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The floating factory will draw 450 millions of litres of seawater every day, then
discharge it back into the Bay, chilled and chlorinated and toxic to marine life. The
pipeline will run through a Ramsar listed wetland, many natural waterways, and
impact indigenous cultural sites. It is also a massive investment in Victoria’s fossil
fuel future through ensuring supply of LNG, which when burned, would emit almost
as much CO2‐e as Black Summer each year. Victorian Planning Minister Richard
Wynne decided the project has “the potential for significant environmental effects,”
so developers were required to provide an Environmental Impact Statement (EES)
This should not go ahead because: AGL plans to dump toxic wastewater, breaching
Victorian laws AGL’s Environment Effect Statement does not properly address the
risk of oil spills We need to protect our wetlands Westernport Bay is home to a
staggering 1350 species and it’s biodiversity is under threat. The bay is home to seals,
penguins, dolphins, migratory Southern Right and Humpback Whales, Weedy Sea
Dragons and Hooded Plovers We cannot afford new fossil fuel projects in Victoria,
instead of investing in soon‐to‐be stranded assets, AGL should invest more in
renewables and support consumers to move away from gas. This project is not
consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate. The energy transition is
making gas obsolete. AGL’s rationale for the project ignores what we can and need
to do to reduce our gas usage in Victoria.
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With the plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage, fossil fuel projects are
not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Instead of investing in
soon‐to‐be stranded assets, corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas. And our government
should be demanding it. AGL’s proposal to build a gas import terminal is not
consistent with what we need to be doing to create a safe climate. It’s
incomprehensible that our government is even considering allowing this continual
climate destruction to go ahead. AGL’s proposal is preposterous. Western Port Bay
is a Ramsar site, a delicately balanced marine environment of mudflats, mangroves,
sand, rocks, beaches, birds, whales, seals, dolphins, fish, humans, seagrass, seaweed
and many other interdependent systems of life. How dare our government allow the
destruction of this precious eco‐system. How has this project made it to this stage?
How could our government entertain the notion of further industrialising and
damaging this precious marine environment with gas transfer bi‐products such as
water cooling and chlorine pumped into the bay? What is the government
thinking???? The government is not thinking. How can a foreign company come
and take over and destroy this beautiful environment that belongs to all Victorians?
This government is not acting for us. This is, once again, all about $$$$$. It is NOT
what the people want. Westernport Bay is not sitting there waiting for AGL to abuse.
It's our precious asset. Western port Bay is for ‘everyone’, ‘every person’,
‘everywhere in the world’. AGL has no claim whatsoever on Westernport Bay. And
our government knows this and needs to act now.
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This is another step away from the sustainable energy plan Victoria needs to follow.
This gas processing facility would be a disaster in the making. It is disappointing to
see the government still supporting what should be a phased out means of producing
Victoria's Energy. This form of gas extraction is harmful to the surrounding
enviornment, not to mention breaching various enviornmental protection acts. We
need to protect what little nature we have left, and continue to promote more
sustainable means of energy production away from coal and gas. Promote wind and
solar power rather than from gas. Please do not allow AGL to get away with this
harmful practice.
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18/08/20
Deborah Malesa
Shoreham 3916
As a long-term resident of the Mornington Peninsula and member of the Human race I
cannot and will not accept the proposal for AGL to build a Gas Import Terminal at Crib Point.
The balance of nature is a state of equilibrium between living organisms and includes
human beings, plants, animals and their environment. A harmonious relationship between
these reflects a healthy ecological balance and supports life. It is a known fact that the
discharged sea water from AGLs proposed gas plant expelled each day into the Bay will be
at least 7 degrees cooler than the Bay itself and seventeen times over the safe levels of
chlorine. This import terminal will dump four and fifty million litres of toxic chlorinated
water into the pristine waters of an internationally recognised RAMSAR wetlands, daily.
Where is AGL’s social license for this to occur? The proposal is absolutely unacceptable and
makes no sense, as it will, without question have detrimental and irreversible effects on the
delicate balance of life in the Bay.
Everything in nature is in balance and connected, if we affect one system it will, without
question, affect every other system. A Human Being is a part of nature, we are not superior
to nature. We as Humans have a direct responsibility in maintaining ecological balance,
because we have the highest thinking capacity. The importance of balance in the
environment cannot be underestimated as it assures our survival, stability and most
importantly, our existence. If we upset the delicate balance of the Bay we will, without
doubt, be affected.
Westernport Bay is a unique biodiverse system governed by the intelligence of nature itself,
which is why it has been classed a UNESCO biosphere. This system of nature has the ability
to capture and store large amounts of carbon naturally. Too much carbon in the
atmosphere contributes to respiratory disease from smog and air pollution, extreme
weather, and increased potential for wildfires. These wetlands need to be protected and
enhanced for their role in maintaining balance and the fight against climate change, they
should not be put at risk or destroyed.
A proposal to build a gas plant such as AGLs cannot guarantee that there will not be an
environmental disaster. The likelihood of accidents, explosions and oil spills is increased
immensely and the possibility cannot be dismissed. History shows us that the reality of such
events is not uncommon eg; the Iron Barron spill in Tasmania and the Montaro oil spill in
the Timor Sea. Environmental disasters such as these would be a major upset to the natural
balance of life in the Bay of catastrophic proportion. The risk to the Bay and we as humans is
too great and once a disaster of this proportion is experienced there will be no going back.
Life itself is a balance of give and take we cannot keep taking from the environment and
expect that there will be no repercussions. Nature will always survive, but the human race
may not! To maintain balance and life, no species or environment should be exploited or
overused. The Covid 19 pandemic is a classic example of human interference and nature out

of balance. It is because of humans and their higher order thinking and their messing around
with the balance of nature, that human life is now threatened. Let’s use our higher order
thinking to work with nature not against it!
There are so many more energy options/solutions that can be undertaken and explored that
will not upset the balance of nature. It’s time to do things differently. The building of fossil
fuel projects are an example of outdated and narrowed thinking. Dangerous, out of balance
thinking, which will drive a climatic crisis. AGLs proposal to build a gas import terminal is not
consistent with what is needed to create a safe and balanced environment that sustains all
of life. The balance of nature ensures the stability of all organisms and their environment.
Balanced ecology allows the existence of our world.
Victoria’s energy needs can be met through other, more sustainable choices and renewable
energy sources without the need for new gas fields. The terminal is an unnecessary and
expensive proposal I would prefer to see my dollar being put towards the research,
introduction and use of already available renewables and alternatives. I want my dollar to
go towards choices which will sustain and be in harmony with the balance of life itself!!
Deborah Malesa
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18/08/2020
To the IAC and the Minister for Planning,
AGL’s plan is a bad plan. Westernport bay is possibly the worst location in Victoria to set up a
Floating Storage and Regasification Unit (FSRU). This is due to Ramsar wetlands including the
southern-most mangroves which are carbon sinks, invertebrate fauna such as diatoms, ostracods,
shrimps and countless other macroscopic and microscopic organisms, flagship invertebrate species
such as the Weedy Sea Dragon which is the faunal emblem of our state, threatened species like the
Eastern Curlew which is declining and is heavily reliant on Westernport’s Ramsar wetlands,
evolutionary relict species such as the bryozoans which have inhabited the seas for 400 million
years, EPBC and FFG Acts Listed Species such as humpback wales and little penguins and human
beings such as my family and I are all being threatened by this project.
Not controlling this plan presents dire consequences for the above-mentioned threatened organisms
as well as many more which live in their shadow, let alone geological processes such as coastal
inundation and loss of stabilising terrestrial ecology which impact humans and wildlife. Firstly, the
FSRU will be dumping 450 million litres of chilled, chlorinated wastewater 7 degrees colder into
Westernport Bay every day, undoubtedly a source of utmost concern for any species which until
now has evolved and adapted to Westernport-marine-waters and environment rather than AGLmanipulated-marine-waters and environment, as well as for swimmers, divers and surfers which
enter these waters daily. Secondly, fires have burned these areas in the past and the FSRU poses a
threat of fire in that it can explode and cause significant damage if a wild fire comes in contact with
it. This is a source of concern for the conservation of the UNESCO biosphere marine and terrestrial
region as a whole, but more potently for the nearby primary school and residential community. Fuel
leaks/oil spills out of tankers has historically been a destructive force in terms of ecosystem damage,
particularly in regions of high biodiversity value like Westernport bay. This is a potential risk of the
project and the consequences will render the whole bay toxic for all the wildlife that inhabit it and all
the people who depend on it for their wellbeing.
The Environmental Effects Statement fails to address these issues to any satisfying degree by way of
lacking in substantial empirical data regarding protected areas and species, lacking in sound and
robust experimentation actually demonstrating threat mitigation measures in the likely case the
project will become unsafe (for people and wildlife), and lacking in any credible predictions about
the likelihood the aforementioned risks will occur and the mitigation measures that will inhibit them
occurring, if such measures are even feasible.
Finally, Victoria does not need more gas. Victoria currently consumes around 200 petajoules of gas
annually while the east coast of Australia consumes 700 petajoules and exports 1500 petajoules
overseas from a massive terminal in Gladstone, Queensland. As such, Victoria, particularly while
directed by the labour party, should and can be a leader in the production of clean energy, instead of
supporting a project that will pump >130 petajoules of imported and fracked gas (highly damaging to
the locality of its origin and substantially more polluting due to transportation, regassification, and
storage emissions) into Victoria annually.
This project is obviously wrong. I request that you please do not allow it to proceed.
Signed,

Ido Fridberg

18/08/2020
References:
https://birdlife.org.au/bird-profile/eastern-curlew
https://wwf.panda.org/our_work/our_focus/oceans_practice/problems/shipping/spills/#:~:text=Oil%20spills%
20have%20huge%20and,And%20the%20damage%20goes%20on.
https://www.aemo.com.au/-/media/files/gas/national_planning_and_forecasting/vgpr/2020/2020-vgprupdate.pdf?la=en
https://www.biosphere.org.au/
https://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/publicthreatenedlist.pl
https://www.environment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/115827/20191114-FFG-ThreatenedList.pdf
https://www.gasimportprojectvictoria.com.au/environment-effects-statement#start-here
https://www.melbournewater.com.au/sites/default/files/201802/Understanding_the_Western_Port_Environment_0.pdf
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I began teaching at Crib Point Primary School in the 80's, only retiring 3 years ago. I
have lived in the Westernport area for much of my adult life. It saddens me deeply
that Australia 2020 is still stuck with old ideas.....old technology......lazy business and
government. I want to see a future in which the children I taught at Cribbie have a
future, a safe future. Why is the current government even thinking it can support
AGL's proposed gas pipeline? There should be NO new fossil fuel projects in Victoria.
We are facing an existential threat evidenced by our catastrophic summer bushfires,
drought and the hottest day on earth ever recorded in the USA. This has all
happened with only a 1.1 degree temperature increase. Imagine how much worse it
will be if we don't curb our emissions now. With the right GOVERNMENT policies,
Victoria could meet its energy needs with no new gas by using existing technology
and targeted economic support. In supporting energy efficiency in homes and
businesses, we can lower energy costs and reduce emissions simultaneously. Why is
AGL pursuing poor and bad business choices when renewables of wind and solar
technology are a cheaper alternative for new power production as evidenced by
AEMO and CSIRO? Government is listening to scientists in reference to Covid‐19.
Gvernment and AGL MUST listen to scientists on the issue of Climate Change. It is not
a situation to pick and choose the facts Time is running out. I mentioned at the start
of this submission that I taught at Cribbie for many years. For 10 years, I taught Year
5 and 6, children were taught to read, think be open to new possibilities; to challenge
their thinking. Victoria must adopt new policies that will give these children jobs in
the future, a future that is viable not destroyed by Climate change. Other forward
thinking countries are moving away from fossil fuels, the says of our reliance on
selling our family farms cheaply to overseas customers is numbered. Government
and AGL start being innovative, develop and implement renewables so that my
beautiful Crib Point students have jobs in aworld leading innovation in a viable world.
Challenge your thinking. Challenge your old ideas. Will you do that? Yours sincerely
Anne Tardid
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My Submission against The AGL Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
I would like to strongly protest against AGL’s proposal to place a floating factory at Crib
Point in Westernport Bay.
I am a resident of Balnarring, which is a coastal village on the edge of Western Port Bay. I
moved here five years ago with my husband to retire and enjoy the quieter and more
natural area of the Mornington Peninsula. One of the greatest drawcards and pleasures of
living on the eastern side of the peninsula, is the natural beauty of the bay and surrounds,
with the wetlands and beaches and an amazing array of plants, birds and animals.
I understand the Westernport Bay wetlands area is a site of International importance and
included in the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands and a UNESCO Biosphere reserve, in which
our Commonwealth Government is committed to protect. This alone should ring alarm bells
to all Government bodies, but especially our own State Government. In this time of
catastrophic change we cannot risk damaging something which is so precious.

Once destroyed it can never be brought back.
Environmental Fears










Number one fear is the obvious effect of the FSRU, the floating factory which will
discharge 468 million litres of 7 degrees Celsius chlorinated water daily, into the bay.
AGL say that this can be managed without impacts on nearby mangroves and sea
grasses and marine life, but what real proof is there? Do we trust what a large
money making company is saying?
With up to 40 ships transporting the liquefied natural gas each year into the shallow
waters of the bay, the constant movement of shipping traffic increases the risk of oil
spills (and these happen worldwide just about every day, e.g. the recent oil spill in
Mauritius)
The huge floating factory ship (FSRU) operating 24 hours a day would cause noise
pollution to surrounding houses and settlements. Artificial light emissions would
impact marine species, migratory birds and local residents.
The FSRU will produce up to 25 tonnes of oily sludge per month that will have to be
trucked away from the site. “It is expected that up to 25 tonnes of sludge would be
generated per month from marine diesel oil and lube oil purifiers, as well as oil
residue from drain, drip trays, oil separators and sludge units from ongoing
operation of the FSRU. This sludge and waste oil would be collected by a licenced
contractor and disposed of at a licenced facility for treatment and reuse/disposal."
The sheer ugliness of a huge floating factory permanently moored at Crib Point
which detracts from the natural beauty of the local Woolleys Beach and surrounding
area.

Risk to human health






People live close to this proposal and methane which is the main component of
natural gas, potentially impacts the air quality. There would be noise and vibration
and generation of dust, (which can be dangerous to vulnerable people) at all stages
of production which may affect sleep and concentration and therefore the health of
residents.
There would also be diesel fumes from trucks and combustion emissions from the
FSRU. This may be a highly regulated industry but accidents can still happen. We
have seen it all before in other areas and countries.
Crib Point is a high bushfire risk area and with climate change, severe storms would
be more likely, further endangering the extra shipping traffic.

Have AGL really done enough research in all areas?
What if there are oil spills?
What if there is a gas leak?
Why are we risking the lives of people and marine life, animals and precious
environmental areas when this project could be proposed in another less fragile area?
Why do we need to import gas when there is no shortage?

It simply does not make sense!
It is alarming to think that this project has gone so far already. I have read so much about
this project and what it is hoping to achieve. AGL says that we risk running short on gas in
the future but we know there is enough gas as so much is exported overseas. It is just
madness to be importing gas here when it is not necessary.

Please recognise the community’s strong opposition and the unacceptable risk
to our precious environment, and say no to to this proposed gas import project!

