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

to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming
by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting
costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to
our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soonto-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with
what we need to do to create a safe climate.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other marine
mammals. The EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at 1-in-2500 per
year. Using their own figures the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This means a 1-in-16
chance over the proposed 20-year lifespan. It is likely that these numbers are conservative
because the number of whales observed with injuries consistent with ship strike is higher
than the number of strikes reported by shipping operators. The conclusion that a ship strike
would have a low consequence to the visiting Southern Right whale population is
inconsistent with the Conservation Management Plan for Southern Right whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative
impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many
other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our
energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depends on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Claudia Lyons
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My name is Patrick Hockey and I visit Westernport Bay often and always marvel at the pristine
nature of the place so close to the metropolitan area.

It is such a stunning location. So close to the metropolis and yet with such a quality of wilderness.
The only similar experience we have had of pristine quality of environment has been in the wilds of
Tasmania.

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

Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities
who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental
distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas.
This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to
noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and
irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of
noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
Patrick Hockey
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I am not supportive of the proposed AGL project for the following reasons: 1. The
requirement for unto 40 super large gas tankers representing 80 ship movements
per year unnecessarily puts at risk the valuable marine eco system; 2. These Super
tankers will need to anchor off the Cowes Silverleaves north beach and this will
unnecessarily industrialise a most magnificent natural landscape and negatively
impact tourism; 3. Its not wise to be importing gas when we are the second largest
gas producer. I urge the government to invest more in solar and wind and not allow
this private company to detrimentally impact our beautiful landscape and
environment.
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My name is PATRICIA WRIGHT and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Westernport Bay is very important to me. Because is it such a unique area it holds a much more diverse marine
fauna than other bays in Victoria. So far it is pretty pristine and mostly undisturbed. It would be an absolute crime
to upset the balance that has been created by nature over the millenia.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are
a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in
my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on the local community.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to
the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of
maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased
number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have
more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased
shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little
penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage
and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of carbon for
hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change
rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss
of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as
we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day
which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal
requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a dangerous reality we
face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the end of the century if we do not
curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil
fuel projects not only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be
investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-tobe stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to
create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish eggs - would
be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake
and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a
billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on the local community would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we
meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which
depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
PATRICIA WRIGHT
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I do not support AGL's proposed floating gas terminal in Western Port Bay. Factors
include likely damage to nearby Ramsar wetlands, likely effects on marine life and
the local fish and tourist industries, opposition from the local Liberal MP Neale
Burgess and other LNP ministers, and the need to stop building new fossil fuel
infrastructure immediately in order for the world to have a chance of staying within
the Paris 1.5-degree Celsius target.
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Blue Wedges Inc.
Dromana VIC 3936
th

26 August 2020
Reg. No. A0047272P
ABN 69 624 852 641

Inquiry and Advisory Committee
AGL Crib Point Gas Import Project
Environment Effects Statement
Blue Wedges formed in 2003 in response to the proposed Port Phillip Bay and Yarra River
Channel Deepening Project (CDP), and during that time we acquired considerable experience in
the operation of the Environment Effects Act 1978 (EEA) and its EES process. We were a major
submitter to both the CDP 2004 EES and 2007 S-EES.
We now wish to record our opposition to AGL’s Gas Import proposal on a number of grounds
and submit the following issues and concerns:
At the outset we point out that – as is unfortunately usual in EES documents – the various
Chapter issues are assessed largely in isolation of one another. Separating matters such as
biodiversity, visual and landscape, noise, social impact etc., serves to minimise the
interrelationships between each facet of the environment and hence the project’s overall
impacts on the land and seascape, humans and other species.
As such it is not possible to gain an holistic view of the likely interactions between various
environmental impacts, human and other species stressors and the resulting long term effects.
An EES does not provide that essential information.
This strategy of course serves the proponent well in discouraging holistic assessment of overall
cumulative impact and synergistic relationships between say marine biodiversity and local
amenity – although most would agree that if marine or terrestrial biodiversity is diminished,
then local amenity will also be diminished. Who wants to look out over a once pristine coastal
scene to see, say, the results of diminished water quality, and more noise and air pollution being
emitted over the seascape and landscape, etc?
EES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Executive summary describes AGL and APA as joint proponents. Do both companies share
liabilities equally? Do they remain two separate legal entities or have they created a new
company for the specific purpose of this project? This is relevant to the financial risk taxpayers
may be exposed to in the event of a number of possible outcomes including either or both
companies failing to complete the project, or parts of the project, thereby leaving unfinished
work and/or environmental damage without adequate restoration or damage to other public
infrastructure; impaired local amenity etc.
We trust this matter has been considered by the relevant Authorities, including the levying of an
Environmental bond to be collected from the proponent/s and held in trust by government on
1

