through the usually quiet westernport bay 10.
Post covid economy recovery needs to be focused on a “green economy” - councils
and state governments should be focused on investing and supporting renewable
energy projects, not dirty Gas projects 11. The construction of the pipeline will
destroy and/or pose a threat to local terrestrial environments (flora and fauna),
cultural heritage sites, and local farmers and residents property 12. Renewables are
proving time and time again that they are a cheap form of energy. Gas is not a more
affordable option. An analysis from Bloomberg New Energy Finance shows that
renewable energy is cheaper than gas and coal in Australia
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Jessica Gleeson
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I DO NOT support the proposed pipeline or gas import jetty works for several
reasons: 1. LNG developments leak methane, which has a global warming power
that is 28 times worse than carbon dioxide. 2. With the recent bushfires that many
scientist and chief firefighters have stated is directly correlated to an increase in
climate temperatures, how can we say yes to another fossil fuel investment? 3.
During transport the LNG is stored as a liquid at minus 161 degrees. Turning it back
into a gas involves warming it up by sucking in seawater. After processing, this
water – which now contains chlorides – is discharged back into the bay about 7
degrees cooler than it went in. (Environment Victoria). This could have a detrimental
affect on the already fragile marine life by changing their habitat conditions. 4.
Effluent, fuel and toxic material leaked from large ships travelling through the
pristine westernport bay will effect water quality for recreational users, overall
water quality, encourage and introduce weed species that then effect local marine
life 5. Significant bird and marine life live in the bay- home to Weedy Sea Dragons,
Australian fur seals and a wide range of migratory birds. Humpback and Southern
Right Whales. Vessels will effect whales migratory paths. 6. Important blue carbon
sinks of seagrass and mangroves grow in this bay and disrupting them can reduce
our ability to reduce carbon dioxide in the atmosphere 7. There are international
ramsar wetlands in the bay that should be protected. If wetlands are damaged or
negatively impacted this too will negatively impact the International water birds that
use the wetlands for food, breeding and nesting. 8. Potential dredging will effect
already fragile beaches, wetlands and foreshores 9. It will be an eyesore for local
communities with large ships sailing through the usually quiet westernport bay 10.
Post covid economy recovery needs to be focused on a “green economy” - councils
and state governments should be focused on investing and supporting renewable
energy projects, not dirty Gas projects 11. The construction of the pipeline will
destroy and/or pose a threat to local terrestrial environments (flora and fauna),
cultural heritage sites, and local farmers and residents property 12. Renewables are
proving time and time again that they are a cheap form of energy. Gas is not a more
affordable option. An analysis from Bloomberg New Energy Finance shows that
renewable energy is cheaper than gas and coal in Australia.
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Submission:

Westernport bay is a major recreation asset for both surfing and fishing as well as an
important filter and breeding ground for bird and marine life. Westernport bay
hosts well over 20 surf breaks that are suited to beginner, intermediate and
advanced surfers from 5 years old to 85 years old as it is protected from the
prevailing westerly breezes and the brunt of raw southern ocean swells. We should
be protecting this asset for the current and future generations and not be putting
this at risk. Doesn't this sound cliche, yet the future always comes and the
protection decisions required now do not. Why is this AGL LNG floating chlorine
water heating explosion pontoon even a consideration? Money = more important
than Planet. Short sighted and weak leadership in Government? LNG is a fossil fuel
that in primary school in the 1980s we were taught is not the energy source of
future. Yet here we are 40 years later in 2020 watching global warming take full
effect with ice melting, unusual weather patterns and massive bushfires here and
abroad. It is not in the public interest to pursue this project. Why not invest the
money into renewable energy instead? Writing this plea feels embarrassing and
humiliating, it is so obvious what is right and wrong yet here we are assessing a
money making venture for AGL for a medium/long term outlook with apparent
amnesia on causes of global warming. Stop living in the past and look to the future.
Please. A message to the VIC government, why do we have governments if they
aren't governed on sound principles? It feels like the decision has already been
made to proceed with the recent investments in this infrastructure over the last 2
years. This make me really cross and sad. If the Hastings waterfront industry wasn't
there (the big ugly white tanks with permanent flame at top) I often imagine I am in
some remote untouched part of Australia whilst fishing off Tankerton (French Island
site) and surrounds. And it's only around the corner Australia's largest fur seal
colony and the penguins of Summerland Bay. I'm sure the tourists are not
interested in seeing dangerous cargo ships cruising into the bay. May as well go back
to flushing untreated sewage into the ocean like the good old days as well? Now I'm
getting angry.
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Pamela Marshall

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:
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Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