Janet Eyles
, Balnarring, Victoria 3926
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The environment will be adversely affected with this Crib Point gas import jetty and
gas pipeline project because : AGL plans to dump toxic wastewater, breaching
Victorian laws AGL’s Environment Effect Statement does not properly address the
risk of oil spills This proposal does not protect our wetlands and Westernport Bay is
home to a staggering 1350 species and it’s biodiversity is under threat. The bay is
home to seals, penguins, dolphins, migratory Southern Right and Humpback Whales,
Weedy Sea Dragons and Hooded Plovers The damage to the sealife will be ongoing
detrimental to future generations We cannot afford new fossil fuel projects in
Victoria, instead of investing in soon‐to‐be stranded assets, AGL should invest more
in renewables and support consumers to move away from gas and create a safe
climate

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

169

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Loryn Worthy

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I am opposing the AGL Gas facility at Crib Point because I feel it will have an
unacceptable impact and risks across many areas, particularly our local community.
Westernport ecological diversity needs to be protected. There is very little support
for this venture, in the local community. We like where we live, we live here for a
reason. We do not want or need a polluting refinery in our midst. We do not want or
need the extra heavy traffic the refinery will subject our narrow local roads too. We
are a small family orientated community with lots of children and animals, we don't
need extra traffic to worry about. Our local infrastructure will not manage. We will
be left behind and forgotten about in the rush to make money by big companies.
There is already a refinery in industrial Geelong, cannot this area be converted, at
much less cost, to add a shipping terminal for LNG, along with the oil that is already
there? Wind turbines are not far away, surely a Solar Complex could be added. Keep
it all in one area.
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I strongly OPPOSE this proposed Gas Project for many and varied reasons, It is
morally and economically wrong that AGL, an International corporate organisation,
one which has shown repeatedly a lack of care for the environment and overall lack
of respect to the general public of the area, be given approval to continue ! The
residents of the Mornington Peninsula have continually pointed out to AGL the
importance of the unique Internationally recognised Ramsar‐listed Wetlands. Most
important of all are the "residents" of the Bay itself, the Wildlife ! The large Dolphin
and Seal communities, the numerous fish species, some unique to the area, the rare
Sea Dragons, The visiting whales as they migrate up the East Coast in the winter
months, The varied and some unique Migratory Birds that come into the
Westernport Area. AGL are refusing to accept that their proposal will ultimately be
to the detriment of All Wildlife in the area, through the numerous negative impacts
that this horrific proposal will create. The personal impact of the Coastal
communities, especially Crib Point, the village at the Site, will suffer the most,
physically and mentally from repeated noise, and light pollution during construction
but sadly for 24/7 weekly, yearly for their future, There will be no respite.! AGL
could not care less ! It is not their backyard ! Residents and local business will be
severely affected, with some choosing to leave, close businesses down. Crib Point
and Stony Point will be destroyed ! Environmental impacts will be massive, intrusive
and destructive , Dredging of Westernport Bay will cause, significant, irreparable
damage, similar to that of Port Phillip Bay as evident at Portsea, where beach and
land eroded and continues to this day, for the deepening of the channel to allow the
super container ships into Port of Melbourne. Not only is the process of chlorinating
the seawater and returning to Westernport Bay ,at a cooler temperature, going to
have a detrimental effect on the health and longevity of the Bays wildlife there is a
high possibility of catastrophic damage from chemical leaks and spills for the whole
health of the Bay, the water and the shoreline, There will be greater shoreline
erosion, due to the movement of the tides and the over size ships moving through
the Bay. Many of the coastal sand dune areas are home to endangered bird species,
eg, The Hooded Plover. Any loss of coastal land through erosion will be significant on
Hooded Plover numbers. And what of the Dolphin population, how are they to
survive living in cooler adulterated sea waters of Westernport Bay, And for what
cost ? All the above examples ,and many more not noted , will be put to an
unacceptable future for supposedly cheaper Gas, Strange when we as a nation are
trying to and being encouraged to lower our carbon footprint and use renewable
energy! As is the direction of the Mornington Peninsula Shire, the Council and the
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AGL are so big that any fines for breeches of safety and the environment are pocket
change to the shareholders. From the outset they have no economic need to care
about the environment. AGL only care about money. They care so much about
money that even when the world price for gas goes down, they keep their price high.
If it were about jobs, the FSRU wont deliver either. AGL have already employed more
people to contribute to their pitch for the project than they ever will on site at Crib
Point. The truth is AGL are trying to put an industrial gas plant on the doorstep of a
RAMSAR site. Why are we importing gas anyway? Isn't there enough of the stuff in
Australia already. It sounds as if AGL are selling it to other countries, and these other
countries are selling it back to us because we are too stupid to tear up the aging
contracts. If the contracts are torn up, the gas can be piped straight in out of Bass
Straight. No need for a FSRU industrial scale gas terminal in the middle of beautiful
Westernport Bay. Gas mainly powers heating and hot water systems. Heat pumps
are a cleaner greener way of taking energy out of the air and the ground, and
transferring that energy to the air or water that we wish to make hotter. Heat
pumps use the global warming in a positive way to take energy from where we don't
want it, to where we can use it, for just the energy cost of a fan or a low pressure
pump. As a species, it is our challenge to do more with less. To limit our footprint on
the world. We have the technology to do most things without gas. This AGL proposal
is a creative way to do less with more. It is a creative way to cash in at the expense of
the environment and the people. Its just greed. Mangroves are the most valuable
plant in the ocean. They form the back bone of the marine biology. In Westernport
Bay we are blessed to have the most southern Mangroves in the world. This means
that the Mangroves are on the edge of their cold water threshold. The FSRU works by
taking in water and using the heat in it to energize the transformation from liquid
methane to gaseous methane. The waste product in the reaction is super chilled
water. The super chilled water is then released into the bay, where it sinks to the
bottom, and is pushed around at the mercy of the tides. This chilled water then
comes into contact with the mangroves in the inter tidal zone. As stated, the
Mangroves on the edge of their temperature threshold, will become colder. They
may die, or cease growing, or not be able to replace themselves. Mangrove die back,
coupled with all the extra shipping, will result in the mud flats being eroded. This will
silt up the bay. This will encroach on the coastline, changing the shape of the bay.
The mudflats are a carbon sink. They are a beautiful store of carbon. Much of our
food comes from areas just inland from this border, Devon Meadows to Koo Wee
Rup. Please stop AGL from destroying this beautiful natural world that I love so
much.
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1. We should not be importing gas from overseas‐ we produce our own. It is wasteful
and high energy use to export gas and then re‐import. Exporting and re‐importing is
high carbon footprint, before any of the gas is used. 2. There are better ways of
managing the expected shortfall, such as moving to more use of renewable energy.
This is an expensive scheme for the Australian taxpayer and users of the gas. 3.
Western Port Bay is environmentally sensitive‐ home to penguins, migratory
shorebirds, whales and marine life. Potential for harmful seawater discharges, fuel
leaks from supply vessels, marine sediment dispersal. 4. The effects of chlorine and
heated/cooled seawater discharges are unknown. 5. Woolleys Beach is a beautiful
little beach, which will be completely dominated by LNG carrier and infrastructure.

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

173

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

Nicola Venditozzi

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

As one of Australia's largest climate polluters, I am dismayed to learn of AGL's
proposed gas terminal in Westernport Bay. To have any chance of meeting our Paris
obligations, our reliance on fossil fuels needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency.
Money that continues to be invested in developing fossil fuel projects will result in
stranded assets that take us towards growing carbon emissions rather than the
significant reductions we require to tackle climate change effectively. Directing AGLs
not insignificant budget to developing and boosting renewable energy projects will
move us towards meeting our Paris obligations and should be their key goal.
Westernport Bay is also home to an incredible 1350 species and the development
proposed is likely to threaten the biodiversity of the area. The recent oil spill in
Mauritius exemplifies the impact of such disasters on local wildlife. Oil spills are
clearly accidental but AGLs Environment Effect statement does not adequately
address this risk. The impact of such a spill in the area would be devastating and is
not remotely mitigated by any proposed benefit to the area. We need to begin
prioritising the safety and security of our wetlands and this proposed project does
not do that. As a mother of 2 young children, I want them to grow up in a world
where we rely on renewable energy sources, show willingness to reduce our carbon
emissions and begin doing it in earnest through changing the types of projects and
proposals that gain approval. If we don't begin now, when will the time come to start
redirecting our resources to projects that support a planet we can happily live on?

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

174

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

Melody Chittenden

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I have several concerns about the proposed project at the Crib Point jetty and the
pipeline through to Pakenham. ‐ The EES summary document states that there are
“exceedances of the State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality Management)”
in the area surrounding the FSRU, and that the air quality was affected by nitrogen
dioxide and formaldehyde at the Crib Point foreshore and across the water.
Formaldehyde is a known carcinogenic and nitrogen dioxide is known to cause a
range of harmful effects on the lungs. As such, within the EES, it is clearly shown that
the release of unsafe and toxic byproducts will occur as a result of the FSRU. As a
recreational user of this area (both land and water) this is of great concern to me. ‐
The operational noise is of great concern. According to the EES, the modelled
operational noise scenarios exceeded recommended levels at nearby receptors. I am
concerned that noise pollution will not be taken seriously given the EES states
“including cumulative noise impacts from nearby industry, operational noise is low
impact”. It is also unexpected that noise impacts on marine life within the bay have
also not been catergorised or measured and it is not unrealistic to think that the
presence of the FSRU may disrupt the ecology of the bay. ‐ In the context of recent
widespread recognition of systemic racism and the ongoing degradation of
Australia’s First Nations, the prospect of disturbing 14 Registered Aboriginal and
Cultural Heritage Sites (within the construction and operational footprint of the
project) alongside 13 other noted Heritage sites (within 100metres of the proposed
project) is astounding. I believe that now is an appropriate time to have solidarity
with our local indigenous groups and to recognise the significance of their history. To
celebrate it, rather than erase it. ‐ At a time when we are in climate crisis, the
Mornington Peninsula Council declared a Climate Emergency in August 2019. As such
I am disappointed with the persistence to invest in an energy dense project within
the local government authority area with no reference to sustainable or renewable
energy. I believe that forging ahead with this project shows a widespread disregard
for the local community and the beloved flora and fauna of Westernport bay.
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IN OPPOSITION TO THE AGL GAS TRANSFER TERMINAL
AND THE RE-INDUSTRIALISATION OF CRIB POINT
SUBMITTED BY MORNINGTON PENINSULA BRANCH
SURFRIDER FOUNDATION AUSTRALIA
Western Port (Mar-ran Biik) was created around fifteen million years ago when the Tyabb fault caused
the surrounding land to sink into a basin which was flooded by Bass Strait forming islands and a large
bay that ebbs and flows today. Over millennia, ancient riverbeds became deeply gouged channels
running south past the Mornington Peninsula, French Island, Phillip Island and out into the open ocean.
A shallow inshore region features mangroves, sandy beaches, seagrass meadows, mud flats and basalt
reefs that are sporadically pounded by swells refracted from the deep Southern Ocean.
This enchanting place was first inhabited by the Bunnerong (Boon Wurrung) people thousands of years
before George Bass arrived in 1797 and the first white settlement was established in 1826. Today,
Western Port is surrounded by coastal towns and provides an environment for agriculture, industry,
relaxation, watersports, and physical recreation including some of the best birdwatching, sailing and
fishing in Victoria. Importantly, the Bay hosts a variety of bird life and a unique ecosystem including
many marine organisms that are endemic to the waters.
A DIVERSE ENVIRONMENT
Along the Mornington Peninsula coastline there is a diversity of native birds, fish, and marine life. Over
the years, the Friends of Hooded Plovers birdwatching group have observed pairs of Pied Oyster
Catchers and Hooded Plovers, both endangered species, nesting on the isolated beaches behind HMAS
Cerberus adjacent to Han’s Inlet, close to AGL’s proposed gas transfer station at Crib Point. Hooded
Plovers typically nest on open ocean beaches, but increased threats have seen their declining numbers
take refuge inside Western Port. These birds rely on insects and tiny invertebrates including
sandhoppers and soldier crabs in the sand near the water’s edge for food. The potential impact of
chlorine entrainment and a bioaccumulation of toxins from discharge into the marine environment
from a huge floating gas terminal could affect over twenty hectares around Crib Point jetty and poses
an unacceptable risk to intertidal seagrass, seaweed, plankton, amphipods, bivalves, isopods, sponges
and fish larvae and invariably the entire benthic biota habitat of this delicate ecosystem.
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Evidence of a marine environment grievously affected by large volumes of chlorine discharged into
seawater can be found thirty-minute up the coast, beneath the rolling waves at Gunnamatta Beach.
Here, effluent treated with ammonia and chlorine, dispersed at Boags Rocks stripped seaweed
vegetation off reefs from Gunnamatta to Cape Schanck. This destruction only ceased when community
lobbying and a water crisis caused by drought, forced Melbourne Water to modify its effluent
treatment; replacing chlorine with environmentally sustainable potable standards to achieve the
potential for reuse.
In AGL’s EES Chapter 6 - Marine biodiversity, s.6.6.3 and Technical report A - Marine biodiversity, s.6.5. The
EES states that due to dilution, over time, there is no forecast long-term accumulation of chlorine in
Western Port. Also, through a 6-pipe open loop discharge, chlorine plume impact on intertidal and subtidal
habitat is measured as low. But, throughout the 1990s, the chlorine concentration in wastewater pumped
into the sea at Gunnamatta Beach averaged 350,000 m3/day and 8µg/L, a similar volume to AGL’s proposed
discharge into Western Port: 468,000 m3/day per day and between 6µg/L to 12µg/L. In wastewater, the
chlorine is used to kill pathogens, but in the ocean, it has a deadly effect on the ecology as in the 2002 EPA
Guidelines, “The use of chlorine as a wastewater disinfectant shall be avoided where there is any
practical alternative.” Results show that a combination of chlorine in effluent water has a depressing
effect on macroalgal germination and growth around Boags Rocks. The effluent discharged by Melbourne
Water was shandied into the ocean and the chlorine in toxic plumes killed red and brown algae within and
beyond the intertidal zone. At Crib Point jetty, the EES indicates chlorine used to kill microorganisms will be
dispersed and “pool” around Crib Point Jetty. The suggestion is dispersion will result in chlorine dilution and
minimal entrainment in the surrounding ecology as any entertainment is swept into the Northern Arm
Channel. The Gunnamatta outfall is at a similar depth (2m) to the end of Crib Point Jetty. In the ocean
environment, a chlorine plume is subject to oceanic conditions, spreading over seven kilometres, causing
significant ecological damage. This leaves doubt about the veracity of the claims made in the EES.
Undoubtedly Bass Strait has more turbidity and water movement than Western Port, but this volume of
chlorine will surely have a deleterious effect on the biota at the bottom of the food chain. Richard Hawkins,
an expert on Western Port waterways describes Crib Point Jetty as subject to almost the full extent of tidal
flows and exposed to strong easterly and northerly winds, it is “not a comfortable anchorage for vessels.”
Here at slack water, tidal currents are weak, but Western Port possesses a two to two-and-a-half-metre
tide that swirls in and out of the bay and through Crib Point with strong current flow in-shore and out
moving south. It is a dynamic environment, so when dispersion occurs, the spreading pool of chlorine could
impact the biotic integrity beyond the jetty including sensitive habitat around Sandy Point. Put simply, the
environmental impact of this chlorine poses far too great a risk.