behalf of the people of Victoria. The bond should only be refunded to the proponent/s upon the
satisfactory completion of the project, and all ancillary undertakings met.
AGL’s Project justification includes that “Victoria needs to find alternative sources of gas supply
...Whilst Australia is a major exporter of Natural gas, most of this gas is produced for from
demand centres and not available to customers in the SE states”.
This assertion - presumably deliberately to bolster the project's justifications - overstates
Victoria’s supposed remoteness from existing gas supplies elsewhere in Australia. Maps below
show there is already an existing pipeline link from inland Queensland gas fields and potential
links with NT and Timor Sea gas fields.

The proposed Pilbara pipeline will link to Eastern seaboard pipeline network. See below map
included in a 2018 report ‘West-East pipeline to benefit local market' See:
https://www.pipeliner.com.au/2018/05/15/west-east-pipeline-to-benefit-local-market

2

Whilst we don’t necessarily support a transcontinental gas pipeline, we point out that there is
ample potential to link the North, West and SE Australian gas markets by existing and proposed
pipelines.
Map Figure 2-4 of the EES Main Report also depicts existing pipelines in NT,SA, Victoria, NSW,
Tasmania, Bass Strait and Queensland, however it has excised the WA gas resource (and its

3

potential availability via pipeline to SE states) from the Map, thus giving a misleading under
representation of the total gas resource availability within Australia.
Instead, with its narrowly focussed Terms of Reference, AGL’s EES misleads the public into a
belief that there is no alternative other than a project which one vested interest (AGL) wishes to
promote.
The community is left stuck in an outmoded Business as Usual mindset which has already
condemned Victoria and Australia to various infrastructure projects already redundant or not fit
for purpose for the very different future we face.
Given Victoria and Australia remains a major exporter of LNG - this finite non renewable
resource; perpetuating the current approach to infrastructure project assessment is not
assisting a sustainable use of the existing resource, nor protecting the remaining resource for
priority domestic use – as any responsible sovereign state should.
For projects involving import and export of valuable non renewable resources in particular it is
negligent of government not to include these considerations in an EES.
Although the Inquiry Committee may dismiss this as being outside its Terms of Reference, it
should be noted that the present Terms of Reference do not allow a realistic assessment of
what is necessary to secure a liveable future, viz: Our global commitments to reduce GHG
emissions and Victoria's Climate Change Act 2017 which requires a target of net zero GHG
emissions by 2050 with five yearly targets from 20211. Five of these target dates fall within the
supposed 20 year life cycle of the project- a project which facilitates an ongoing growing
consumption of a GHG emitting fossil fuel.
As such, the Inquiry is unable to make a positive contribution to our collective future.
PROJECT RATIONALE
It unfortunate, but not uncommon, for businesses to encourage communities to believe that
corporate interest invariably translates to societal wellbeing. As is the case in this EES, the
proponent uses emotive and biased language to stress that the Project is necessary (our
emphasis) to provide an additional source of supply, suggesting that we will all be worse off if
this project cannot proceed, and precisely as it has been designed by the proponent.
It is surely more correct to say that the project as described is one option, and not necessarily
the only or most suitable option for the very different future we face. This use of language is
facilitated by the Terms of Reference which allow the Proponent to propose only one design
and one option for meeting what the proponent has determined is the “projected” need for
more gas in SE states.
Of course the proponent’s desired outcome is modelled on a set of desired business driven
outcomes (private financial benefits) to the - usually completely different - desired outcomes of
the wider affected community whose burden would be to accommodate and live with the
imposition of the project and its ongoing impacts into our public and private realm.
To promote purported benefits of the Project emotive language around security and certainty of
supply is used. It is not convincing however whether increasing reliance on imports of overseas
1