As a resident and rate payer, l own a property that is approximately 2k away from
the proposed project site. I moved here four years ago, because of the natural
bushland, abundance of native birds, and the bay. Like others in my community l
treasure with respect, the beautiful environment - the abundance of native wildlife,
marine life, mangroves, and wetlands. The natural richness of this area along with
the peace and tranquility is undeniable. It is indeed, a beautiful environment. I was
appalled and dismayed 2 years ago, when it was announced that AGL were planning
to install a Floating Storage Regasification Unit in the middle of the bay - A 300
metre long unit that would stand 17 stories high. The unit is proposed to run 24
hours a day, which would cause among other things * Sound and light pollution. In
order to process the gas, a daily volume of 450 million of litres of sea water would
be pumped through daily. This would * Kill marine creatures small enough to be
caught in the filter. The water is cooled by 7 degrees. It is then released back into
the bay habitat, containing millions of litres of chlorine. The natural balance of this
small bay would be tipped, by introduced chemicals which would * Endanger and/or
kill, seagrass, mangroves, marine life, birdlife, wildlife, upsetting ecology this fragile
biosphere. The bay is home to a huge amount of marine life, including Migratory
seabirds, migratory whales, dolphins, penguins, seals, weedy seadragons, sharks,
Oysters, Mussels, Squid and numerous varieties of fish and other marine creatures.
It is also home to Black swans, Gannets, Pelicans, Royal Spoonbills, Herons, Plovers
ducks, Herons and Ibis along with the *critically endangered Orange Bellied Parrot
and Eastern Curlew.
How on earth can such a project be considered? For the
human factor, there is the added danger of living in an explosion zone. Should an
event such as a flash fire or explosion occur, then human lives in the immediate and
surrounding community are placed in grave danger, due to proximity of the unit and
the high volatility of the material (gas) stored. I refer you to the article in Volume 36
Edition 2014 of AIDIC The Italian Association of Chemical Engineering www.adic.it/cet Risk Analysis of an LNG Terminal - Case Study. Chiara Vienello and
Guiseppe Maschio. I hold grave fears for the safety of my community if this unit is
installed. Added to that, property prices will plummet, due to the proximity of such
a nearby danger. The future we envision for ourselves and our children must be
sustainable. It must be safe. Our environment must be protected and respected and
indeed, loved. Gas, is not the way of the future. Fossil fuels, are not the way of the
future. If we are to live with hope, we need to envision a future with renewable
energy. We need to preserve and protect our environment and Wildlife. We need
to encourage our children's dreams to build better futures.
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Christoper Micheal Fowler

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I have been fishing Westernport bay for many years now and I am worried about the
damage and the effect this gas plant is going to have on our unique bay by the
constant flow of warmer temperature chlorinated water into the bay. As you are
well aware that part of the bay is unique to species of fish that breed in the
mangrove areas around the plant and further up the bay. Without a 100 percent
guarantee from AGL that it won't harm the bay then this cannot be allowed to
happen. Unfortunately the cannot give the 100 percent that it won't do damage
until its too late. We have done enough damage to our bays in Victoria and this will
prove to be a disaster for future generations. We as a reputable community need to
take responsibility for our actions. And as the governing department you also need
to act responsible and not allow this unproven Gas plant to operate in our bay.
Please listen to the people before its too late.

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

18

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Cathie Coleman

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I am opposed to the AGL proposal , as it will be to the detriment of the nearby
population and the degradation of Westernport Bay as it is at present. Westernport
Bay has a tidal watershed that creates like a washing machine directions of water .
The proposal pumps back a stripped and warmer deposit of water back into the bay ,
which will be catastrophic for the Bay and its tidal mud flats . The floating refinery
will be noisy and is totally inappropriate to the amenity of the area . The proposal is
a environmental and economic tragedy and is totally outdated in its concept. I am
also against the pipeline and the loss of vegetation and amenity. This AGL proposal
must be stopped .
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David Keith Wilson

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

Our global and local environment is in unprecedented threat, in such a precarious
state with our wildlife in decline or facing extinction. It is more than foolhardy - it
would be a form of vandalism - to risk causing further damage to a precious eco
system in order to make money. And make no mistake, all the phoney altruistic
claptrap about gas supplies is no more than camouflage for greed and profit, no
matter what the cost to our community and world. We need less gas burnt NOT
more. NO TO AGL.
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Breyten Storm

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

7 Brick Court

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

My question is about the use of water for the regasification, 468 mega litres a day
the equivalent of 185 Olympic swimming pools, getting sterilised, all fish fry, larvae
plankton destroyed and then filled with chemicals and other toxins and then
pumped back into the sea. Surely they can build some type of water storage units
that can continually be used rather than just pumping in seawater. There are no
studies taken for this project showing this does not effect the ocean and the
assumption that if they notice an issue after operation begins AGL will be prepared
to sort it out is quite a leap of faith and by then the environmental damage is
already done. Why not save the destruction of a diverse marine environment by
finding a more renewable source of water before we have an issue, yes it will
probably cost AGL more but at the end of the day these are our resources and we
have the responsibility to protect them for the future.
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Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Heidi TRUDINGER

Organisation:

no

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I do not want the AGL GAS import facility to go ahead for so many reasons. This
unique and highly important ecosystem is vulnerable already as the Westernport
Bay is a shallow bay with warm waters that houses very specific life. The gas import
plant cooling and chlorinating the water can be in no way safe for the mangroves
and creatures that live and breed within these waters. This area is a heritage listed
RAMSAR wetland or international significance. It is truly a special place and walking
along Westernport beaches you see and find things you'll never see elsewhere. It's
TRULY SPECIAL. The gas plant would also be a highly unattractive sight, it's pegged
to be so big and will be lit up like a football field all night every night, plus there are
concerns about noise. Sea creatures and land creatures will not like the light and nor
will us humans who live nearby and like to gaze up in our backyards and look at the
stars. This light pollution will ruin this special connection to nature we humans have.
We live on the Peninsula for a reason and an industrial site is not needed or wanted
here. Gas itself is also an issue, being a fossil fuel which contributes to climate
change and global warming. And what's more Australia has plenty of gas! We don't
need to buy other country's cheap gas and sell our own gas. We need to find
renewable alternatives. Gas will be defunct within a few years, when our younger
people start getting into power - soon- they will make sure fossil fuels are a thing of
the past. And on top of all this the plant will not create many if any local jobs!
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Request to be heard?: No - but please email me a
Full Name:

Peter Lole and Gloria McFarlane

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

We are most concerned about the environmental impact of the regasification unit
in that it has to use huge volumes of sea water that is purified of all organisms ie
plankton etc. After the regasification process it is then put back into Western Port
Bay with its temperature now lowered to 10 degrees celsius .As you are aware
Western Port supports the most southernly stand of mangrove trees, we
understand, in the world. These trees provide a main breading habit for many of the
fish that are prevalent in Western Port Bay and may upset the whole breeding cycle .
The regasfication ship is a huge bulk to be anchored permanently and would
degrade the visual ambiance of the area. Gas supply ships to the area we assume
would have to be very frequent and transfer of liquid gas would obviously pose
environmental problems and also safety factors.
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21 July 2020
Submission in response to the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
Environment Effects Statement by AGL and APA
This submission:

Impact of the AGL Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline on the Wine and Tourism Industry
around Western Port
I have been involved in the Mornington Peninsula wine industry for over two
decades. From 1997 I worked for Stonier Wines (the biggest producer in the region)
as a Global Brand Manager before establishing a Marketing Consultancy, managing
some of the region’s most prestigious brands. During this time, I wrote articles about
Mornington Peninsula wine and tourism while Mr Baillieu Myer AC commissioned me
to write a book about Elgee Park, the region’s first vineyard.
Over the past five years, I have built a prestige wine tour business which has
featured in articles published in The Australian, The Independent (London) and
Influencer, a New York lifestyle magazine. My tours take international VIPs and
business leaders on adventures including the co-founder of Netflix, a Macquarie
Bank international management team and the ex-Lord Mayor of London.
The Mornington Peninsula boasts the most expensive Pinot Noir fruit grown in
Australia. These Pinot Noir grapes are made into some of the country’s most
prestigious wines. Most of the Mornington Peninsula wineries and vineyards are
located around Western Port. Here the maritime climate is the key to the
winemakers’ creativity. In cellar doors they talk about drinking Mornington Peninsula
Pinot Noir as like shaking hands with an ancient volcano with a cool sea breeze at
your back.
As a Brand Manager, I hosted dozens of wine buyers from around the world using
Western Port as a backdrop. We entertained on Balnarring beach and feasted on
fresh seafood and local wines. The pristine marine environment is key to the
seduction of these wine cognoscente and their understanding of the cool maritime
environment where Mornington Peninsula wines thrive.
The wine industry employs over five hundred people and has invested tens of
millions of dollars into a coastal wine and tourism narrative that is all about prestige
wines, land care and a pristine maritime environment. AGL’s enormous gas transfer
station is not part of this narrative and stands to jeopardize the wine industry’s
standing particularly around the environmental credentials of the region. It could
potentially destroy a fragile marine environment that should never be interfered with.
One of the key features of my wine tours is a visit to Somers beach where we picnic
with local cheeses and sparkling wine overlooking Western Port. Later, we visit
Harry the Mussel farmer for fresh mussels, collected from his fishing boat at Flinders
before dining at a restaurant enjoying fresh mussels with local wines.

Not only will AGL’s Gas Import Jetty destroy the ambience of Western Port, toxic
chlorine and exotic marine pests could lead to significant loss of marine organisms
and a decline in water quality. The introduction of chlorine contaminating surface
water and subsequent plume movement could lead to a level of toxicity that risks
plankton and other indigenous marine species and seaweeds. Having previously
seen ocean around Gunnamatta Beach and Boags Rocks chlorinated via effluent
discharged, Ive also seen this strip the reef system with plume movement to Cape
Schanck. Risks to Western Port’s ecology appear great as also foreign marine
organisms from gas ships’ bilge arriving from international waters (regardless of local
management plans) is a serious problem for the marine ecology. As seen in Port
Phillip Bay it has the potential to introduce exotic pests that disrupt the marine food
chain in the Bay. From the vantage of the wineries, Western Port is the jewel in the
Peninsula’s crown, it should not be exploited, and its health should not be
compromised. AGL is a corporation hit with a fine of $3 million for failing to offset
their emission levels in 2017 and failing to surrender its energy efficiency certificates.
How can they be trusted?
It is important to note that in 2020 the wine, tourism and hospitality industry has
taken a massive hit with Covid 19 grounding the region to a complete
shutdown. With debilitating restrictions, we do not want AGL’s huge Gas Project
forced upon the community to jeopardize the precarious coastal environment further.
The government should be pursuing renewable alternatives for energy needs. We
live today without this incredibly invasive and dangerous AGL Gas transfer pier and
pipeline. This project should not go ahead as it will damage the reputation of the
Mornington Peninsula wine region.
The proposed AGL gas transfer station will significantly add to emissions and global
warming which is already causing significant problems in the wine industry.
Over the past two decades, hotter, drier summers have meant wine grape growers
harvest grapes earlier, resulting in wines with higher alcohol content. Today,
compressed vintages are a real challenge through the wine production chain and
many growers are now considering changing grape varieties as average
temperatures rise.
Mornington Peninsula wines are getting riper quicker and climate change is causing
higher alcohol content which impacts the ‘elegance’ of the wine. The climate change
issue is one of sudden heat spikes as well as continuing heat and high temperatures
are a significant issue for Mornington Peninsula growers as vineyards exposed to the
western sun suffer severe heat damage destroying crops.
We have seen distinct climate differences in the past decades, and vintages have
tended to be drier and warmer. If we get too much hot weather and vintage comes
further forward, we harvest too early, then the grapes ripen quickly, and different
characteristics are found in the wine. In recent vintages, the alcohols have crept
up. Wine grape growers are genuinely concerned about climate change; it is
insidious the way it is creeping up on the region.