The learning here is simple: Regasification between large ships and the discharge of hundreds of
millions of litres of cold chlorinated seawater directly into a marine environment which supports
beneficial uses, and which is adjacent to a primary high value habitat zone that includes critically
endangered species, the EES does not satisfy the requirements of the community and Environment
Protection Policy and therefore the AGL gas transfer station should not be built.
This is the first large-scale floating gas transfer station of its kind and therefore an untested
experiment. AGL has provided no scientific certainty with the EES analysis used to assess changes to
the chemical and physical attributes of the fragile marine environment of Western Port. Western Port
and its coastline include wetlands of high global ecological value and must be protected under the
international Ramsar convention.
AGL is Australia’s biggest polluter. In 2017, the corporation was fined $3 million, under the state's
energy efficiency regulations, for failing to offset its emission levels and failing to meet its liability. This
outcome demonstrates AGL will obfuscate its environmental responsibilities if the penalty is less than
the price of compliance. AGL does not hide its disdain for reducing environmental waste, even the
voluminous 11,000-page EES report made available to environmentalists is printed on 100% bleached
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nonrecycled paper. Also, the report mentions environmental threats such as sea level rising but fails
to recognise the tangible link this and global warming must threaten the entire biosphere of Australia.
The $250-million proposal involves permanently docking the giant gas storage ship, The Hoegh
Esperanza, to the jetty at Crib Point which is in the middle of a fragile ecosystem. The South Koreanbuilt Hoegh Esperanza is a massive two-hundred and ninety-four-metre-long and forty-six-metre-wide
vessel. This ship was bound for a gas import terminal in Chile, but that project was shelved due to
environmental concerns. Discharge from the Hoegh Esperanza and gas ships from international waters
during gas transfer has the potential to cause ecological imbalance at the bottom of the food chain. If
the Western Port food web is contaminated by toxins like chlorine, then the entire ecosystem is
compromised. Starting with damage to living cells on the lowest level, this discharge could change the
chemistry of the ecology of the Bay and have a devastating effect on marine and bird life.
An increase in international ship movement, coming in and out of Western Port, will have a significant
impact on the marine environment. The EPA ‘No Discharge’ policies in place since 2007 have not spared
Port Phillip Bay from ongoing environmental damage. With far greater shipping movement, port
derived pollution sees foreign plants like Asian and exotic seaweeds and pests grow as well as foreign
marine organisms introduced from discharged bilge water.
Microscopic dinoflagellates such as Alexandrium catenella have been introduced in ballast water. As
they accumulate, the result is a toxic algae bloom known as red tides. A similar toxic dinoflagellate is
Gymnodinium catenatum. The permanent growths of fouling organisms on a ship’s keel provide home
for creatures such as the European shore crab and other pests that threaten habitat and aquaculture
including the Flinders mussel farm. The actual number of ships that will service the AGL gas station is
unknown, but every additional international ship, travelling from one sea to another into Western Port
threatens to introduce exotic organisms into the marine environment.
It is important to note that previous damage caused by large ships on Western Port went undetected
by the EPA for many years until aerial surveillance mapping the Bay revealed significant destruction on
the sea floor. Massive circles caused by heavy anchor chains, some more than one kilometre in length,
were observed where seagrass and other vegetation had been ripped from the bottom of the bay. This
destruction, undetected by both the EPA and Port Authority was substantial. It is nearly always the
undetected, out-of-sight-out-of-mind, damage that is most harmful to the ecology. Allowing AGL, a
corporation that has flouted environmental rules in the past, to pilot hundreds of ships and discharge
bilge water into the marine environment polluting and degrading the ecology of the bay is too
dangerous.

A DECLINING ENERGY SOURCE
AGL is Australia’s major power company and is also our biggest polluter. Gas is not a transition fuel. In
Australia, gas usage in gas-fired power plants has declined by fifty-nine percent since 2014 while
renewables have increased to produce twenty-five percent of the energy in the national electricity
market. As smart money moves to low cost renewables, AGL Energy is at the back of the pack as
renewables are only ten percent of its generation asset base. Now AGL wants to exploit Western Port
and use this gas project as an excuse to go even slower.
According to the latest Federal Government figures, Australia is the world’s biggest exporter of natural
gas, exporting about seventy-seven million tonnes a year. Liquid Nitrogen Gas extraction and
production creates about ten percent of Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions and if we include
exported LNG, the industry’s entire emissions roughly equal sixty percent of Australia’s total
emissions.
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To stop climate change wreaking havoc on the economy and our lives, Australia needs to reduce
emissions and pursue alternative energy to run communities in the future. AGL remains Australia’s
biggest fossil fuel generator but is now weighing investments into gas import/transfer, as it plans for
this energy to help move to a grid eventually dominated by renewables. This is both unsustainable
and unacceptable.
Currently, Australian emissions are on track to cause over three degrees global warming which will
lead to catastrophic consequences for agriculture and will affect thousands of tourism and service
industry jobs around Western Port. This should be a red flag to governments needing to implement
transition targets to achieve a low-carbon society by mid-century and keep the next generation
employed.
Because capital markets pull future risk forward, we will see changes in capital allocation more quickly
than we see changes to the climate itself. Soon – and sooner than most anticipate – there will be a
significant reallocation of capital toward green energy projects.
Experts say, currently there is chronic uncertainty about investment in gas energy. Australia’s LNG
industry will increasingly struggle to compete with renewables. The Australian Energy Market
Operator, the only agency to model a future electricity grid in its integrated systems plan, has shown
that in a renewables-rich grid, the role of gas is smaller than it is today. Tim Buckley, from the
Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis, says whatever happens, the historic price
plunge gas experienced in May 2020 means Australia’s LNG industry is unlikely to ever again see the
huge profits it once did in LNG exports. He says it will increasingly struggle to compete with
renewable energy with a far lower marginal cost.
AGL is aware of the volatility in international energy markets. In 2020, Liquefied Natural Gas tankers
in the Pacific and Atlantic oceans are motoring in circles while they wait to find a market for their
unwanted product. Gas is currently being almost given away on international markets. Bruce
Robertson, an investment analyst with the Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis,
argues the Crib Point project is unjustifiable both on economic and environmental grounds. He says,
“in 2020 the very last thing the world needs is more gas. Far from seeing the “gas-powered recovery”
our politicians desire, we are seeing a gas-fired depression around the globe. In the USA, the number
of operating drill rigs has fallen seventy-three per-cent in the past twelve months, and US LNG
exports have more than halved so far in 2020.
AGL’s haste to lock-in gas customers is as much about the threat renewables pose in the energy
market. The Crib Point transfer hub and pipeline will establish a monopoly for AGL to distribute and
set high gas prices for end-users, domestic and industry, with gas appliances. Cost plays a major part
in this. Analysts at BloombergNEF found solar and wind are now the cheapest source of bulk electricity
generation for at least two-thirds of the global population, Australia included and it is now broadly
accepted gas could be replaced by cheaper electricity in heating and cooking. It is simply not possible
to bring down the cost of a commodity by producing it at a high cost which is the AGL plan. The
proposition is absurd and without the unlikely scenario of significant government subsidies, the gas
price cannot compete with renewables.
Recent internal analysis by AGL suggests there is considerable doubt about the short term viability of
the Crib Point project. RBC Global investment analyst, James Nevin says in relation to gas, he is
surprised at the speed of earnings cuts and questioned if worse may be to come in 2022. “We think
the question from here is if the 2021 financial year is going to be the bottom in terms of the flow
through of lower wholesale prices or if there is more to come in 2022.” This builds further uncertainty
around AGL’s Western Port project.
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In August, AGL chief executive Brett Redman told investors, “If gas stays at current low spot prices you
will struggle to see new investment in developing gas in this country… we’ll be challenged as a market
to see the new investment coming through. COVID-19 makes it harder to predict the short term.”
“As you think about that grand transition that has got to go on through the market as old coal plant
continue to retire and firmed renewables need to be built, I think we are going to need to see a
stronger gas price than what’s sitting right now in spot and in the three-year outlook,” Mr Redman
said. A recent AGM revealed, AGL is taking significant hits on its wholesale gross margins via gas
supply contracts and sharply declining gas prices that translate to lower customer revenue.
Inflated gas prices on electricity prices impoverished Australian energy consumers, it is what destroyed
gas use in manufacturing in a market where renewable energy is so much cheaper and becoming easier
to obtain. Globally, renewables continue to overwhelm new fossil fuel and nuclear power station
builds. Since 2010 renewables have grown by about 148 per cent while nuclear plus fossil fuels have
declined by 38 per cent. This year alone, 200 gigawatts of renewable power plants have already been
built, compared with only 100 gigawatts of fossil fuel energies and nuclear. Fewer gas power plants
have been built in 2020 than in 2001. Investors are fleeing the gas industry and investment is flooding
into renewables.
While gas prices may rebound, the pace and scale of recovery are near impossible to forecast and may
not reach the level required to justify the AGL investment for years, if at all. An extended delay is likely
to make this major new investment harder to justify as markets increasingly value clean energy over
fossil fuels.
According to Bruce Robertson, “The future is clear. Investment is flooding into renewable energy while
the gas industry is contracting and bleeding red ink. We should not continue to prop up this failing and
loss-making industry.”
As climate change threatens to overwhelm us, Governments will be forced to seek a pioneering
transformation to renewable energy solutions such as wind and solar power. Changes will accelerate
rapidly as society demands action. By mid-century, climate scientists say, planet-warming carbon
emissions must fall to virtually zero. What would be the point destroying a delicate and beautiful
marine environment to have an ugly asset stranded at the end of Crib Point jetty during a time when
investment in renewables is increasing. An energy transition to renewables will involve every single
Australian and is expected to be completed within the next thirty-years.
Looking at the EES and AGLs plans impartially, it makes no economic sense to import gas, given
Australia exports almost twice as much natural gas as it consumes domestically. The process of
liquefying and then transferring this gas to natural gas emits significantly more greenhouse gases than
piping it conventionally. It is extremely expensive and energy intensive, and if you have one
environmental bone in your body it is an abomination.
Importing gas is possibly the most wasteful thing you could do in terms of energy – it is just pure wasted
energy on a massive scale. The Victorian government is encouraged to see Western Port and all its
natural beauty as a centerpiece of Victorian tourism- a multi-million-dollar recreational hub for
gourmet restaurants, art galleries, wineries, boating, fishing and sightseeing. The Government is
therefore encouraged to lead the push to make regional energy greener and cheaper for all Victorians.
ENDS
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Being a local on the Mornington Peninsula is a blessing i feel so privileged to grow up
in such a beautiful place. Im a carpenter by trade & in training to become a builder
and my main focus in building is sustainability & so should AGL's, i believe we have
taken so much from this earth thus far that we need to start reversing the cycle. I
feel this pipeline will be a step in the wrong direction. We know their are other
sources that are out their instead of gas that is renewable. This should be the main
focus. To have a pipeline in Westernport bay would have such an impact of the
marine life, community, noise pollution of the beautiful beaches . Also 450million
litres of cold chlorinated water will do incredible harm to our bay. Whilst the huge
increase in both ship traffic and large road traffic will only cause harm to our wildlife
we don't need this. Local residents don’t want this and as a country we don’t need
this. Thank‐you Dylan Candy
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See attached EES Submission Crib Point AGL & APA Gas Project Philippa Harrison
19th August 2020

EES Submission AGL & APA Crib Point Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project
Philippa Harrison 19th August 2020
I make this submission as a resident of Somers living within a mere 5-6 km from the proposed
gas import jetty & pipeline, and from its shipping access zone. I know I am privileged to live
here in what is the unique, inter-connected, yet fragile marine, coastal and hinterland
environment of Westernport and the Mornington Peninsula. I and my partner engage daily with
the Westernport Ramsar Site and the Westernport Biosphere because it is our home! This
carries a weighty responsibility to work and care for the area, and a certain knowledge that we
will be personally affected by any threats.
From my standpoint this project offers NO benefits for Somers & Crib Point and Westernport
more generally, but brings a host of direct and real risks and harms attached to its’ construction
and operational phases for more than 60 years and beyond. I believe the Environmental Effects
Statement presented by AGL & APA downplays, ignores or lacks sufficient scientific rigor to
address the wide range of impacts, and should be rejected by the Planning and approval
process currently underway.
In the first instance I would like to outline the numerous negative personal effects from this
project. These have already started as, since it was first announced, I have suffered stress and
anxiety through merely having to engage in another battle to protect the misnamed
Westernport, a shallow tidal mudflat and bay, from the harmful impacts of industrialisation.
The area is in a precarious condition, with multiple agencies, groups and individuals in the
process of managing the serious negative incremental & cumulative damage from past and
present adverse water and land based human activities. (See references 1, 2, 3, & 4) And now
comes along a brand new commercial operation posing a major polluting threat to both the
water and land. I, along with my friends and family who treasure this place, feel incredibly
dismayed at the prospect of this proposal proceeding. For me it is a simple premise:
NO AGL & APA GAS PROJECT = NO associated RISK/HARM to the environment.
I am an active community volunteer as the coordinator with the local Friends of Local Koalas,
Land and Wildlife (FOLKLAW) group and a regular participant in on-the ground working bees on
the Somers Foreshore and our local Koala Reserve. I am a member of Friends of Coolart,
Westernport Protection Council, Save Westernport, Birdlife Australia, Victoria National Parks
Association, & Environment Victoria, all in order to be a part of a positive environmental
response to the challenges we face. Rather than having to spend time resisting this dangerous
proposal I, and my partner, would be more productively engaged in the many practical and
essential tasks associated with restoring and enhancing our environment. This proposal is an
unnecessary heavy burden in our lives that fills us with foreboding, and has already wasted so
much of our precious time and energy.
The impact includes the psychological and physical toll taken by the difficulty responding as a
poorly funded individual against the power and commercial resources of big corporations as are
AGL and APA. The very process of replying to the EES is arduous and frustrating to negotiate,
when there is not even enough time for one person to read the 11,000-page submission let
alone all the technical reports. The pressure has been amplified during the current COVID-19
“State of Emergency.” Consequently, I wish to register a complaint about the Public Exhibition
phase continuing to be conducted during unprecedented COVID-19 Stage 3 & 4 restrictions.

This has caused additional stress to me personally by severely curtailing my avenues for direct
contact with other people nearby or further afield. Without the restrictions I would have been
able to use both casual (for example whilst involved at our working bees, or when at our local
shops or out in the surf), and organised opportunities (for example information sessions
previously organised by Save Westernport or the Council), in order to more readily and
effectively share with others in the development of this individual response. The restrictions
have also severely hampered the scope of work/efforts being undertaken by the various
groups, whom I actively support and who are acting on my behalf, in preparing a detailed
technical response to the EES.
I am angered and upset that this is a denial of equal procedural fairness by the Planning
Minister, as it favours the well-resourced corporate entities who commercially benefit from the
Project. They have had years to prepare their submission. Individuals like myself, and the
volunteer or under-resourced community groups and advocacy agencies who we rely on, are
especially disadvantaged by the current restrictions on any face-to-face interactions at this
critical moment. At a crucial point in this EES process we have no access to meetings or rallies,
door knocking and letterboxing, etc. This denies us the essential and normal means of
communicating, fund-raising and developing a response to what is an exceedingly momentous
and complex issue. This is on top of the personal, but also widespread, general effects of the
COVID crisis itself on our health and well-being, and includes the loss of employment/income
here in my household.
My primary objection to this project, however, is the obvious and un-mitigatable, and currently
insufficiently quantified risks to the marine environment posed by the plans to base a heavy
industry polluting operation in the middle of an international Ramsar Wetland. From my
analysis of the EES, and the proponents inadequate, incomplete, or absent baseline data or
modelling, and referencing the Ramsar Management Strategic Plan (1) and the EPA Guidelines
on Water Management (3), this project will have a substantial impact on the surrounding water
quality, and the intricately linked marine and inter-tidal salt-marsh and mangrove zones. Its
location is in the very heart of the last remaining mangrove stretch on the Victorian coast
(Westernport being the southernmost extent of mainland Australian mangroves). The EPA
Guidelines specifically identify wetlands, and the Ramsar Site in particular, as vulnerable to
harm.