https://www.climatechange.vic.gov.au/reducing-emissions/emissions-targets
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gas supply would necessarily provide a more secure or stable source of energy supply for
consumers, as asserted by AGL. Surely increased reliance on international markets for domestic
supply exposes Australians to the vagaries of international markets and any risks associated
with reliance on what may well be a future of increasing complexity and instability between
trading nations.
The EES spruiks shared community benefits from the $7.5 million AGL Community fund, but fails
to list any disbenefits, such as taking focus away from renewable investment, reduced amenity
for the local community, or wider shared disbenefits.
Are the project forecasts still appropriate for possible unforseen long term changes in society
and since CoVid 19, and other issues including:





Climate change affecting available arable land, food production, demand for industrial
gas for food production and manufacturing
Changing resource availability: Peak oil, Peak phosphate etc.
Changes to government legislation (carbon pricing, air pollution regulation etc.)
Changing social norms - Consumer behaviour, loss of social licence to operate near
where we live

Chapter 2, Page 2-18 states: Economics of gas transport Figure 2-15 and Figure 2-16 illustrate
the economics of LNG imports compared with diverting gas from Queensland. The figures are
taken from worked examples appearing on the ACCC website15 and haulage charges from the
AEMO. Whilst LNG prices and foreign exchange rates will continue to fluctuate and at the time
of reading will differ to the worked example, the critical factor is the economics of transporting
gas by pipeline compared with LNG transport by ship and therefore the logic remains valid.
What appears to have been ignored in this assessment is any $ value being attributed to the
intact ecological services which would be lost or diminished by the project – some of which
even the proponent concedes would occur.
Surely, until ecological services - Blue carbon storage, habitat, amenity etc, (as per Costanza et
al 1997)2 is included in the Cost-Benefit analysis, asserting that the “logic remains valid” is at
best, misleading.
In 1997 Costanza estimated the economic value of 17 ecosystem services: atmospheric and
climate control, erosion control, water supply, waste treatment, nutrient recycling,
pollination, food production raw materials, recreation etc.
For the entire biosphere (mostly outside the market) its value was estimated value was $33
trillion per year, when Global GNP was a mere $18 trillion per year.
Over 20 years hence, the body of knowledge on the economic value of Natural capital has
been growing for several decades with evidence that the value of Natural capital continues to
far exceed the global GNP of the world’s nations combined.
There is no longer any excuse to omit these resources from any Cost-Benefit analysis for
projects such as AGL’s proposal for Westernport, which demand the use, alteration or
degradation of this irreplaceable natural resource.

2

Costanza et al. ‘The Value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital’. In Nature, Vol 387 15 May 1997.
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MARINE, TERRESTRIAL AND FRESHWATER BIODIVERSITY
The EES asserts that water temperature and Chlorine discharge associated with discharged
seawater used for cooling in the FSRU would not impact mangroves, salt marshes and seagrass,
sub tidal reefs or fauna such as waterbirds. It discounts impacts on wetland birds as they are
supposedly not in the direct project vicinity. However, along with so many other species, birds
are sensitive to various disturbances such as vibration, noise, light – all of which, even the
proponent concedes, will increase if the project proceeds.
Considering the impact of chlorine discharge in isolation from other habitat disturbance for its
predicted impact on wetland birds is unhelpful for gaining a realistic long term view of various
species reliance on the habitat if its current undisturbed state was allowed to continue.
It is misleading to state that a small loss of RAMSAR resources in the project specific section of
WP Bay will not have significant impacts on species reliant on the area, without also taking into
account the loss of migratory species habitats elsewhere - in Westernport Bay and globally.
Chlorine discharged during the cooling process from the FSRU will release at its peak up to 47
kg/day. Releasing 100 micrograms per litre, we understand this to be more than the safe levels
identified by CSIRO for marine waters3. The safe level to protect 99% of species is just 6
micrograms per litre. This pool of chlorine, identified as being over safe limits for marine waters,
is modelled to extend over an area of 5 hectares around the FSRU ship.
The EES offers assumptions that the discharged Chlorine would dissolve swiftly, however we do
not see any analysis of the cumulative impacts of any secondary products which could be
produced in synergy with other particles in the water.
As EES Terms of Reference facilitate taking a narrow view of project impacts, we are concerned
that cumulative impact of project related habitat loss and ongoing habitat loss in other RAMSAR
areas in Westernport Bay and worldwide is inadequate to ascertain the real cumulative impacts
on the various migratory and other species that rely on Westernport Bay.
GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG)
This narrowly focused chapter fails to assess the total impacts of the project, summed up in its
opening statement:
This chapter accounts for the potential greenhouse gas impacts associated with
construction and operation of the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
This assertion is a hugely misleading assessment of the GHG contributions of the project.
Despite up to 4 tugs featuring in the many visualisations in the EES, tugs have not been included
in the project’s GHG emissions assessments.
As tugs are an essential component of the safe arrival and departure of the LNG carrier for up
to 40 times per year, it is clear that, if ever operational, the project would be contributing
ongoing cumulative GHG impacts adding to national and global GHG emissions.
It was well established over a decade ago that GHG from shipping contributes:
3