An additional challenge for growers is berry shrivel in the grape bunches, occurring
when heat causes the cells inside the grape to die, reducing the grape's capacity to
hold water. This causes major problems when assessing ripeness and picking dates
as well as fermentation of the wine. If climate change continues unabated, vineyards
will be forced to erect overhead shading to protect the grapes. This would mean an
enormous expense that many producers will not be able to afford.
Climate change also has vintners irrigating vines at the end of the growing
season. Only twenty years ago, most vineyards did not need irrigation at all as in
fact a lot of vineyards were dry grown. Now almost 100 per cent of the region has
some sort of supplementary irrigation to make sure to keep the canopies green up
until harvest time. Water is also extremely costly and today, the entire industry is
cognisant of the fact that global warming is happening, and they are looking at more
radical management practices to help negate the effect. Ensuring the AGL gas jetty
and pipeline does not go ahead is the response needed to protect the local wine
industry and negate global warming damaging an industry that absolutely towers
above AGL for employment, financial investment, prestige and community belonging.
ENDS
Arthur O'Bryan
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1. Doesn't Australia have large natural gas deposits? 2. Aren't these deposits being
extracted in a less intrusive way than fracking? 3. Doesn't Australia sell a huge
proportion of the extracted natural gas overseas? 4. Isn't our natural gas sold off
extremely cheaply to overseas companies/countries? 5. Will the natural gas
imported from overseas to the proposed Crib Point refinery be clean, not obtained
by fracking? 6. Will the imported natural gas be cheaper than what we are selling
our exported natural gas supplies? I am a local resident ( 40 years ) who loves
Westernport Bay. I have no scientific qualifications but I don't believe the proposal
passes the "pub test". The questions I have asked you to consider , I believe, supply
the reason why the proposal should not be not be accepted or supported.
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My family and I have serious concerns about the impact that the AGL Gas Import
and Pipeline Project will have on the health of Westernport Bay. The mangroves and
seagrass beds of Westernport Bay are fundamental to the bay’s health which in turn
supports countless forms of marine life and waterbirds. If AGL plans are approved,
Westernport Bay will fundamentally change from a wetland sanctuary to one of
Australia’s biggest gas import terminals. Its impact cannot be ignored. It is already
deemed that during transport the LNG is stored as a liquid. Turning it back into gas,
to be piped from the terminal, involves warming it water from the bay, but then
discharging this same water at several degrees cooler which will impact the delicate
ecosystems. The impact of the large liquefied tankers journeying in and out of
Westernport Bay also increases the risk of injury to the larger mammals, whales,
dolphins and seals, frequenting the bay. AGL's environmental accident record is also
of a concern. It is also hard to understand why more gas is needed when it has been
reported that the state produces double the gas that is needed and Australia is the
world's biggest gas exporter. It was recently reported by journalist, Nick Toscano,
that fuel supplier Viva Energy is pushing its Geelong oil refinery site as the optimal
location to build Victoria's first gas import terminal, arguing that it is less sensitive
than Western Port Bay. Either way, however, it locks us into greatly increasing
pollution when climate change clearly demonstrates the need for green energy.
Please look after our precious marine life of stopping this proposal going ahead.