Photo Philippa Harrison 2013 – Warringine boardwalk view towards Crib Point – note the absence of the
17 storey x 290 metre FSRU and accompanying gas tanker that this proposal would see moored in the
middle distance of this tidal wetland.

The regasification process is based on a tremendous throughput of 312 - 468 MILLION LITRES
PER DAY of living tidal water (with all its wealth of micro and macro biological life) being
“entrained” as it is sucked into the FSRU and then being discharged as dead, chlorinated,
substantially colder water. By its very nature it will disturb the immediate tidal channel and
surrounding inter-tidal area, and the EES’s meagre attempts at suggesting this effect will be
limited to a small zone around the end of the jetty are not credible. I encourage the reviewers
to do a brief Google search of images of FSRU units around the world. Note the number of
them with substantial large plumes of effluent/turbidity in the waters around the massive
FSRUs, the docked tankers and their operating tugboats. The glossy EES documents own
photographs/diagrams fail to show the more likely real picture of the plant at work.
According to the Ramsar Management plan “An action should not be approved if it would be
inconsistent with: (a) maintaining the ecological character of the wetland, or (b) providing for
the conservation and sustainable use of the wetland” (1. See 3.04). From my understanding of
the current EPA statutory policy on discharges into water (3) the magnitude of the proposed
discharge in this instance is totally unacceptable. Surely this alone should stop this project
immediately.
Additionally, the pipeline construction through the Warringine Reserve will result in further
sediment disturbance and run-off in the immediate vicinity, along with the wider effects on
disruption to the sensitive estuarine/catchment plains along its whole planned course to
Pakenham.
My objections are also based on my extensive personal interaction with this marine
environment. For decades I have swum and snorkelled, surfed and kayaked off Somers and
other Westernport beaches, and been the beneficiary of encountering a wide diversity of
marine life. It is unfortunate that as yet most of us know so little about the complexity and
detail of how this ecosystem works, but whatever we do know is sadly not factored into this
EES. I routinely observe and am familiar with the small pod of Burrunan dolphins unique to our
stretch of coast. There has been very limited scientific monitoring of these dolphins, and I want
to ask, where is the EES baseline or plans for monitoring data on their very existence, their
range, their response to underwater noise from the 24-hour plant operation and the shipping
traffic, their response to light pollution from same, the impacts of the disturbance to the
complex food chain by the process, or the risk from vessel strike?

Left photo Rosemary Vernon 2019 – the writer and dolphins, Somers
Right photo Philippa Harrison 2018 – seagrass/shallow water fish nursery Somers

I have observed, too, the shallow seagrass beds which are habitat to weedy sea dragons,
stingrays, eels and cuttlefish, and is a fish nursery for numerous species. The Ramsar
Management Plan (1) outlines the status and susceptibility of the seagrass in Westernport, and
yet the EES is lacking in detailed baseline data on how these flora and fauna will be affected,
monitored or remediated. Countless seabirds and shorebirds that call this place home are also
dependent on a functioning, healthy bay, with its intact water, inter-tidal and surrounding
hinterland. Where is the detail on how they will be impacted by this project?
I am also concerned that the anticipated 40% increase in heavy/large shipping, coming and
going into Westernport accompanying this FSRU and pipeline enterprise, will pose an
unacceptable risk to dolphins, the visiting whales, and the resident penguins and seal colonies,
as well as increasing the likelihood of introducing marine pests. Recent presentations/
publications on Marine Pests by Parks Victoria (5) indicated that to date Westernport has been
fortunate to avoid the ravages of many destructive marine pests introduced by increased
shipping activities into Port Phillip Bay and other Australian waters. The operators of the FSRU
and the visiting gas tankers are NOT under the control of either AGL or APA, and consequently
their protocols and responsibility for these risks are undeclared in this EES. Yet the threats are
significantly amplified by these operations.
Another concern is for the impacts on the local bushland and coastal villages of Crib Point,
Stony Point, and Somers in particular. My partner and I walk and cycle in Warringine wetlands
and on local beaches and foreshores nearly every day. We are birdwatching (migratory
shorebirds, wedge-tail eagles, parrots, wrens and small scrub birds, tawny frogmouths), koala
spotting (for the declining populations of local koalas already impacted by human
activity/traffic, light and noise), watching for sugar gliders, possums, micro bats, echidnas,
wallabies and kangaroos, looking for and nurturing local indigenous plants (grasses, sedges,
mangroves and coastal gums, casuarinas, melaleuca & ti-tree) and observing small insects,
reptiles and amphibians. The operation of this industrial enterprise, disturbingly huge in scale,
will dwarf and visually dominate the Hastings - Crib Point - Stony Point coastline, counter to the
EES statements to the contrary. And with the concomitant pipeline, this facility will
unacceptably encroach on the terrestrial remnant native bushland.

Photos Philippa Harrison. 2013 Detail of Warringine saltmarsh; Crib Point coastal vegetation; Warringine
intertidal zone.

I believe the EES minimises the many substantial risks to the local area. It does not provide
sufficient detail about the initial construction and ongoing impacts of emissions/dust, noise,
vibration and light pollution in this sensitive site, on both land or water. The most recent

science on the effects of the exposure to night light pollution on the mating and health of all
species, humans included, indicates that it is detrimental. I personally will be impacted by that
imposition every night when I see the unnatural glow in the nearby sky. And buried in the EES
details is the fact that the plant will need to be serviced by road by large B-Double trucks. This
will be a vast increase in the heavy vehicular traffic on our currently quiet, narrow rural roads.
Where is the analysis of the risk to human and animal health/amenity from the associated
increased diesel emissions, traffic noise and vibration, risk of collision, deterioration in road
infrastructure, and the constant visual encroachment of industry into a rural and bushland
region?
Another principal reason for my strenuous objection to this project is about its overall
“justification” and stated objectives. The spurious grounds of a gas shortage have been publicly
and increasingly contested by reputable economists and scientists. I believe there is an urgent
need for the world, and Australia in particular, to divest from the use of fossil fuels in all their
forms. Gas is no transition or clean fuel. Its lifecycle from extraction to final use in fact makes it
a high greenhouse gas emissions product. The prospect of importing gas that has travelled
thousands of kilometres, after whatever means of mining, fills me with dread. We are already
experiencing the effects of climate change locally, as tellingly acknowledged by the Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council in its submission on this EES, and in its recent declaration of a Climate
Emergency and associated Draft Management Plan (4). The bushfire threat is real at Crib Point.
The coastline is already being affected by rising storm surge activity. This project, presented in
an EES with no reference to the escalating climate crisis risks, is the very antithesis of what,
where and how we should be focusing our efforts on moving to a renewable energy future and
so reducing our harmful impact on the environment.
The project’s negative impacts in damaging this natural environment will be real and longlasting. I believe that this EES has undertaken only a token assessment of risks and mitigation
strategies. It is unclear as to how any of these will be implemented, measured, and how
breaches will be monitored/measured and addressed. AGL has a self-confessed and especially
poor record with regard to breaching environmental laws. How will the negative impacts on my
own health be measured and ameliorated?
People live and visit here, and participate in many low impact recreational activities simply
because of the natural environment that is Westernport, encompassed by the Ramsar Site. The
Westernport area and surrounds garner an amazing percentage of Victoria’s tourism economic
benefit. Has the EES taken into account the loss of tourism values? It is the totality of the
marine environment, the flora and fauna, the dark night sky, the lack of industrial noise, the
proximity to birds and animals and native plants, the lack of dust and pollution, clean water,
that are all fundamental to our health. I am intensely worried about my own and my family’s
health, my neighbours’, and my community’s health if the project proceeds.
Finally, I want to highlight how I envisage that if this project does gain approval then the lasting
impact will grow and grow. I will constantly mourn the lost opportunity to enhance this
environment. I will grieve the damage being done. Every time I go to the beach and scan the
horizon for those small remaining pod of dolphins, I will instead see large tankers. This will
continue to devastate me, as I think about where they’ve come from, what they are carrying,
where they are going, what destructive processes are in play every minute of every day for
decades. I cannot remain silent or passive, and let this happen.

REFERENCES:
1. Australian Ramsar Management Principles (Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Regulations 2000), Western Port Ramsar Site Management Plan DELWP 2017
2. Western Port Biosphere Project, Western Port Biosphere Strategic Plan 2016-2020
3. EPA Website: Guidelines Waste Water Management; Environment Protection Act 2017
4. Mornington Peninsula website, Ensuring Our Future 2020 – Our Climate Emergency Response from
2020-2030
5. Parks Victoria. Marine Pests in Victoria Brochure and community presentation 2019
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The MPMA is a not for profit industry group advocating on behalf of local marinas,
yacht clubs, marine manufacturers, boat builders and seafood producers for the past
12 years. Our vision has been to see the Mornington Peninsula as Victoria’s
preeminent marine destination and accordingly we lobby and advocate governments
to support the marine sector. The development of Crib Point project is strongly
supported by the MPMA for the following reasons. 1. Cheaper gas supply underpins
our industry sector competitiveness, which in turn can facilitate industry growth, job
creation and general economic prosperity. Given the Covid19 situation we consider
this point to be of supreme importance. 2. Cheaper gas for residential purposes will
help stimulate our economy as residents have more dollars in their discretionary
spending budgets. 3. Having read the EES I can see no sound or compelling reason to
reject or to delay this crucial project. There are appropriate management regimes
and protocols to mitigate any environmental concerns safely and efficiently. All the
proposed processes have been tested extensively elsewhere all around the world in
over twenty locations with complete safety. 4. We must look beyond local
community concerns to the greater good and long term benefits that this project will
supply. Forty local jobs is good however the potential to create more local jobs with
affordable energy cannot be ignored. we must seize every opportunity to grow our
economy in a Post COVID19 world.
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I am deeply concerned about this and feel strongly it should NOT go ahead. It is
ABSOLUTELY VITAL now, before every proposed development we ask:‐"is this the
right decision for the earth and future generations to come and respect the
Indigenous culture of Australia ?" We MUST NOW look into renewables and care for
the environment as far as I can see this project does not do this.
https://environmentvictoria.org.au/campaign/stop‐agls‐dirty‐gas‐plan‐for‐our‐bay/
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I oppose the construction of a floating gas storage and processing facility in Crib
Point, Western Port Bay and the pipeline to transfer the processed gas. My reason?
I am opposed to any further development in fossil fuel. We must cease contributing
to carbon pollution. Now! I also oppose the drawing of millions of litres of seawater
daily and the accompanying polluting discharge back into the Bay which is toxic to
marine life. This facility will likely damage the nearby Ramsar wetlands, natural
waterways and Indigenous cultural sites. The high risk of this damage must not be
allowed. There are precious wetlands and wildlife in this area which need
protection from such an unwelcome and damaging 'development'. AGL should
instead invest NOW in renewables and support consumers to move away from fossil
fuels including gas. We cannot afford this so‐called step to a renewable future. The
climate change threats to our planet are far too serious and underway for a slow
transition away from carbon fuel. Regards Louise Kyle
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I object to the proposed Gas Import Jetty at Crib Point for the following reasons‐
RAMSAR WETLAND. It is a Ramsar listed wetland for migratory birds. Does this mean
nothing? PFAS Insufficient consideration has been given to the presence of PFAS in
the sediment which will be disturbed by the proposed activity. Will the PFAS in
sediment and porewater be mobilised into the surface water and present an
environmental and/or human health risk? VISUAL IMPACT The visual impact has
been downplayed in the EES. The photos do not show a low visual impact. The sight
of a large 5 storey 300m long vessel is not low impact. The 24 hour lighting will cause
light pollution. NO ECONOMIC BENEFIT loss of potential job creation from tourism.
The Bay is worth billions of dollars every year in its healthy state . Phillip Island is a
premier tourist destination but has not been mentioned as being impacted. FOSSIL
FUELS The climate crisis
demands a rapid phase out of fossil fuels. Gas is not an
acceptable replacement replacement energy source for coal, they both have huge
CO2 emissions. COVID 19 Focus should be on renewable energy as part of a
sustainable economic recovery from COVID19. Gas as an energy source is no longer
acceptable. Australia could be a world leader in renewable energy. BIODIVERSITY The
sea floor will be disturbed and this will affect the seagrass and marine life. 187
olympic size swimming pools of seawater will be pumped in every day, chlorinated
and discharged 7 degrees cooler. And this is not going to affect the ecology of the
Bay? The fact this is done at the desal plant and Port Kembla is not a justification. I
do not want to be walking on Somers beach looking at LNG tankers sailing along the
Bay. This proposal has the potential to lay waste to a non‐renewable marine
environment, please do not let it happen
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My name is Trina Hipwell 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 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.
Every day I enjoy a walk along the shores of Westernport Bay. It is a place
abundant with marine life and bird life. The industrialisation of the bay in the
form of huge gas tankers (including four tugs and a pilot boat each) travelling in
and out, plus the Floating Storage and Regasification Unit, completely
undermines the natural beauty of the area and is inconsistent with the
perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. 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.
Small marine organisms which are the foundation of these ecosystems - such as
plankton and fish eggs -would be unable to escape being pulled into the FSRU's
intake with the almost-half-billion litres of water drawn each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
dispersed with the current, thereby further affecting marine wildlife. To put it
bluntly, the accumulative effects would be diabolical.
Other impacts which will affect the local wildlife, particularly migrating sea
birds, will be from noise pollution and lighting from the FSRU and the tankers.
These impacts will also affect some residents of Crib Point and Phillip Island.
There will also be a significant amount (approx 900 per year) of B-double trucks
loaded with nitrogen travelling to Crib Point every year, adding more noise
pollution plus wear and tear to our country roads.
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.
Other issues that I am concerned with are:
- the possibility of chemical and petroleum leaks
- the introduction of damaging sea pests from tanker traffic
- increased chance of whale strikes
- damage to the sea bed from tanker anchor-drag