https://setac.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/etc.4661
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•

Up to 5 % of global GHG emissions4

•

Double global aviation GHG emissions

•

Double Britain’s total GHG emissions

Shipping’s GHG emissions are growing fast as population and trade continues to grow. It is
axiomatic that further port expansion and shipping movements can only entrench this
problem, such as:
•

Under Business as Usual, GHG from shipping will have risen 72% over 2007 levels by
20205

•

Is incompatible with our internationally agreed 2°C goal that worldwide emissions be
at least halved from 1990 levels by 20506

•

So as shipping emissions keep rising they will consume proportionally more and more
of the agreed 2°carbon budget.

If global shipping was a country:
•

It is the sixth largest producer of GHG emissions

•

Only the US, China, Russia, India and Japan emit more GHG than the world’s shipping
fleet7

•

BUT GHG emissions from shipping are still excluded from Australian and international
emissions reductions plans, and the UN’s 2016 Paris Agreement8

This project appears to wilfully ignore our responsibilities to meet globally agreed GHG
emissions targets.
AIR QUALITY
The EES forecasts no air quality impacts, but concedes some predicted exceedances for NO 2,
although considered “negligible”. Is AGL seriously suggesting that NO2 and other noxious
emissions (eg: SO2) will not interact with the surrounding air shed and body of water (and thus
the marine environment), or become part of the air shed over the nearby landscape?
As already noted, tugs for berthing and launching are excluded from GHG and other air quality
emission assessments. Given up to 4 tugs could be operating at any one time, for up to 40
deliveries per year, with 36 hours of operations for each delivery, this is a significant- perhaps
deliberate – omission, which must add to the human health burden discussed elsewhere.
12.8 Operation Impacts
The operation of the FSRU would emit various pollutants primarily from the use of gas-fired
boilers to regasify the LNG in closed loop operation, and combustion within the dual fuel
4

www.theguardian.com/environment/2007/mar/03/travelsenvironmentalimpact.transportintheuk

5

Ibid
http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/shipping/index en.htm
7
http://oceana.org/reports/shipping-solutions-technological-and-operational-methods-available-reduce-co2
8
Paris Climate deal must include aviation and shipping http://www.transportenvironment.org/road-paris-climatedeal-must-include-aviation-and-shipping and http://imers.org/aviation-shipping-and-paris
6