Lynette Rings
18/07/2020
Submission on the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
My family and I have serious concerns about the impact that the AGL Gas Import and
Pipeline Project will have on the health of Westernport Bay.
The mangroves and seagrass beds of Westernport Bay are fundamental to the bay’s health
which in turn supports countless forms of marine life and waterbirds.
If AGL plans are approved, Westernport Bay will fundamentally change from a wetland
sanctuary to one of Australia’s biggest gas import terminals. Its impact cannot be ignored.
It is already known that during transport the LNG is stored as a liquid. Turning it back into
gas, to be piped from the terminal, involves warming it water from the bay, but then
discharging this same water at several degrees cooler which will impact the delicate
ecosystems.
The impact of the large liquefied tankers journeying in and out of Westernport Bay also
increases the risk of injury to the larger mammals, whales, dolphins and seals, frequenting
the bay.
AGL's environmental accident record is also of a concern.
It is also hard to understand why more gas is needed when it has been reported that the
state produces double the gas that is needed and Australia is the world's biggest gas
exporter.
It was recently reported by journalist, Nick Toscano, that fuel supplier Viva Energy is pushing
its Geelong oil refinery site as the optimal location to build Victoria's first gas import
terminal, arguing that it is less sensitive than Western Port Bay.
Either way , however, it locks us into greatly increasing pollution when climate change
clearly demonstrates the need for green energy.
Please look after our precious marine life by stopping this proposal going ahead.
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I live in Rye on the Mornington Peninsula. I often travel to Westernport Bay to walk
my dog, to fish off the pier, to watch the abundant birdlife and just to enjoy the vast
expanse of water and sky. I know it is a very popular with scuba divers and
snorkelers because of the abundance and diversity of the marine life. I buy mussels
from the mussel man on Flinders Pier and would say his mussels are the sweetest
and the best that are are around, yet economic initiatives such as this which rely on
clean water, provide jobs and bring people to the area are under threat from the
proposed development. I am not an environmental scientist but I do have the
qualifications of knowing and loving this area and I don't need a science degree to
tell me that this project will have a significant impact on the unique environment. I
don't need a science degree to tell me that it will have a detrimental impact on the
people in the area who make a living from the tourists who visit or that it will spoil
natural beauty. I note the statement in the EES that: 'Importantly, the Project would
also assist in Victoria’s transition to a low-carbon economy and provide the
foundation for ensuring that energy security is maintained and keeps pace with a
growing and changing Victoria. Liquefied natural gas (LNG) imports offers a flexible
option of short-term and long-term energy supply that would provide customers
with a secure, stable source of energy supply as the energy sector becomes
decarbonised and transitions to more renewables.' I also note that the most
common uses for LNG in Australia are: Generating electricity Fuel for buses and taxis
Fuel for ferries and ships A gas source when no pipeline gas is available Back-up
supplies for the natural gas pipeline network Fuel for heavy duty vehicles All of
these energy sources could be replaced by renewables which would have a much
more beneficial impact not he environment not just in Crib Point but Australia wide.
If AGL were serious about supporting the transition to a low-carbon then they would
consider investing the money they would otherwise spend on this development to
provide sustainable renewable energy projects. In addition, Australia still has
enormous gas reserve, although not in Victoria, that should be sufficient to meet
any needs while the transition to zero carbon is managed. Thank you
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The AGL Environmental Effects Statement tables each step in the proposed
development and operation of the risks of the development at Crib Point on 5 levels
from Negligible to Severe. According to the documentation only an accident that
came under the guidelines of the first level ‘Negligible’ would not have a disastrous
environmental effect on the fragile land and sea Environment of Westernport Bay
and the surrounding hamlets and population. An an accident could be caused by
human error, a machinery malfunction, a natural disaster such as an earthquake,
tsunami, a once in a lifetime storm. Recent events such as the oil spill in the Arctic or
the methane leak from the Aliso Canyon in the United States highlight the dangers.
The effects of such a disaster, depending on the scope, may not only impact on the
marine plants and animals, it would be the end of the tourist trade and beach
activities such as swimming, boating and fishing around the bay. Property values
would plunge and local communities suffer. So why would the Victorian Government
take this risk by allowing this jetty to be built? And importantly, if there was an
accident the important question must be asked WILL AGL MEET ALL THE COSTS OF
CLEAN UP, REHABILITATION AND COMPENSATION? The answer would most
probably be NO as much of the damage to the environment would be irreversible.
The costs would reach billions of dollars. No where has AGL given details of a
disaster management plan, details of compensation both to the government, the
Shire, businesses and any affected residents and the names of the Insurance
Companies that will hold the risk.
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This is simple. The future is renewable so let's focus on investing resources in
longer-term propositions and keep Westernport Bay as the incredible asset it
already is. The Bay has immense value from the perspectives of community
wellbeing, culture, ecology and tourism. I want raise a family in a region that stands
for the future and not the past. Thank you.
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Dear Minister(s), We must STOP AGL's proposal to install a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit (FSRU) at Crib Point, Westernport which includes constructing a
60km pipeline from there to Pakenham. This proposal is an illogical assault on our
community and the environment of Westernport and the region, which clearly
comes last on the govt's and AGL's list - profits before anything else and we are sick
of it and being at the mercy of decisions made that are only dollar and deals focused
to appease energy companies, regardless of the local impact. The structure will
apparently be 1km from a residential home, which if correct I am sure will be bought
out so that the project can continue. If you think that a FSRU, 300m long x 45m
wide, permanently moored at Crib Point with foreign LNG ships of the same size
delivering to the FSRU to transfer the liquid gas into FSRU is sound then there needs
to be a new recruitment initiative within the govt to ensure rational thinking.
What's more the FSRU has an onboard regasification plant to return the LNG back
into a gaseous state, which will be transferred to a newly constructed 60km pipeline
to Pakenham. This is a critical habitat and will be affected by eight key
environmental factors - please refer to: https://savewesternport.org/agl/ AGL's
safety record is an abomination and the govt would already know this. In recent
years 13 penalties were issue against AGL. If anyone made this many mistakes on
the job they would be fired after the first three, let alone be afford 13 major
accidents on the job and still be rewarded with being able to inflict further
destruction on the environment. It is arrogance and entitlement that allows this to
continue. We are not blind to the motives behind this proposed project. The
community is STRONGLY against AGL's project as well as key environmental bodies
and organisations. There is a reason for the opposition, however this seems
irrelevant to the parties that will financially benefit. The negative economic impacts
are also listed on the Save Westernport website - starting with the FSRU will only
provide 40 jobs - may I add even if it was more than that, the destruction using a
dated energy solution would not be worth it. The govt's BRAND and REPUTATION is
also under threat if this goes ahead. It shows the local community, Victorians,
Australians and the world that we are prehistoric in our thinking to solve energy
needs - poor leadership and innovation in 2020 is not acceptable. What I do know
is that this project will be on the wrong side of history. We don't want our own Erin
Brockovich movie/story and plight against govt and the big energy companies. We
want sound energy solutions and that is NOT FOSSIL FUEL. The risk assessment is
lacking and looks prejudicial in AGL's favour. I hope this and every submission
regarding AGL's proposal be taken with the grave seriousness and that it is STOPPED
before it goes any further. Thank you.

Dear Minister,
I am writing to you to implore you to STOP AGL's proposal to install a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit (FSRU)
at Crib Point, Westernport, which includes constructing a 57km pipeline from there to Pakenham.
The Proposal (https://engage.vic.gov.au/crib‐point‐IAC)
The proposal includes 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.