Thank you once again for the opportunity to make a submission opposing to the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined there are a few
different reasons why I oppose this project but I guess if I had to choose just one,
from a personal perspective, it would be the unacceptable environmental impact
it will have on an area I love - an internationally recognised wetland sanctuary. It
is our responsibility to safeguard these precious ecosystems and preserve this
natural environment for future generations.
There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to
ensure we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of
Westernport Bay and the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, to any
harm.
Sincerely,
Trina Hipwell
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I am objecting to the AGL Project for the following reasons: 1. I live in the area and I
am worried about the impact to the marine life in Westernport Bay being affected by
both shipping and the elimination of 45 million cubic metres of chlorinated water
into Crib Point. 2. We do not need more gas and especially if the gas is our gas and
imported back to us at international prices. 3. This project doesn't consider the true
impact of gas on the climate ‐ worried about emissions and also if there is a fire it
would be very dangerous to the local community 4. The report downplays the state
of Westernport and the fact that the area is a UNESCO site and a RAMSAR wetlands
which should be saved not polluted. 5. There has been poor community consultation
and the majority of the community in the area is against this project in any case. 5.
There are whales and dolphins in the area ‐ I am worried that a ship may hit them if
they are going too fast . There are proposed 40 or more ships to come through the
Bay per year. 6. This is a beautiful pristine area which I and many many other people
love and we don't want our environment destroyed by the FSRUs. There are many
other reasons but the most important thing is that I love the beauty of Westernport
and its unique characteristics and I don't want it destroyed for future generations.
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Dear Sir, I declare my position to oppose the development. The reasons are many;
based on science, logic, the public mood of residents, and emotion. However I will
focus on one only here, and that is the logic of what is the miss leading notion that it
will result in cheaper gas prices. It is miss leading in that the promise of cheaper
prices must be compared to prices charged domestically before the export market
skyrocketed (that being $5/GJ), to the height of pricing in 2016 ‐ 2018 of $20/GJ; to
now between $8 to $12/GJ. What the price promise of AGL is, I am not aware, but in
any case, it must be compared to $5GJ. In any event, the imported gas will have to
contracted on the open international market, where the likes of our own gas
Producers such as Santos sell gas. Santos currently enjoys lucrative gas supply
contracts with the likes of Japan, but it will only be a matter of time before Japan,
like AGL is proposing now, to source cheaper supplies out of South Africa. Surely, it is
bordering on madness to sell our own Sovereign gas supplies overseas, only to then
turn around and import gas at what can only be at higher prices, due to the added
costs of the enormous infrastructure and logistics involved. So in the end, once the
swings and roundabouts of the domestic and international markets settle; the AGL
transfer plant will become redundant, but only after creating mass distruction and
disruption at Crib Point. No Sir, the AGL plant at Crib Point is not the answer. The
answer to the nirvana of consistent cheap, sustainable gas pricing, to support
growing population and industry corridors, is taking the harder road to establish a
whole of Australian market that is premised on supporting Australia. Yes, this is a
vexing thought, as it would involve Federal oversight of what is now a State
responsibilty, with all the commercial nuances and influences of today; that come
with Public Companies focused on profits. Please Sir, do not make and be forever
responsible for a mistake that will haunt future generations. I close in reminding you
of the crazy misadventure into damming The Gordon below Franklin River and the
disastrous damming of Lake Pedder; which the Tasmainian Government now seeks
to reverse!! Your sincerely, Bruce Beddoe Balnarring Beach.
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Submission by Jan Parker concerning the proposed AGL Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline
Project for Crib Point
My name is Jan Parker and I have been a constant and frequent visitor to Westernport Bay for the
past 20 years. I love this Bay and wetland area and all she has to offer.
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 many, wide ranging and complex reasons why I believe the proposed Gas Import Jetty and
Pipeline Project proposed by AGL is inappropriate and a major sacrifice for Western Port Bay and its
communities. It is impossible to address the myriad concerns in one private submission.
I choose to place emphasis and draw attention to a few key issues.
1.State and Federal Government responsibilities concerning Ramsar wetland site management in
Australia
As the Committee would be aware, there are a number of key obligations and responsibilities in
regards to the management of wetlands of international importance identified under the Ramsar
Convention.
A: Promote the conservation of Ramsar sites and wise use of wetlands.
B: Work with State Govt to promote the conservation of Ramsar sites and wise use of wetlands.
C: Participate in partnerships and implement agreements that seek to protect migratory species and
their flyways.
I believe that these key responsibilities would not be honoured if this project went ahead for the
following reasons.
Points A & B: It is universally recognised that wetlands, if wisely managed, are crucial in the capture
and sequestering of large amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. This wetland site performs that
function because of its extensive mangrove and saltmarsh populations. The conservation and
protection of this wetland area will be compromised severely should this Gas Project go ahead. The
Import Jetty Project will alter the intrinsic value, uniqueness and biodiversity of this wetland area,
including the mangroves and saltmarshes.
Point C: JAMBA, CAMBA and ROKAMBA are all agreements that the Australia has agreed to
participate in, for the protection and conservation of important wetland habitats. Furthermore,
Australia specifically is committed to migratory bird conservation through the Partnership for the
East Asian-Australasian Flyway.
The FSRU that will be permanently docked at Crib Point will require 24/7 lighting. Extensive
scientific research indicates that artificial night lighting directly affects the migratory, feeding and
resting patterns of migratory shorebirds in wetlands (even to distances several kilometres from the
source). The artificial lighting causes disorientation and disruption in circadian rhythms, foraging
strategies, affects stopover selection and can cause their death through collision. Also intermittent
or flashing lights flush out shorebirds and forces them to leave the area.
The limits of acceptable change to Ramsar listed wetlands are defined as ‘the variation that is
considered acceptable in a particular component or process of the ecological character of the
wetland, without indicating change in the ecological character that may lead to a reduction or loss of
the criteria for which the site was Ramsar listed.’
Criterion 1: 3: 5: and 6: for this Ramsar wetland site would be severely compromised by this project
leading to major changes in the ecological character of this site. In conclusion, I believe the Limits of
Acceptable Change may be breached.

2. The Cumulative Impact Assessment Report from APA Crib Point Pakenham Pipeline Project and
AGL Gas Import Jetty Project
I believe this Impact Report is not an honest, objective or scientifically un-biased assessment
concerning the environmental impacts of the proposed project. As the Committee would be aware,
Monarc Environmental and Jacobs Engineering were significantly involved in conducting and
formulating the majority of the Cumulative Environmental impact Assessment for this project.
Monarc Environmental are a division of Fyfe, an integrated engineering, planning, environment and
survey firm, whose key priority is their close association with the expansion of the Australian oil and
gas sector in Australia. Fyfe states that it now ‘stands alone as the leading Australian owned
integrated firm in the energy and resource sector’.
Since the mid 1990’s Fyfe has contributed to the success of many significant energy and resources
projects across Australia. They are specialists in delivering projects in pipeline production,
specifically gas and oil transmission pipelines.
Jacobs Engineering were also brought in as an assessor of environmental impacts pertaining to this
proposed project. Jacobs Engineering have business interests in gas projects in Australia.
In July 2018 Jacobs Engineering were appointed to an AusNet Services panel for 3 years that
involved undertaking engineering and design work for its regulated transmission of distribution
assets and delivery of new energy infrastructure. AusNet Services as we know, is the largest energy
delivery service business in Victoria and owns and operates A$11 billion of electricity and gas
distribution assets. AusNet says ‘Jacobs is one of our trusted partners in delivering new unregulated
infrastructure projects’
Clearly, utilising both of these companies to conduct an environmental impact study on a proposed
Gas Import Jetty represents a clear conflict of interest from both parties. Therefore it does not
constitute a genuine, truthful, independent un-biased environmental impact study by AGL.
One example:
Water quality and ecological characteristics of Western Port risk assessment on Page 11 of the
Cumulative Impacts Assessment Report
’Operationally, there will be no substantial and measurable change to the water quality of Western
Port. The determined water quality effects associated with the water discharge from the FSRU (i.e.
residual chlorine levels and reduced water temperature) are predicted to occur only within a small
area (restricted to an area approx. 200 metres north and south and 60m east and west’
On the contrary….As stated in the Ramsar (RIS) statement 1999 for Western Port, ‘the Bay has a
roughly annular water area surrounding French Island and two entrances which are substantially
closed off from the sea by Phillip Island. A proportion of the water mass is circulated in a clockwise
direction around French Island. In addition, some water, after completing a circuit around French
Island, may recycle around the island again. Thus, some of the material entering the Bay waters may
be retained for a considerable time before entering the open ocean. Because of this, biological
systems, especially the supply of oxygen, are probably more delicately poised than in other bays, for
example Port Phillip.’ This is a very Important distinction to be made in relation to the effects on
water quality and marine organisms from the high-powered expelling of 450,000,000 litres of icy
cold, chlorinated water from the FSRU into the Bay every day for 20 years. The impact modelling
offered by AGL is biased, incomplete and uncomprehensive.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws (clause 22 of The State Environment Protection Policy under
Waters) prohibits the discharge of wastewater into high conservation value areas such as
Westernport Bay.
AGL’s very poor track record on environmental issues in the past is widely documented. This current
action is yet another ploy by AGL to dodge and hide its environmental responsibilities.
This assessment should be completely disregarded and a new, independent, objective
environmental impact assessment study should be conducted before proceeding any further with
this proposal.

3. Tourism. The proposed re-gasification plant will actually have a negative impact on economic
development.
The loss of tourism and related economic benefits to Westernport Bay communities, far outweighs
the supposed $$ loss of growth by not putting the gas plant in. The unsightly presence of a
permanent, 300-metre-long FSRU along with its operational noise and lighting, the passage and
presence of 40 huge gas tankers (also 300 metres long) in the Bay per year, 24hr lighting of the
FSRU, noise and dust from 900 trucks per year, all diminishes the enjoyment of and visitation to
Western Port Bay by locals and visitors. If Westernport Bay is used to house this toxic, noisy, heavy
industry it will lead quickly and cumulatively to an extremely unhealthy waterway system causing
huge loss to the biodiversity of native flora and fauna of the wetlands. This will impact heavily upon
the mental and physical well-being of the communities who access these wetlands and contribute to
the mental distress and environmental grief of her visitors. It will completely undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland.
Subsequently, no-one will want to visit the entire area including Phillip Island. The loss to local
business and the $$$$$$ lost with a decrease in tourism will be very harmful to local tax paying
communities and to Victoria’s economy. Projected future development of the tourism industry to
this area would be severely curtailed.

4. AGL’s main rationale for implementing the Gas Import Jetty Project
AGL states that the Crib Point re-gasification project plan is of State significance because it responds
to the State Governments commitment to providing secure energy infrastructure and meeting the
demands associated with Victoria’s long-term growth aspirations.
It is clear that this project is a short-term fix only, to compensate for incredibly unwise decisions and
subsequent mismanagement by AGL of Victoria’s gas supply since 2015. There is no gas shortage in
Victoria, the shortfall comes from poor regulation of exports and lack of regulatory protective
frameworks for the Victorian domestic market. Even more concerning is that this FSRU is going to be
used to supply gas to other states rather than delivering just to Victoria. There are no long- term
growth benefits attached to this plan, merely short-term privatised gains whilst socialising the costs
and losses.
Much valuable time and energy has been lost in promoting this project to the detriment of a
concentration on a real long-term growth plan, that is the development of renewable, clean, green
energy for Victoria.
5. AGL believes it will support and contribute to economic development in Melbourne by
increasing market competition in the energy sector and provide employment opportunities
associated with project delivery and operation.
AGL’s increase in market competition in the energy sector merely means increased prices that are
subsequently passed on to the consumers.
Furthermore, only 40 jobs would be created during the operational time over 20 years. Not what I
would consider economic development.
6. AGL claims the re-gasification unit will place downward pressure on gas prices. It is widely
recognised and understood that the LNG will be imported at high international rates that will be
passed on to consumers. And, as confirmed by Macquarie Bank’s analysis of gas import terminals
effects, prices will most probably be driven up. Again private gains whilst socialising the costs and
losses.

7. AGL claims this Project is contributing to a transition to renewable energy sources.
This re-gasification plant merely weakens the move toward renewable energy for Victoria as it
diverts valuable intellectual thought and resources from moving towards a clean, sustainable energy
future. How does a toxic re-gasification plant help with transition to a low-carbon economy??
It is time for a change in Victoria, indeed Australia in a post Covid 19 world. It is not business as
usual.
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.
I believe there is a great passion for and strength within Victorian communities to develop local,
climate sensitive, green energy networks that are not reliant upon international markets nor the
fossil fuel industry. Your communities are thinking globally about climate change by acting locally.
This is an enormous opportunity to be visionary and unique in economic strategies towards a
sustainable future. That does not involve gas!
In closing, there are too many unanswered questions, deceptions and biased opaque reports
concerning the environmental impacts and usefulness of this proposed Gas project within the EES.
There are also too many risks and sacrifices to local communities and wetlands. I wholeheartedly
oppose this Project.
Again, 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 proposal.
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To walk in an environment that aids well being is an asset that is worth preserving…

• Why is a Beach Walk One of the Best Health Upgrades? Let’s
find out......
We need look no further than a visit to the local beach to know that the best things in life really are free!
You know the feeling … you secure a beachside carpark, throw open your door, set foot on the sand, inhale deeply
and smile.
Well, as it turns out, there are a number of scientific reasons contributing to your coastal happiness at any one time.
Read on to find out how a beach visit can benefit your mind, body and soul.

The waves are delivering a powerful positivistic boost!
The constant falling and splashing of the ocean generates negatively charged ions, which are an essential aide for
good health.
The abundance of positively charged molecules in our daily lives is a consequence of the many electronics we store
and use in our homes and offices.
But the good news is that negatively charged ions, which can help to cancel out the impact and kill germs, are
plentiful in natural settings alongside fresh, flowing water such as rivers, streams, oceans and waterfalls.
In stark contrast to an office environment, which may range from zero to a few hundred negative ions per cubic
centimetre, an active ocean can deliver as many as tens of thousands in the same small area!

It’s an ideal location to “ground” ourselves
While our ancestors spent much more time outdoors and barefoot, our modern lives have us regularly indoors, in
shoes and increasingly exposed to electromagnetic radiation.
Walking barefoot in the sand – particularly damp or wet sand - is one of the simplest and most enjoyable ways that
we can reconnect (or “ground”) ourselves with nature.
Studies highlight the connection between enabling our bodies to absorb the earth’s electrical energy through our feet
and cancelling out the positive electrons and free radicals that have built up in our bodies.
Freeing ourselves from the confines of shoes also gives us a stimulating massage for the thousands of nerve endings
in our feet as the sand conforms to the shape of our toes and arches.

The expansive scenery prompts self-reflection
Nature’s beauty has an uncanny ability to remind us of just how small we really are
By prompting our thoughts, the beauty of the beach allows us to become introspective, and when examining ourselves
more closely, we have the opportunity to celebrate our strengths, acknowledge our negative patterns, refine or renew
our focus, detach from things we can’t control, define our personal aspirations and make the commitment to
necessary shifts to ensure our happiness and wellbeing.

The fresh air nurtures our parasympathetic nervous system
The “deep breathing” instinct that overcomes us on arrival at the beach is a reaction to the improved air quality at the
beach. But the benefits don’t stop there…
Deep breathing is celebrated for its effects on our parasympathetic nervous system.
In times of stress, our heart rate and respiration rapidly increase as our sympathetic nervous system takes over.
By deep breathing through stress, we can convince the body that it is safe from immediate danger and assist the
parasympathetic nervous system to regain control.
Alternate breaths of the fresh ocean air between breathing in for two seconds, holding for six seconds and releasing over
seven seconds for the biggest impact.

The sunshine is feeding you vital nutrients
Vitamin D is a fat-soluble vitamin and it differs from other vitamins because it is primarily created by our
bodies when we are exposed to sunlight. In fact, 80 to 100 percent of the vitamin D we need comes from
the sun!
Many studies highlight the distinct links between Vitamin D deficiency and illnesses including (but not limited to)
cancer, obesity, high blood pressure, heart disease, diabetes, depression and autoimmune diseases like multiple
sclerosis.
Vitamin D is actually more like a hormone than a vitamin, regulating hundreds of different pathways in our bodies.
Furthermore, alongside thyroid hormones, is one of only two hormones required by every cell in our body.

By slightly increasing our direct exposure to sunlight (without sunscreen), we can enjoy improved metabolism, bone
strength and organ function, enjoy better sleep and inhibit illness and disease.
While the colour of our skin and our location in the world will vary, a general guide to healthy sun exposure for
increased Vitamin D production is between 10 and 45 minutes a day.
If you absolutely cannot go without sunscreen (even for a little while), try applying it to the face and hands, but not
the remainder of the body during this short window of time. This will leave enough unexposed skin to properly create
the Vitamin D that you need.

Swimming in the ocean bathes away your woes
If you are feeling off, experiencing aches, have a wound or need an energy boost, the ocean may be your one-stop “fix
it” shop.
Seawater contains vital elements, vitamins, mineral salts, trace elements, amino acids and living microorganisms that
produce antibiotic and antibacterial effects and promote a healthy immune system.
Swimming in seawater reportedly activates the body’s healing mechanisms to fight conditions including asthma,
arthritis, bronchitis and inflammatory diseases, as well as common aches and pains. The restoration of mineral levels
also supports the establishment of a healthy circulatory system.
Magnesium-rich seawater is also said to have muscle relaxing and seep-inducing abilities, as it promotes calmness by
relieving nervous tension. Magnesium is also a powerful nutrient for skin hydration.
Our hair, nails and hormone levels all benefit from swimming in the ocean, due to the iodine content. This essential
supplement is absorbed through the skin during your dip and is also understood to significantly boost the function of
the thyroid.

Personally I would be lost both emotionally and spiritually. My mental health continues to improve whenever I
am able to spend time at Crib Point and the delightful Woolly’s beach. One of the precious aspects of the
Westernport Bay is the fact there before our very eyes is an environment that is on par with areas of the great
barrier reef, this is beyond amazing, to abuse and destroy this would be nothing short of negligence to both the
environs and we the admirers.
Thank you for the time you have taken to read my submission..I am keen to see the AGL application be
dismissed and the company be made to stop their destruction of precious natural environments and farm lands.

Many thanks
Sue O’Brien
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AGL plans to dump toxic wastewater, breaching Victorian laws, while its Environment
Effect Statement does not properly address the risk of oil spills. This is a primary
opportunity to protect our wetlands for future generations and the environment.
Westernport Bay is home to a staggering 1350 species and it’s biodiversity is under
threat. The bay is home to seals, penguins, dolphins, migratory Southern Right and
Humpback Whales, Weedy Sea Dragons and Hooded Plovers We also should not be
investing in antiquated and obsolete fossil fuel projects in Victoria. Instead, AGL
should invest more in renewables and support consumers to move away from gas, as
is the case internationally. Furthermore, this project is not consistent with what we
need to do to create a safe climate. Energy transition is making gas obsolete, and
AGL’s rationale for the project ignores what we can and need to do to reduce our gas
usage in Victoria. Time for Victoria to lead the way in investing in proven,
inexpensive, clean renewables.
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Submission: Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project I have very serious concerns about
the impact that the AGL Gas Import and Pipeline Project will have on the health of
our beautiful Westernport Bay. As an educator of our younger generations, I see it
as my duty to teach them the values of protecting our ocean and the animals within.
I want them to grow up in a world where they can trust the adults who made these
decisions and that many people standing up for what they believe in, can make a real
change. It would break many hearts and minds if this plan goes ahead. You can stop
that happening. AGL have a dirty plan to turn Westernport Bay into a massive gas
import terminal. This would spell disaster for the animals, birds and marine life that
call it home, and increase climate pollution from more dirty fossil fuels we don’t
need. Westernport’s wetlands protect endangered species, store carbon, act as a
nursery for many fish species and filter run‐off. The mangroves and seagrass beds are
fundamental to the bay’s health which in turn supports recreational fishing, tourism,
aquaculture, countless forms of wildlife—and our own wellbeing. If the plans do get
approved, Westernport Bay will be forever changed. It will no longer a wetland
sanctuary but one of Australia’s biggest gas import terminals. From my
understanding, 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 negatively 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 that
Western Port Bay their home. To halt the AGL pipeline would be a life changing
decision that would show a genuine commitment to the health and welfare of our
bay, oceans and future generations. You can be a part of stopping this horrible plan
and save thousands of innocent animals who only have us, to speak for them, to
stand up for them. Be their voice and make the change that could save their lives.

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

Felicity Crombach

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

AGL_submission.d

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I have uploaded my submission

189

I am very concerned about AGL’s proposed Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project that
would supply imported natural gas into the south-eastern Australian states for industrial,
commercial and residential gas customers, meeting a purported domestic gas supply shortfall and
aiming to improve gas supply certainty. Gas is a fossil fuel and contributes greatly to global warming.
For this reason I believe that we should take this opportunity to improve the infrastructure of
renewable energy, making it the mainstream energy for the nation. So the infrastructure would
consist of distribution as well as storage and emergency production.
As the gas would be transported as liquified natural gas (LNG), most likely from overseas, transferred
to another ship (a floating storage and regasification unit - FSRU) where it would be converted back
into gas and then piped into the Victorian Transmission System via a new gas pipeline approximately
57km long, east of Pakenham, this is also concerning. The FSRU would be continuously moored at
Crib Point Jetty. Depending on demand, between 12 to 40 LNG ships per year would moor alongside
the FSRU to resupply it with LNG. On the basis of research carried out by Darebin Climate Action
Now, I agree with their deduction that there are 3 key reasons why this development should not
proceed:
• The significant environmental damage it would cause
• Its significant contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, increasing the severity of climate change
• Clear evidence that demand reduction measures can eliminate the anticipated shortfall in gas
supply and remove the need for this development, leaving it as a stranded asset.
Environmental damage
The development proposed by AGL represents a substantial industrialisation of Western Port, with
up to 40 additional large LNG carrier ships daily in the existing shipping channels, and a 300-metre
long gas storage ship (FSRU) moored permanently at Crib Point. The FSRU would intake and
discharge seawater for ‘a range of purposes’. The discharged seawater back in to Western Port
would be 5 degrees warmer than Westernport water and would include chlorine-produced oxidants.
The potential impacts on marine life and risks posed by increased shipping, fuel spills, chlorine and
possible accidents represent serious threats to the internationally recognised Western Port Ramsar
Wetlands (959,955.05 hectares).
This is an extensive site with rich biological diversity including migratory birds, sea-grasses,
saltmarsh, mangroves, fish and marine mammals. It is a dynamic, sensitive environment. Three
national parks are situated within the Westernport area. All of these would be put at unreasonable
risk by the proposed development. The ecosystem of Western Port is already facing severe threats
from climate change. Impacts such as increasing water-surface temperature and sea levels, reduced
rainfall and increasing intensity of heatwaves are just some of the well-documented effects of
climate change which would be exacerbated by this development. The proposed development
presents an unacceptable level of risk to the health and very survival of ecosystems in the Ramsar
site, and the Bay overall.
Contribution to greenhouse gas emissions
Vested interests (banks, mining corporations and fossil fuel corporations) as well as the
Commonwealth Government’s National Covid-19 Coordination Commission (NCCC) are currently
pushing the idea of a ‘gas-led’ economic recovery and promoting gas as a ‘transition fuel’ in the
critically important shift to renewable energy needed to avoid the worst impacts of climate change.
Proponents argue that it has less impact on climate change than other fossil fuels. This is

demonstrably fallacious. Over a 20-year timeframe, gas has 2.3 times the global warming impact per
unit energy as coal. Natural gas consists mostly of methane. As a greenhouse gas, methane is about
85 times as potent as CO2. The gas that would be imported would have already released greenhouse
gases into the atmosphere, exacerbating climate change.
If it is extracted through fracking, large volumes of water, laced with chemicals, are forced into the
shale rock. As the water returns to the surface over days to weeks, it is accompanied by methane
that escapes into the air(1) .
When used in an electric power plant, natural gas substantially increases, rather than decreases,
global warming (by increasing CO2e) (2 ) compared with coal over a 20- year time frame. Over a 20year time frame, the CO2e from using natural gas is 2.3 and 2.8 times that using coal. When used for
heating and transportation, the CO2e emissions from natural gas are higher than other fossil fuels.
Although emissions from gas use are less harmful than those from coal, model simulations in the
United States suggest that emissions from natural gas sources may cause 5,000 to 10,000 premature
mortalities each year in the U.S. from air pollution. (3)
A recent report by the Australia Institute(4) found the gas industry is a very poor target for stimulus
and recovery spending, as it provides few jobs, pays little tax and would lock in decades of high
emissions and high energy prices. It shows that the gas industry is one of the least labour intensive
industries in Australia, providing around one eighth as many jobs per dollar spent as the average for
all Australian industries. Investing recovery funds in virtually any other industry would create more
jobs. Subsidising gas will also displace renewable energy and lower cost-efficient electrical
alternatives to gas for our households, businesses and industry that can be run by renewable energy.
This will lock Australia into both higher emissions and higher energy prices for decades to come.
Increasing the production and supply of gas will only increase greenhouse emissions at a time when
it is critically important to reduce them dramatically and move quickly to new zero emissions.
1 Howarth, R.W. (2019) Is shale gas a major driver of recent increase in global atmospheric methane,
2 CO2e means “carbon dioxide equivalent emissions per unit energy produced”
3 Mark Z. Jacobson (2020). Evaluation of Coal and Natural Gas With Carbon Capture as Proposed Solutions to
Global Warming, Air Pollution, and Energy Security. Cambridge University Press,
https://web.stanford.edu/group/efmh/jacobson/WWSBook/WWSBook.html
4 https://www.tai.org.au/sites/default/files/P908 Gas-fired backfire %5Bweb%5D_0.pdf
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To whom it will concern ,i wish to express my absolute opposition to this
project ,based on the following reasons ,eg environmental impact on the ecology of
the surrounding area particularly the waters in and around the proposed site ,the
dumping of chlorinated water i find it shocking ,this bay has a very large tidal water
flow ,the chlorinated water would be carried to all parts of the bay ,affecting
breeding grounds for fish stocks ,that intern would be detrimental to the bird life
that rely on fish and crustaceans for their existence ,this would also affect the
seasonal migratory fish stocks of which recreational fisherman get a lot of pleasure
from ,also setting up an exclusion area to the public is an absolute affront to a very
beautiful area that has bean enjoyed by countless fisherman and residence ,why
should we allow all this to be put at risk ,any amount of guarantees are absolutely
worthless in the event of an ecological disaster ,now i focus my concerns as to the
impact on all crib point residence of which reside here for the pease and tranquility
away from industry ,furthermore this project will not contribute to any significant
employment or any benefit to the local communities ,there is also fears of accidental
explosions contributing to a local inferno ,as we the local residents have had to
endure during the past five years ,it is too much to contemplate .this project should
not be considered in any way , it is the overwhelming feeling of all residence that
they have grave concerns and opposition to this proposal ,my last plea to agl is go
away and take your boat with you
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AGL GAS IMPORT TERMINAL – Objections, August 2020
Having spent many holidays at Phillip Island, I make the following objections to a development that
would impact and potentially put at risk the natural beauty and balance of ecosystems of the entire
Westernport region.
Protect what we have:
We live on one planet, which may seem a fanciful statement… for the foreseeable future anyway.
Should we even have our sights on another planet, it’s both a long way off in time and distance for us
to safely access it. So this means looking after our own planet Earth becomes our absolute priority
now, today and actually forever more. We should think twice…reducing negative impacts on our
planet.
None of us can take this issue lightly. Whether within our own backyard or within the great expanses
of our international lands, the consequences of mismanagement or accidents within our environment
would be catastrophic.
Consequences of risks and with developments of this industrial scale:
If we don’t all look after our environment, nurture it, protect it and plan for its safety, we will end up
with
1. Unsightly and unnecessary over development on our shores that spoils the view to anyone
within sight,
2. Excessive and unnecessary noise and increased waste pollution from the development;
3. Localised pollution and environmental devastation due to the new development of this
terminal;
4. Increased risks to pollution and or irreversible damage to Westernport Bay, local ecosystems,
animals that frequent this region (both land and water) and locals that call this region home.
Should something go wrong, an uncontrolled release of Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) poses a
catastrophic hazard of explosion and or fire. The larger the natural gas movement and storage
quantity, the larger the explosion risk.
Proof of consequences from Port accidents:
And we all know accidents happen. They can be triggered by human error, or from naturally occuring
events, or even a combination of both.
Examples:
1. The afternoon of 4 August 2020, where 2 extremely powerful explosions at Lebanon’s Beirut
port caused at least 177 deaths, 6,000 injuries, and billions of dollars in property damage.
Approximately
300,000
people
were
left
homeless
(as
reported
in
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2020_Beirut_explosion). The cause of this accidental event is
almost irrelevant. But the risk of a similar devastation is of relevance to us here….and proof
of dire consequences when things can and do go wrong with industrial quantities of high risk
materials.
2. “Following a major earthquake, a 15-metre tsunami disabled the power supply and cooling of
three Fukushima Daiichi reactors, causing a nuclear accident on 11 March 2011. All three cores
largely melted in the first three days. The accident was rated 7 on the INES scale, due to high
radioactive releases over days 4 to 6, eventually a total of some 940 PBq (I-131 eq).…. Official

figures show that there have been 2259 disaster-related deaths”. Quoted from
https://www.world-nuclear.org/information-library/safety-and-security/safety-of-plants/fukushimadaiichiaccident.aspx#:~:text=Following%20a%20major%20earthquake%2C%20a,in%20the%20first%20three
%20days.

What are we actually protecting or putting at risk:
Any daily outputs of chlorine will immediately imbalance the waters which affect marine life, but AGL
itself concedes that by importing LNG would have a 20% increase to pollution when compared to
locally sourced gas. Plus, accidental damage processing the gas could negatively impact 263km’s of
Westernport shore line which includes townships such as Hastings, Tooradin, San Remo and Cowes.
Impacts would include Phillip Island and French Island, with Westernport frequented by Australian fur
seals, whales, dolphins, penguins and other migratory waders and seabirds. Westernport is also listed
under the Ramsar Convention as a wetland of international significance. Potential damage would also
impact inflows up the Bunyip River, Lang Lang River, Bass River and Cardinia Creek, and any regions
affected within the outflow into Bass Straight.
Do we really need a new Port for a Gas Pipeline at this location:
Remember that Australia’s natural resources are abundant in natural gas, being our 3rd largest energy
resource after coal and uranium, as per gas facts and figures noted on apga.org.au. According to these
facts, even though from 2016-17, Australia exports natural gas to Japan, China, South Korea, Tawain,
Malaysia, India and other countries. WE THEREFORE COULD TRANSPORT AUSTRALIAN SOURCED
NATURAL GAS BY OTHER MEANS, NOT REQUIRING A NEWLY DEVELOPED GAS PIPELINE IMPORT
TERMINAL AT CRIB POINT. BY DOING SO, WE ALSO REDUCE UNNECESSARY POLLUTION BY
PROCESSING IMPORTED LNG.
Does the gas import terminal development benefits outweigh the risk to the locals it is meant to
service and the local environment it could devastate:
AGL is only partly Australian owned, is a business and therefore driven by providing a service for profit.
Any such supply of an industrial gas supply contract will impact this area with pollution 20% higher
than locally sourced gas, with absolutely no guarantee of being accident free, or guarantee to avoid
other negative impacts to the region either during set up or in its lifetime of service. Do we really want
to introduce unnecessary pollution or risk any organisation to develop this port with so much on the
line for so many, and for such a naturally beautiful Bay? We risk so much.
Conclusion:
If we develop every possible inch of our country and shores as an easy solution to supply of any goods,
we open our doors to unnecessary over development. Westernport is a natural wonder worth
protecting. We can resolve our energy means by other means, even with alternative of solar power,
thereby retaining the natural balance of ecosystems within the area. We need to be discerning,
resistant to easy ticks to development that risk so much.
Let’s look further for solutions to access our own natural gas supply, rather than importing from
international suppliers from unknown sources. We don’t need a Crib Point gas import terminal.
We both (you and I) have the power to protect this precious area, and transport gas to existing port
facilities elsewhere, and or from more traditional road (or rail?) transport options.