Firstly, it is offensive that AGL has opted to use the word 'Jetty' in the project name.
noun: jetty; plural noun: jetties

1. a landing stage or small pier at which boats can dock or be moored.
2. a bridge or staircase used by passengers boarding an aircraft.
3. a breakwater constructed to protect or defend a harbour, stretch of coast, or riverbank.
Immediately, it speaks of undermining people's intelligence and highlights the arrogance and disregard for what this
project really is ‐ a prehistoric, uninspired monster sized project which will to burn money into an unsustainable energy
solution over renewable energy options at the expense of the environment and the community for generations to come.
What will happen when inevitably this FSRU will be abandon in the future due to alternative energy sources? That in itself
is a major risk factor ‐ look at what Hazelwood mines in Latrobe looks like after it was abandoned and the land was
destroyed by mining companies. Will AGL leave it's dinosaur in the middle of Westernport Bay as a constant eye sore?
The proposal is an illogical assault on our community and the environment of Westernport and the region, which clearly
comes last on the govt's and AGL's list ‐ profits before anything else and we are sick of it and being at the mercy of
decisions made that are only dollar and deals focused to appease energy companies, regardless of the local impact. The
structure will apparently be 1km from a residential home, which if correct I am sure will be bought out so that the project
can continue.
If you think that a FSRU, 300m long x 45m wide, permanently moored at Crib Point with foreign LNG ships of the same
size delivering to the FSRU to transfer the liquid gas into FSRU is sound then there needs to be a new recruitment
initiative within the govt to ensure rational thinking.
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What's more the FSRU has an onboard regasification plant to return the LNG back into a gaseous state, which will be
transferred to a newly constructed 57km pipeline to Pakenham.
This is a critical habitat and will be affected by eight key environmental factors ‐ please refer to:
https://savewesternport.org/agl/
AGL's safety record is an abomination and the govt would already know this. In recent years 13 penalties were issue
against AGL. If anyone made this many mistakes on the job they would be fired after the first three, let alone be afford 13
major accidents on the job and still be rewarded with being able to inflict further destruction on the environment. It is
arrogance and entitlement that allows this to continue. We are not blind to the motives behind this proposed project.
The community is STRONGLY against AGL's project as well as key environmental bodies and organisations. There is a
reason for the opposition, however this seems irrelevant to the parties that will financially benefit.
The negative economic impacts are also listed on the Save Westernport website ‐ starting with the FSRU will only provide
40 jobs ‐ may I add even if it was more than that, the destruction using a dated energy solution would not be worth it.
The govt's BRAND and REPUTATION is also under threat if this goes ahead. It shows the local community, Victorians,
Australians and the world that we are prehistoric in our thinking to solve energy needs ‐ poor leadership and innovation in
2020 is not acceptable.
What I do know is that this project will be on the wrong side of history. We don't want our own Erin Brockovich
movie/story and plight against govt and the big energy companies. We want sound energy solutions and that is NOT
FOSSIL FUEL. The risk assessment is lacking and appears prejudicial in AGL's favour?
To promote further thinking about this project, you have to ask yourself why we apply tight restoration restrictions on
heritage listed buildings by ensuring the right materials are used (a man‐made structure), and don't apply those same
carefully considered restrictions on where and what we build in our oceans, on sacred land sites and within sensitive
habitats that have been over industrialised.
I could be wrong, however I am gathering that the people in favour of this project do not live in the area or have a holiday
house that will overlook this structure and be impacted directly by it's construction and eventual daily running?
To add, last month I received a reply from AGL on Twitter to one of my tweets regarding this proposed fossil fuel project.
For your information here it is:
Additionally, there is a screenshot attached of @AGLenergy's replying via Twitter to my comment with the following:
"We fully recognise your concerns about the unique environmental significance of Western Port. We agree it’s an
environmentally sensitive area and are committed to undergoing all reviews necessary to ensure the proposed project will
be safe and environmentally responsible."
I have highlighted the important aspects of that reply:
1. "...unique environmental significance of Western Port...": If it does have UNIQUE ENVIRONMENTAL
SIGNIFICANCE then WHY would this project even go ahead? Right there it tells us it shouldn't. FULL STOP.
2. "...environmentally sensitive area...": See point 1 above. Also, by proceeding with AGL's proposed project to
build a colossal FSRU in this sensitive area would logically = a colossal impact on this "...environmentally sensitive
area...". Their words.
3. "...ensure the proposed project will be safe and environmentally responsible.": The govt and AGL should realise
this statement is impossible to achieve if the area is acknowledged by AGL and environmental groups as being
unique and environmentally sensitive. There is NO possible way to then build and run a FSRU in a safe and
environmental way and therefore before it is even up and running the impact has already been made.
I imagine that the above three points are simple to follow and are logical enough for you to reconsider the project in
Westernport. I know it may be difficult to forgo the enormous profits forthcoming over the destruction of the
3