Let us please find another solution.
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I had the pleasure of working as a bushland regenerator for many years on the
beautiful Mornington Peninsular, often around Crib Point. I'm gob‐smacked that the
proposal for a floating LNG hub could be entertained in such an environmental
significant location. If constructed the pipeline for the plant would: ‐ destroy 15
hectares of native vegetation ‐ push the nationally‐endangered Southern Brown
Bandicoot (listed under the EPBC Act) closer to local extinction ‐ stuff up
Warringine Park, a lovely bushland reserve. And that's just for starters. I believe the
surveys to date have been insufficient, leading to community members needing to do
their own research of flora and fauna impacts. Please protect the peninsula and
Westernport ‐ reject this harmful facility. Thank you for considering my submission.
Warwick Sprawson
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Please listen to your conscience. You must know there are too many dangers in
regard to this massive project. Local tesidents should also be considered.
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We want to move away from fossil fuels so the AGL proposal for a floating gas facility
at Crib point is unacceptable. It will become a stranded asset ‐ tax payers do not
want to pay for such an asset...Gas is mostly methane and is a very powerful
greenhouse gas trapping heat around the planet. The Victorian and Federal
Government should be investing in green energy such as solar, wind, hydro and wave
power. Consumers and industry need to be encouraged to reduce their energy
usage. We have to learn to consume less in order to protect our planet. The AGL
proposal goes against this and threatens to damage the precious and varied marine
ecology around Crib point.
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Submission is provided on attachment

Wednesday, 19 August 2020

Bronwyn Elmore
Warrandyte VIC 3113

Personal Submission to Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee for AGL gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project.
My name is Bronwyn Elmore and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I cherish Westernport Bay, a Ramsar listed site of international significance, for the unique qualities
of its terrestrial and marine flora and fauna, its cultural heritage, recreational opportunities and its
scenic values.
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, including the plan to dump millions of litres of chlorinated
seawater into the bay, but the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse
gas emissions in Victoria if this project is allowed to proceed.
The Victorian Climate Change Act 2016 commits Victoria to a target of net zero emissions by 2050.
This requires the electrification of our economy and switching to clean, renewable energy sources.
Any new gas projects are simply not compatible with this commitment.
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.
Gas is more carbon polluting than coal if methane leakage throughout the whole gas supply chain
is above 3.2 per cent. Recent studies have shown that we have previously underestimated how
much methane is released to the atmosphere during gas production. It has been found that
onshore gas fields in the United States have levels of leakage of 2-17 per cent. Despite these
findings the Australian gas industry and federal government report far lower emission intensities for
unconventional gas emissions based on default emissions factors rather than on reliable
measurements. Gas is not a climate solution.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands must 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.

1 of 2

I am also concerned that 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. 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.
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. The
combination of the the poor impact assessments provided by AGL and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements means that the AGL proposal should not be allowed
to proceed.
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. The AGL proposal for the gas import terminal and
pipeline simply just doesn't stack up.

Yours Sincerely,

Bronwyn Elmore
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Dear Team, The project is too risky on just so many fronts. The idea of hauling
liquified gas container ships into shallow Westernport Bay and the risk they pose
once docked is too risky to consider in such an important and fragile environment. A
leak or larger accident concerning one of the ships could decimate local sea life
damaging not only local economies but the future of the environment's health itself.
Apart from the immediate risk these large ships and their dangerous cargoes pose to
the environment, the idea of then pumping gas from, again, a fragile and important
environment through pipelines all the way to Pakenham is fraught with real and
inescapable risk. Of course plans are made to prevent accidents occurring, but should
an accident occur the hindsight view would clearly be that such a pipeline should
never have been considered in the first place. Moreover, that the gas to in question
is to be sourced from fracking makes the entire project untenable. Fracking as a
source of extracting gas is extremely unpopular within the general community and
with good reason. The inadvertent and frequent environmental damage caused
around the country and internationally from this practice has pointed to it being
considered enormously risky and the damages long lasting. The projects three main
components are all considerable as high risk activities. 1. Ships too large for the
shallowness of the Bay which may result in the need for future dredging (itself an
extremely damaging and risky activity), and carrying a cargo that even when spilled in
small amounts points to wide scale damage. A large accident, no matter how
inadvertent, would devastate this pristine area, an area which is an important source
of tourism income and of important environmental significance. The risk is too great
to be acceptable. 2. The pipeline itself presents enormous interruption and damage
to local farmland areas (very important foodbowl areas) and creates permanent risk
of spillage once established. The risk is too great to be acceptable. 3. The gas is to be
sourced from fracking ‐ fracking is enormously controversial and the public are
largely against its use anywhere within Victoria. While risk mitigation practices would
be in place, where they fail the risk to the local environment would be catastrophic.
The risk is too great to be acceptable. I hope this submission assists in helping what
I, and all who I have spoken to, feel about this proposal. It is a project that is as
unnecessary as it is risky and should not proceed. The Westernport Bay is too
important for the local residents, for tourism, for Victoria, and for Australia to risk
over what appears to be a project that could fail at so many positions along its
continuing journey. Such a project would be considered shameful if permitted to
proceed and an accident to occur, which is a very real and also very likely result, as
there are so many components where failure could occur and disastrously so.
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AGL's proposal should be refused as it doesn't adequately address the climate
emergency. Also it will have the following impacts, none of which are acceptable: *
Native vegetation removed to make way for the pipeline will involve the direct loss
of 15 hectares of native vegetation – almost half of which is endangered vegetation
types. * The project has the potential to impact on large number of over 42
threatened species *The existence and ongoing maintenance of this pipeline is a
serious threat to the survival of the nationally‐endangered Southern Brown
Bandicoot (listed under the EPBC Act). * The pipeline directly impacts on one of only
four populations in Victoria of the threatened Merran’s Sun‐orchid and is proposed
to go through Warringine Park, a covenanted Council reserve of > 100 hectares
between Hastings and Crib Point. * Possible major oil spill – such as the Iron Barren
spill in the Tamar Estuary in 1995. * Possible major gas release or gas explosion
incident – such as the ethane pipeline rupture in Port Phillip Bay in 2008. * Marine
pest invasions with permanent alterations of ecosystems – such as Japanese Kelp or
Northern Pacific Sea Stars, which have devastated swathes of habitat types in Port
Phillip Bay already * Both impact assessment reports dismiss the potential for
impacts on wetland birds and Ramsar wetlands of international importance
(recognised for containing representative, rare or unique wetlands, or wetlands that
are important for conserving biological diversity) by saying that because they are not
in the direct project vicinity, they will not be impacted. It is well known that wetland
birds have sensitivities to disturbance i.e. visual light, noise and predators. These
disturbances can alter behaviours and translate to a reduction in energy reserves for
the animals. Any depression of prey populations from other environmental impacts
can also have an immediate effect on the survivorship of birds, particularly those
breeding or building reserves for migration. * Chlorine released from the discharge
points on the FSRU ship at its peak will release up to 47 kg/day and will be releasing
100 micrograms per litre, when the safe levels to protect 99% of species is set at just
6 micrograms per litre. This is over 16 times higher than safe levels for marine
waters. The EES does not address how these toxicants can travel to other ecological
sensitive areas, for example with the movements of tides. * For all the types of
marine and wetland impacts that could occur, the EES does not provide enough
supporting evidence for its predictions, and therefore it downplays major issues,
such as toxicants, oil spills and marine pests * The EES states that impacts from the
project will only be in the ‘general project area’, but there is no science to support
this claim, or to say that there will not be further impacts further away * Whale
strikes and disturbance from additional shipping not properly assessed, eg
SouthernRight Whales
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Hi I am 61 years old so I remember when the Crib point was first developed for the
BHP cold rolling mill and the Alcoa aluminium smelter. This development only
allowed on an explicit absolute guarantee that this was the first, last and only
industrial development that would ever be allowed on this site and/or in Western
port bay. This development was allowed despite the fact that, at the time, people
were extremely concerned about the effect that it would have on the vital sea grass
environment which supports a large proportion of the fisheries in the area as well as
the threatened wetlands and the fragile environment in areas like the north side of
French Island. Nothing has changed since then. To human beings something that
happened 50 odd years ago is in the dim distant history and can therefore be written
of as irrelevant to the modern world. The fact is that in the environmental world,
where time frames are measured in millions of years, this time frame is barely a blip.
The constant drip, drip, drip of ever increasing development and industrialisation has
already led Australia to have the highest extinction rate of any continent on earth.
Ours is a highly evolved, highly integrated ecosystem in which apparently small
changes can lead to huge and irreversible changes. The tendency of human beings to
want to constantly build more changes into areas which are already over stressed is a
big part of this. It is also true that ours is the oldest and most fragile continent on
earth and so things that might be "reasonable" in other locations, on other, newer
continental landmasses, are entirely unsustainable on our tired worn out landmass. I
stand entirely against this development and indeed argue that it is well beyond time
for us to begin to reduce our impact on the environment. The fact that this means
we can do less and must reduce our population and our environmental footprint is
not my fault. The laws of physics are non negotiable and any suggestion to the
contrary is delusional wish thinking at best but more likely plain blind stupidity. If we
continue on the route that this development exemplifies our children and the planet
as a whole will pay dearly in the coming decades. I may not live to see the
catastrophe but my children certainly will.
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I oppose the proposal by AGL to construct a gas import terminal at Crib Point or
anywhere else on Western Port Bay. There are many grounds on which this jetty and
associated infrastructure can be opposed. I will state only one. Gas is a fossil fuel and
its consumption contributes to global warming. Australia should be phasing out all
fossil fuel usage and contributing to the reduction of its use worldwide. Currently
Australia exports 80% of the gas it extracts. This means that the domestic prices for
gas usage are effectively set by international market prices. So, gas usage is to be
steeply reduced for both global and domestic reasons. Yet AGL proposes to build this
new facility to receive liquid gas from huge tankers, to process it at Crib Point into
pure gas for piping to Pakenham, presumably to be fed into the Melbourne
distribution scheme. In The Age on 17th August reporter Nick Toscano acknowledges
that AGL is already Australia's leading investor in renewable energy but also notes
that the company is our '... largest emitter of carbon dioxide, accounting for 8.1 per
cent of total emissions.' He quotes the CEO of AGL, Brett Redman, as saying that the
company needs to support its present (thermal power) customers '... but I also
believe we have to lean into a future which is different.' Building a massive and
expensive new port and gas conversion plant is surely not leaning into the future!
Quite apart from all the environmental and community reasons for opposition to this
proposal I would argue that it should not be permitted since it goes against
Australia's compulsion to reduce the world's use of fossil fuels and its need to rapidly
boost domestic renewable energy production.

I oppose the proposal by AGL to construct a gas import terminal at Crib Point or
anywhere else on Western Port Bay. There are many grounds on which this jetty
and associated infrastructure can be opposed. I will state only one. Gas is a fossil
fuel and its consumption contributes to global warming. Australia should be
phasing out all fossil fuel usage and contributing to the reduction of its use
worldwide. Currently Australia exports 80% of the gas it extracts. This means
that the domestic prices for gas usage are effectively set by international market
prices. So, gas usage is to be steeply reduced for both global and domestic
reasons. Yet AGL proposes to build this new facility to receive liquid gas from
huge tankers, to process it at Crib Point into pure gas for piping to Pakenham,
presumably to be fed into the Melbourne distribution scheme. In The Age on
17th August reporter Nick Toscano acknowledges that AGL is already Australia's
leading investor in renewable energy but also notes that the company is our '...
largest emitter of carbon dioxide, accounting for 8.1 per cent of total emissions.'
He quotes the CEO of AGL, Brett Redman, as saying that the company needs to
support its present (thermal power) customers '... but I also believe we have to
lean into a future which is different.' Building a massive and expensive new port
and gas conversion plant is surely not leaning into the future!
Quite apart from all the environmental and community reasons for opposition to
this proposal I would argue that it should not be permitted since it goes against
Australia's compulsion to reduce the world's use of fossil fuels and its need to
rapidly boost domestic renewable energy production.
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AGL’s plan for a massive Gas Import Facility for Crib Point.
I wish to protest very strongly about this proposal being put forth by AGL for the
following reasons:
AGL’s environmental assessment reports inadequately consider and understate
the risks of explosions and ship collisions; impact on sensitive marine
communities and listed species such as whales; impact on wetland habitat and
water birds that are critical values of Westernport Bay’s Ramsar Site; and the
release of higher than safe levels of chlorine into the marine environment.
There are both Terrestrial and Marine impacts for such a proposal:

1. TERRESTRIAL IMPACTS – from construction of an almost 60kilometre pipeline from Crib Point to Pakenham.
•
•

•

•
•

Native vegetation removed to make way for the pipeline will involve the
direct loss of 15 hectares of native vegetation – almost half of which is
endangered vegetation types.
The project has the potential to impact on large number of threatened
species, including:
- 9 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act listed
species,
- 13 Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act listed species;
- 30 Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning Advisory List
species.
The existence and ongoing maintenance of this pipeline is a serious threat
to the survival of the nationally-endangered Southern Brown Bandicoot
(listed under the EPBC Act) that has received major investments by
governments and the community over a long period time. The project will
directly result in removal of vegetation from sites of likely habitat of the
Southern Brown Bandicoot.
The pipeline directly impacts on one of only four populations in Victoria of
the threatened Merran’s Sun-orchid.
The pipeline is proposed to go through Warringine Park, a covenanted
Council Reserve between Hastings and Crib Point.

2. MARINE IMPACTS – from LNG floating gas facility involving 300metre long storage ship (FSRU) at Crib Point, and up to 40 additional
ships into Westernport Bay per year.
•

The EES fails to directly address catastrophic threats and events, particularly when similar
events have occurred previously in the region, for example:

Major oil spill – such as the Iron Barren spill in the Tamar Estuary in 1995. Although the FSRU and
supply vessels may not carry large quantities of fuel, their operations interact with tankers that do, especially
given tankers will pass the FSRU to get to Long Island Point.

Gas release or gas explosion incident – such as the ethane pipeline rupture in Port Phillip Bay in 2008.
Although the ethane rupture event did not lead to catastrophic outcomes, it proves that events such as this can
occur and are not necessarily rare or unlikely.
Marine pest invasions with permanent alterations of ecosystems – such as Japanese Kelp or Northern
Pacific Sea Stars, which have already devastated swathes of habitat types in Port Phillip Bay.

•
•
•
•
•

Additional ships into Westernport Bay may increase shipping activity by up to 40% every
year. This increases the risk of these events significantly, as well as the risk of ships
grounding on sensitive habitats.
It should be openly acknowledged and planned for that the FSRU introduces additional
(cumulative) incident risk in Westernport Bay.
Wetland birds and Ramsar values have been ignored.
Chlorine discharge.
Lack of assessment for significant marine species – whales, dolphins and others.

I urge that another site be found for such a faculty that does
not have such a potential cause industrialisation of
Westernport Bay.
Dr Rosalind Steel.
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Submission for the EES AGL Gas Import Jetty & Pipeline Project, July 2020 As a local
person I think AGL's proposed floating storage terminal at Crib Point is a potential
disaster for the local people and other Australians, for their pristine environment
which they enjoy as it is. We have grown to appreciate the fragile marine ecosystem
with the humpback, southern right whales and dolphins that come in increasing
numbers into the bay, sometimes near to Crib Point. The electro chlorination process
of this vessel has the potential of significant impact, to kill or harm marine habitat,
marine life and bird life which are all linked together in this eco system of Western
Port Bay and are all highly sensitive to their environment. The chlorine being
discharged out of the six discharge ports on the vessel at 0.1 mg/ L would have
significant impact on the Plankton and small marine life, then that impact moving up
the marine food chain. Discharge of wastewater is prohibited in high conservation
Ramsar areas. ( SEPP waters clause 22 ). The tidal and shallow nature of the Western
Port Bay on either side of the Crib Point Jetty and in other protected Ramsar areas of
the bay would be affected by the chlorine and chilled sterilized water discharged
from the vessel and have significant impact on the marine habitat, marine life and
bird life over 20 years. This experimental destructive process to the aquatic
environment on a grand scale, would not be confined to a single mixing zone area. It
would spread around Ramsar marine areas and wetlands of Westernport Bay. It
would go against the EPBC Act. AGL said this project cannot go wrong but there is
no guarantee that human error will not occur in the life of this gas terminal and
pipeline, in running it and in the monitoring process. AGL has not got a good record
in being sensitive to the environment and cannot be trusted to run a gas terminal in a
Ramsar sensitive ecosystem. AGL has been fined numerously up to $7 million and
above, in penalties since 2003 for incompetence & deception. The FSRU at Crib Point
has the potential for a catastrophic explosion. which hasn’t been assessed in the EES
just like the recent Beirut explosion wasn’t assessed. An explosion would affect
human lives, houses and the natural environment within the radius of 2.5 km or
possibly further. AGL is the largest emitter of greenhouse gases of any energy
provider in Australia. Giving them the green light to pollute more with this project
would be detrimental for global heating and bringing down our C02 emissions for the
Paris Agreement. Victoria or Australia needs to reduce the demand for gas not
increase it and put peoples gas prices up by importing it. Regards William Fenner
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Is gas worth the damage it incurs? When Australia should be moving away from
mining and turning to renewable energy this seems like the wrong move. With a
60km pipeline to Pakenham how can you guarantee the survival of 42+ threatened
species? How can you break a covenant by going through Warrangine Park? How will
you protect the southern brown bandicoot which is already an endangered species?
There are the possibilities of oil spills which is counter‐intuitive considering the
ecological values of Westernport Bay. And finally the increased ship traffic increases
the risks to wildlife and the area.

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

203

Request to be heard?: No
Full Name:

Catherine John

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

I do not want the proposed gas project to go ahead in Westernport. This world needs
to be protected. Climate change is happening and fossil fuels are escalating it. Clean
energy sources are the way ahead if we want to look after our environment and the
youth who are to inherit it. Regards, Cath John
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In an ideal world, the information gathered for this proposal would be accurate: no
errors, no biases, no oversights, no assumptions, no influences, and no conflicts of
interest. If history has taught us anything, that is a dangerous assumption. In an
ideal world, there would be no such thing as human error, "accidents", or terrorism.
Say what you like about the accuracy of the research used to support this proposal,
we simply cannot ignore human error or terrorism. The only people with anything to
lose are the residents of Mornington Peninsula: including me, my beautiful wife, my
two wonderful boys, and my friends of 23 years of living in Merricks North.
Politicians have never been accountable. The likelihood of the executives of AGL
being held accountable is near zero. Therefore, you have nothing to lose and
everything to gain. We are the opposite. My wife and I run an organization called
Mobius Institute. We have an office in Tyabb, one in Florida, and a small office in
India. We have 30 employees, and 130 licensed partners in 60 countries. We educate
people about condition monitoring, reliability improvement, and risk management of
industrial facilities. We educate and certify approximately 4,000 people every year
from industrial companies in almost every industrial sector including oil and gas,
petrochemical, and other high‐risk industries. My 35 years of industrial experience
tells me just one thing: equipment and systems fail because humans are not perfect.
We also teach maintenance and asset management practitioners a technique called
Root Cause Failure analysis – determining why equipment failed. The root cause is
often something that was unforeseen – or ignored. Hopefully, they learn from their
failures and avoid making the same mistakes in the future. Building a facility like this
in a populated, environmentally sensitive area is a mistake that can be avoided. The
bottom line is that the past 100 years have seen countless examples of "unexpected"
failures that resulted in the loss of life and environmental harm. In many cases it is
because of human errors, procedures not being followed, poor training, people
making assumptions, the left hand not knowing what the right hand is doing,
complacency, and people unwilling to speak up for fear of losing their jobs. This is
the reality of the situation. It is undeniable. And now, this reality is being visited
upon a thriving community. My community. If something happens, politicians and
executives will duck for cover, but the environment and my family and friends will
suffer the direct consequences. It is easy to justify projects like this based on
shortfalls of energy, job creation, etc. And it is easy to create animated videos with
chirpy soundtracks that gloss over the real risks. The people of Beirut are suffering
the consequences of poor Government oversight. Our elected officials are supposed
to protect their constituents. Protect us now.
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As my submission exceeds 500 words please find attached Word document below.

Submission against AGL's Environment Effects Statement (EES)
The AGL Wholesale Gas Limited (AGL) and APA Transmission Pty Ltd (APA) proposal to develop the
Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project to supply imported natural gas into the south-eastern
Australian gas market is not in the interests of a sustainable low emissions Victoria. It flies in
the face of the urgently needed move to renewable energy sources to mitigate the effects of
human created climate change. I wish to outline my personal reasons for taking the stance.
My wife and I are of the baby-boom generation. The very generation that created the
enormous spike in greenhouse gas that has resulted in the climate crisis we are now in. The
warming of the planet at current rates is not sustainable, the negative impacts will only
increase with every new fossil fuel development such as this one proposed by AGL/APA.
We have a large family and now have 15 grandchildren who will be inheriting a future
dominated by climate change impacts on their lives. This is not the legacy that we want to
leave them and we need to do something about our own carbon footprint now.
Our response to the current climate change imperatives is to change our energy consumption.
We are building a small energy-efficient home that will reduce our carbon footprint in the
near future. We have purchased a 450 m2 block of land in Corinella and have commenced
building a house with double glazing for all windows and sliding doors, high levels of insulation
in the walls and roof, a heat pump to utilise atmospheric air to heat our water, 10 kW of solar
generating capacity on the roof, use of LED downlights, DC fans and induction cooktop. There
are many more elements we are factoring into this fully electric house to ensure that we
reduce our impacts on the environment.
One of the driving aspects in considering this move has been the example that we can & need
set for our children and grandchildren. As a generation we have been responsible for the
overuse of fossil fuels. The renewable and energy-efficient technologies currently available
enable us to do something to reduce our personal impacts on the environment. We have
talked extensively to our children and grandchildren about our building and the reasons why
we are doing this that our time in life. They fully support and understand that this is our
contribution to the broader movement that is now taking the climate challenge seriously.
With many Victorians going down the same route I’m sure we are moving in the right direction
to reduce our overall dependence on fossil fuels. As research and development into a range of
renewable energy sources and energy efficient technology constantly expands, we can look to
sustainable future if we act now. We need to change the trajectory of climate change and
ensure our grandchildren do have a future without environmental catastrophes that we are
currently heading for.
Having recently purchased the land and only heard about the AGL/APA proposal because of
our move to Westernport, you can imagine how horrified we were to see such a proposal!
The whole notion of building a gas processing facility I find really depressing. The AGL/APA
proposal is a backward step in a time when we have seen coal powered power stations close
and wind farms/solar farms come online across the country.
The need for climate change is urgent and this AGL/APA proposal will only add to our
greenhouse gas emissions and dependence on fossil fuels for many years to come. It will not
reduce or stabilise the price of gas, as a gas prices are linked to the international gas prices.
There are significant environmental impacts in Westernport around the development and
operation of the FSRU, associated shipping movements, pipeline development but for m y

submission I just want to highlight one main point. The very obvious contradictions in
developing this fossil fuel project at a time when the world is looking to reduce dependence
on fossil fuels and pursue renewable and more energy-efficient opportunities. It is very hard
to face the next generation and tell them we take seriously their concerns regarding the
future of the planet with rising temperatures and the subsequent impacts this will have while
endorsing such a development has the AGL/APA proposal.
I have a number of questions that have arisen from reading through the AGL/APA EES:
•

•

•
•

The risks associated with such development in a populated region could be catastrophic if
anything should go wrong. Are there examples of this safe operations of FSRU’s in populated
areas such as Hastings?
Where are the studies that show the current status of the flora and fauna in Westernport?
Such a study would at least provide a benchmark that the impacts of this development on
the important Westernport Ramsar site. The use of and subsequent release of 468,000 m3
chlorinated chilled water per day in Westernport can not be good for the area and the small
fish, fish eggs & plankton destroyed in the process.
Has there been an independent impact study on the light and noise pollution caused by this
development on the local community and fauna in the region?
“Scope 1 and 2 annual greenhouse gas emissions from the Project’s operation are estimated to
be the equivalent of 0.23 per cent of Victoria’s annual emissions in closed loop mode and
0.06 per cent under in open loop mode..” How was this figure arrived at and does it include
the greenhouse gas emissions created in transporting the LNG to crib point, piping it to
Pakenham and burning the gas? Increased greenhouse gases over and above the projects
calculations would be a logical assumption.

In conclusion, I urge the state and federal governments not to endorse the AGL/APA proposal due
to its impacts on climate and thereby futures of our children and grandchildren. We must take
that responsibility seriously and act now to prevent such developments going ahead.

Michael Upston

Corinella
3984
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I disagree strongly with AGL building a gas import facility at Crib Point. Such an
industry threatens hectares of native vegetation which, in turn, threatens sensitive
marine environments. We are fortunate to have a Ramsar wetland in Westernport
Bay which exists due to the need to protect this area. The EES fails to look at a
number of potential negative impacts such as increased marine pests, an oil spill or a
gas explosion.
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I am appalled that this proposal is even being considered. The risks of oil spills and
gas explosions are utterly unacceptable. Does it mean nothing to us that
Westernport Bay is a Ramsar listed wetland. When are we going to start taking
environmental protection seriously, instead of treating it as a subject for some
contemptuous lip service?
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As a teacher of Science and Environmental Science, a PADI Scuba diver Instructor and
a former Phillip Island Nature Park's employee I am concerned about the
environmental impacts that this development will have on the UNESCO Western Port
Biosphere Reserve. What is being done to prevent the removal of endangered
EVC's? Will the removal of this vegetation impact any threatened species? I was part
of the volunteer team working on the removal of the Northern Pacific Seastar colony
discovered at San Remo. What policies for prevention/enforcement/monitoring do
you have in place for marine pests, oil/gas spills and/or ballast water being emptied
in this Reserve? The Western Port Ramsar wetland site is located along the coastal
fringe of Western Port, from Point Leo to Phillip Island. It takes in a number of
islands, including Quail and Churchill islands. What assurance can you make that
there will be no impact to any of these areas? What about the levels of Chlorine
discharge into this fragile waterway? The San Remo rocky platform is home to 180
endemic species of nudibranch. Have these been considered? I feel that the
Environmental Effect Statement is inadequate and does not give enough depth and
detail.
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SUBMISSION: RESPONSE TO AGL EES

SALLY HOLDSWORTH

SUBMISSION: Response to AGL Environmental Effects Statement (EES) on the proposed
Crib Point Gas Import terminal in Western Port Bay, Victoria.
TO:
DEWLP Victoria
BY:
Sally Holdsworth
Somers, Victoria
DATE:
19 August 2020
I strongly object to AGL’s proposed Crib Point Gas Import Terminal and Pipeline project in Western
Port Bay, Victoria. I have owned property in Somers, on the Mornington Peninsula, since 2004.
Western Port Bay is a region of environmental significance, home to Ramsar-protected wetlands and
a UNESCO Biosphere. The introduction of an LNG terminal – with the attendant increased marine
traffic as ships enter and leave Western Port Bay, and the operational impacts of an LNG import
facility – represents an unacceptable level of risk to this important region. The dangers posed by the
presence of such an enterprise is too great, and AGL cannot be trusted to place the protection of the
ecology above its corporate profit objectives.
The Victorian State government and the Federal government have one opportunity to protect and
preserve this special area. The economic benefits of this project are so modest as to barely make an
impact on jobs and energy supply; they should not outweigh the significant risks to this valuable
environmental region.
My objections are as follows:
1. Risk of permanent damage to the sensitive ecology of Western Port Bay.
The proposed terminal is adjacent to a Ramsar-protected wetlands and UNESCO biosphere –
home to a diverse habitat of flora and fauna that thrive within its mud flats, mangroves and
salt marshes. Western Port Bay is home to a significant marine life population including
threatened species and migratory bird species. Among many concerning aspects to the AGL
proposal is the intention to discharge (chlorinated) wastewater into the Bay. The danger of
pollution to the area is live and real. The magnitude of risk is unacceptable.
The EES delivered by AGL has downplayed the likelihood and severity of any impact to
marine, terrestrial or freshwater biodiversity, and the impact of contaminants on surface or
ground water. Indeed, to read the EES is to discover a project with only minor, manageable
risks and associated issues. This is opportunistic and disingenuous.
The EES fails to meaningfully demonstrate how the potentially disastrous environmental
risks and impacts posed by the project, and the permanent presence of an LNG import
facility located within a sensitive ecological area, can be managed, avoided or mitigated.
With its poor record as an industrial polluter, AGL, if given approval to proceed, is unlikely to
prioritise the health and wellbeing of a protected wetland ecosystem over its corporate
objective of achieving shareholder value by delivering this project.
2. Failure to seriously explore and consider alternative supply sites for this project.
There are two other sites, Corio (Vic) and Port Kembla (NSW), that would be better suited to
hosting an LNG import terminal to service supply in south-eastern Australia. Corio is an
established industrial port, Victoria’s second largest, with easy access to Melbourne.
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Port Phillip Bay already manages significant maritime traffic and is well placed to meet the
demands of this project. An LNG import facility at Corio poses a lesser environmental risk
than an LNG terminal in Western Port Bay.
3. Failure to demonstrate significant economic and community benefit.
This project is estimated to deliver ~500 jobs in the short construction phase, and ~40
ongoing jobs. Forty (40) permanent jobs. At a local level, residents and businesses will be
forced to deal with the disruptions (including noise, vibration, lighting, traffic, transportation
of hazardous materials, land usage, soil instability, agricultural impacts) created during and
post construction, bringing potentially irreversible changes.
These impacts might be acceptable for a project that delivered significant, lasting
community and economic benefits, with few risks. However, it is almost impossible to find
any worthwhile, long-lasting economic benefit from this project, aside from the value
created for AGL shareholders. The addition of 40 jobs is unlikely to deliver deep, long-term
benefits to the local economy.
The project’s quoted social benefits, embarrassingly modest in scale, include gas supply
certainty and security, along with claims to downward pressure on gas prices. The EES does
not acknowledge the stark reality that renewables are likely to overtake gas as a safe,
contemporary, low-or-no-emission, clean energy source in the near term, leaving this
project as a redundant white elephant. To that end, there is scant information on how this
facility would be decommissioned.
The EES also positions a ‘$7.5M community fund’ as a means of sharing project benefits with
the local community. The local community and the broader Mornington Peninsula
community recognise that we have a priceless, irreplaceable asset: environmental wealth in
our Ramsar-recognised wetlands and pristine marine environment of Western Port Bay.
AGL is wrong to assume the community does not know the worth of this exceptional
Australian natural resource. It cannot be bought with a $7.5 million community fund.
4. Poor risk mitigation and remediation planning
Risk mitigation and remediation planning within the EES is limited and assumes modelling
around worst-case scenarios that have minor impacts. It does not plan for major disasters.
Nowhere in the EES does AGL reveal the existence (or associated value) of any ‘remediation
fund’ it will create, nor has it named any amount it has reserved to cover environmental and
other damage potentially caused by the project. Perhaps it expects taxpayers to cover this.
I ask the State and Federal governments to reject this proposal and to exclude AGL from making
further representations on building an LNG terminal and pipeline in the Western Port region. The
risk of harm to this sensitive marine environment and the land surrounding it, is not worth the very
limited benefits promised by the AGL project. Thank you for considering my submission.
Sally Holdsworth
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