environment during the build and the potential for disaster and human impact after the build due to the pollution of the
area, but it would be a just decision to not proceed.
I hope this and every submission regarding AGL's proposal be taken with the grave seriousness it deserves and that it is
STOPPED before it goes any further.
Thank you for your time. Should you want to contact me, please see my details below.
Regards,
Branca McFarlane
Cowes, 3922
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Having gas connected is a choice. Merricks Beach community does not have had
connected. We don’t need it. Many of us are electricity only and those that arenit
use gas bottles. The reason we don’t want it is because it will destroy our roads dig
up our environment. It is a choice and should not be forced on people. It’s bad for
the environment and will disturb our unique environment.
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Australia cannot continue to use gas if we are to comply with our Paris
commitments. We must avoid stranded 'assets' of this nature. 'Investing' in gas
usage and degrading our environment is a lose/lose scenario. I have personally had
two gas meters abolished to create two all electric households. The Viva LNG
proposal for Geelong sounds much more economically feasible and less damaging
than AGL's proposal for Westernport. Sucking sealife out of the shallow waters of
Westernport and killing it through the processes of cooling and chlorination is
completely incompatible with Ramsar wetland requirements. I believe that the AGL
gas import project will have many adverse impacts on the ecological character and
marine life of Westernport Bay due to the daily discharge of over 450 million litres
of cold, chlorinated wastewater from the FSRU vessel (floating storage and
regasification unit) into the Bay. The risks and hazards of importing liquefied natural
gas (LNG) into Westernport Bay include risk of collision between ships at Crib Point
jetty, risk of gas leak due to human error, risk of pipeline rupture due to collision or
human error, risk of operational failure and risk of natural events including lightning
or strong winds. This AGL gas import project will not reduce gas prices, will not
create local jobs and does not have social licence from the local communities around
the Mornington Peninsula, French Island or Westernport Bay.
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As a frequent part-time resident of Cowes, I feel compelled to register my distress at
the proposal for this LG Plant at Crib Point which is almost certain to be an
environmental disaster for Western Port. I am of course exceedingly concerned that
the seawater exchange and its operation will destroy the fish life in the bay.
Secondly significant dredging will be required or those large ships will most certainly
run aground. The water depth changes from deep to exceedingly shallow in the
blink of an eye. My husband and I in our five meter boat have run aground in these
waters so imagine what will happen to a tanker that takes a very long distance to
stop!!! Catastrophe.
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Dear panel The science tells us we need to reduce carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere. This proposal will add carbon dioxide to the atmosphere. For that
reason, it will increase climate change. If you want to decrease climate change, you
cannot proceed with this proposal. Thank you Anthony Dillon
Brunswick
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I am not a scientist, and my objection is not technical. I use gas domestically, and I
understand the need for there to be a cost-effective and continued supply of gas.
My objection is purely philosophical. In this day and age it is just plain wrong to
create chlorinated water and then dump it back into the natural environment as
waste. Industrial waste is industrial waste, and it should be treated or recycled - not
dumped. Simply blasting it back into the sea is not good enough. Surely in 2020
there is better science available than this? If we can create fresh water out of sea
water through de-salination, why can't we de-chlorify this waste, and then re-use it?
What is being proposed by AGL strikes me as being a solution from a past age cheap, convenient, and morally wrong.
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The terminal will be situated in a RAMSAR Treaty wetland. This will destroy
wilderness and kill off hectares of sea grasses and mangroves; plants which happen
to be about 20x more efficient at storing carbon than land plants. So, AGL wants to
destroy a carbon sink, and facilitate even greater CO2 emissions via burning of fossil
fuel. Do they even know it is 2020 and we are madly hurtling towards catastrophic
climate change? Apparently not. This must not be allowed to proceed.
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At this time of a climate emergency, the last thing we need is greater facilitation for
the burning of gas. Gas is not a clean fuel or a low-carbon alternative. In addition,
the terminal will be situated in a RAMSAR Treaty wetland. This will destroy
wilderness and kill off hectares of sea grasses and mangroves; plants which happen
to be about 20x more efficient at storing carbon than land plants. So, AGL wants to
destroy a carbon sink, Catastrophic climate change. Must be averted. This project is
a step in the wrong direction and sends the wrong message.
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Request to be heard?: No - but please email me a
Full Name:

David N McCowan

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I understand that the feedback being requested here is about the EES for the
AGL/APA proposal at Crib Point., and that the point I make below could be
considered out of scope. However, I don't think it is. While reading the EES, I
repeatedly came back to the point "this project might be a good thing, or it might be
a bad thing - but compared to what?". On page 418 under 7.12.3 Entrainment,
there are comments about how the area has already been subjected to a wide
variety of other pressures including population growth, fishing, increased vessel
transport, accelerated climate change, etc. Quote "The cumulative effect of the
operation of the FSRU at Crib Point could be assessed against this background of
present ecosystem change. However, it is beyond the scope of this report to address
this societal-level assessment." In the context of the AGL/APA commercial proposal
and the purpose of this EES, this statement is technically correct. But in the broader
context of how does the community assess whether it wants this facility to go
ahead, the statement quoted above is deficient. Where/how do we have the
conversation about what other options exist for solving our gas supply problem?
And how can we be expected to assess this project, if we don't know what
alternatives we are comparing it to? 1. We need more gas - that's a given - even if it
is only for a shorter rather than a longer period of time while we work out how to
transition off using gas. Why we find ourselves in this position in the first place is
another topic altogether.... 2. Where/how can we get more gas? Exploration? probably not, would have happened by now if it was possible at all. Fracking? - over
my dead body! Maybe importing LNG to an FSRU really is our only option. 3. But is
Crib Point the only place such a facility can be located? In a bay? Requiring invasive
pipework to be done? What about in the open sea off Sale where there are
platforms in place that are about to be made redundant that already have gas
pipework in place? Couldn't they be re-purposed? 4. And maybe there are other
options as well. The point I wish to make is that we shouldn't get lost in the minute
detail of one ESS about one proposal from one AGL/APA outfit who are pushing for
one solution. The leadership for having this broader conversation has to come from
Government rather than individual commercial interests. And if we don't have a
broader conversation, we may well risk saying "yes" to a bad proposal, or "no" to a
good one.
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Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Dorith Freeman

Organisation:

no

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I strongly oppose the construction of a FSRU at Crib Point due to environmental
concerns. It's astounding that people think there won't be any harm to the bay due
to the FSRU. Pumping cooled and chlorinated water into the bay will have a huge
impact on the environment. Having large tankers enter the bay will not only be a
unpleasant sight but there is also the danger of accidents such as explosions and
spillage. In addition, the pipeline running from Crib Point to Pakenham is also an
accident risk to the population. The risk of explosions is possible, as seen recently in
China and the impact on the people living close to the pipeline is high. I strongly
oppose such a project at Westernport Bay. It's a project driven by greed and shows
no concerns regarding the environment or the people living close by.
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Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

BERNARD A ROWLEY

Organisation:

NO

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

Please be responsible, stop selling off public and sacred land to private industry so
they can destroy our country. Use your noodle.
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Request to be heard?: No - but please email me a
Full Name:

Kenneth Hailey

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

The location of this operation in Westernport seems completely illogical. This is a
Ramsar protected area, and any major commercial operation will put this in
jeopardy. Also, there will have to be a pipeline constructed to Pakenham to connect
to the main gas line. The Port Kembla project will be operational in 2021 and will
supply additional capacity equivalent to 80 percent of the current usage of NSW.
Surely, any additional capacity will provide a gas surplus that will never be required.
Also Viva are proposing a similar project near Geelong that has connection to the
gas pipeline. This should be the priority should the State Government feel the need
to proceed with greater gas supply.
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Ann and Peter Robb

Organisation:

no

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

agl_submission.pd

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

please find attachment
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29 July 2020

Ann and Peter Robb
Mornington Vic 3931

Submission objecting to construction of a Floating Storage Regassification Unit by AGL in at
Westernport Bay
I wish to object to the proposed facility for the following reasons.
1. The site is close to a RAMSAR site which needs to be protected from any possible threats to the
existing biodiversity.
2. The seawater discharge will be chlorinated and at a lower temperature than the surrounding
water thus affecting the marine environment which is in balance with the existing conditions.
Chlorine is toxic to living organisms. Any alteration to the environment is likely to have a
negative impact on the marine biodiversity.
3. Pumping seawater into the FSRU will disturb the normally calm water and increase turbidity as
well as entraining plankton, fish eggs, small fish and other small organisms. This would further
upset the balance of the ecosystem.
4. Contamination of soil due to maintenance activities, possible leaks and spills from machinery
and fuel and chemical storage.
5. Air pollution by nitrogen dioxide and formaldehyde. EPA monitoring has not been effective in
preventing pollution at other sites and once pollution has occurred mitigation measures may not
be effective. Prevention is the best cure: that is do not allow the facility.
6. Noise pollution. The suggestion for reducing it is to notify residents 24 hours prior. How will this
help them?
7. Burning gas to heat water will causes an increase in CO2 emissions therefore contributing to
climate change. In view of the climate emergency we face (as voted on by council) this is
unacceptable – even if the contribution of this plant is small, many such carbon dioxide emitting
entities will have a significant effect on the atmosphere. To use an analogy: buying many small
items at the supermarket will add up to a surprisingly large bill.
No increase in emissions should be tolerated. How are we to reach carbon neutrality across the
peninsula if such projects are allowed to proceed?
Thank you for considering these points.

Ann and Peter Robb
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Request to be heard?: No - but please email me a
Full Name:

Sarah Mercuri

Organisation:

N/A

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

Westernport Bay is truly special. Do not destroy this gift. As someone with
connections to this area and loved ones who live there - do not destroy this
beautiful community. There are renewable solutions. Make the investment for
everyone’s sake.
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Request to be heard?: No - but please email me a
Full Name:

Samantha Vullers

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I am wanting to express the fact that I do not support AGL’s plan for the FSRU
floating gas terminal at Crib point because of where it will be located, on the water.
Westernport has been recognised as a Ramsar protected site for a reason. The fact
that “port” can over rule this protection is wrong in my opinion and it’s time this is
reviewed for the environmental reasons only. The area supports diverse ecosystems
from mangroves & seaweeds to the sea/bird life including the protected plovers.
These ecosystems as well as the vulnerable dolphins, penguins and seahorses will all
surely be affected by the chlorine that will be used to clean the pipes of the FSRU
terminal. Chlorine is a poison and it does not belong in our bay. If the details of the
AGL fish study are correct and testing was conducted on Barrumundi then this is
NOT RIGHT! Barramundi are not endemic to Westernport and live in both fresh and
salt water. If this is correct that this is illegal. It is illegal to use false and misleading
information to gain advantage or profit. My family and I enjoy all that Westernport
has to offer and will fight to protect it for the environment’s sake!
#SAVEWESTERNPORT #NOAGL
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Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Julie Bowden

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

The AGL gas import terminal , would be an ecological disaster to the sensitive
wetlands, marine life, birds and animals of not just this beautiful region but the
whole of Westernport. Along with the danger it presents to the community. Along
with a huge Impact on our small seaside town’s lifestyle, including boating and
fishing. The majority of people of this area purchased property on the basis of it
being maintained as a green wedge , that of a small seaside town by council. Never
expecting heavy industry to be allowed. The quaintness of our region would be lost
to a huge potentially dangerous heavy industry sitting in our front yards. Should
this come to fruition , I for one would be relocating because of the dangers this
brings to my family, the lives of the community along with the environment. No to
AGL!
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Request to be heard?: Yes
Full Name:

Brett Whiteoak

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I was surpised that AGL estimate the average daily regasification seawater flow from
the FSRU to be 468,000 m3/day in summer (19,500 m3/hr) . A modern 174,000 m3
LNG FSRU, which is also supplemented by a glycol water heating system, will usually
have 4 sea water pumps each of 5,300m3/hr capacity within 2 loops. Usually only
two of these pumps (one from each loop) will be operating so that sea to sea
discharge is more likely to be closer to 10,600 m3/hr. I recognise that I may well be
wrong, but AGL should probably check this. Capt. Brett Whiteoak