7

engines (see Risk ID AQ7). As described in Chapter 4 Project description, the dual-fuel engines
would operate on boil-off gas from the LNG cargo under normal operations and could also
operate on light fuel oil (such as marine diesel oil) or heavy fuel oil if required. (Our emphasis)
Marine diesel oil would primarily be used during emergencies or during non-routine
maintenance.
The health impacts associated with diesel engine exhaust are well known. DEE contains a
mixture of gases and soot - particulate matter. Other substances, including carcinogens, may
stick to the soot. Because soot particles are very small, they can easily move deep into the lungs
causing a range of short and long-term health problems, including cancer. Regular exposure to
high levels of soot, over a long period of time, increases the risk of getting lung and bladder
cancer9.
Table 12.5 assesses only one scenario of liquid fuel operation of the FSRU, and it appears to
only assess diesel operation – Heavy fuel oil is not included. We also note that Figure 12-6
Liquid fuel scenario air shed measurement must obviously exclude tug boat emissions
The introductory paragraph to this chapter however notes that heavy fuel may also be used;
but it seems this scenario has not been assessed. Heavy fuel (bunker oil) is the residue from
the crude oil refining process, and is the cheapest, dirtiest, high sulphur fuel that no-one else
on land is legally able to use to operate a business or other activity.
A heavy fuel oil operation scenario should therefore also be included in Table 12.5, and its
potential impacts on humans and other species should be assessed.
The liquid fuel scenario in Table 12-5 discussion concedes that NO2 concentrations exceed the
SEPP design criterion when combined with background concentrations but there does not
appear to be any assessment of SO2 – another carcinogenic pollutant emitted from especially
heavy fuel oil.
In the air, SO2 and NOx convert to fine aerosol particles. Once in our lungs, particles are small
enough to enter the blood, and can cause emphysema, heart failure, birth defects and
premature deaths.
Shipping emissions, with its significant concentrations of SOx and NOx causes around 50,000
premature deaths p.a. in Europe alone, at an annual cost of €58 billion10
US studies11 have demonstrated:
•

Shipping emissions cause 60,000 deaths p.a. worldwide

•

Cost $330 billion p.a. treating lung and heart diseases

•

When the US EPA proposed implementing a new coastal buffer zone (we recall this
required ships switching from bunker to diesel oil approx. 20 miles off the coast) it
estimated this would save more than 8,000 US lives a year12.

Given AGL’s proposal entails massively increased shipping movements in the area, it is
9

Cancer Council https://www.cancer.org.au/cancer-information/causes-and-prevention/workplace-cancer/diesel
http://www.transportenvironment.org/what-we-do/shipping/air-pollution-ships
11
US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Report February 2009
10

12

Health risks of shipping pollution have been underestimated' UK Guardian 9th April 2009 reporting on US National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration Report February 2009
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unacceptable that its EES appears to omit heavy (bunker) fuel oil from its assessment
scenarios, despite acknowledging that bunker fuel may be used “if required”. However, “If
required’ is not defined. Consideration of cumulative impacts of diesel and heavy fuel oil
emissions on the local population is also excluded from these assessments.
Even if things are better than 10 years ago, and the shipping industry is less polluting than it
has historically been (yet to be demonstrated as far as we are aware), there is still a massive
health burden arising from past and present shipping emissions to address. As such AGL
should be assessing cumulative health impacts on humans and the environment arising from
their total emissions sources, and what its operations would add to the current health burden.
As far as we are aware, other than a couple of studies of GHG emissions, there have been no
Australian studies on human health impacts associated with air pollution from our port
operations. Until that occurs we are operating in the dark on what the real impacts of
shipping and its support operations are. Consequently we cannot assess the additional
impacts this project would add to the existing, but ignored, present day impacts of shipping
pollution.

Technical Report G - Air Quality Impact assessment
Page 13-14 states: Based on emissions data provided in Table 4-11 and Table 4-12, NOx, CO, VOC
and particulate emissions are predicted to equal or exceed the scheduled premises thresholds
when the FSRU operates on gas with three boilers at 100 per cent load. Given the low sulphur
content in natural gas being burnt in the FSRU, emissions of SO2 from the gas-fired FSRU are
expected to be negligible and have not been included in the assessment.
Yet again, this assessment omits the use of up to 4 tugs (with their unavoidable polluting
emissions) in all berthing – arrival and departure - operations. We note it is stressed that the
tugboats to assist with mooring the LNG carrier are operated by PoHDA; however this should
certainly not justify their pollution impact being excluded from AGL’s EES emissions modelling.
SO2 emissions were assessed for the liquid-fuelled FSRU scenario (two engines at 25 per cent
load) which has higher sulphur content. SO2 emissions are predicted to exceed the scheduled
premises threshold in this scenario. (Our emphasis)
It noteworthy that even in the gas operation scenario, it is conceded that NOx, CO, VOC and
particulate emissions are predicted to equal or exceed scheduled premises thresholds; and that
in the liquid fuel scenario it is assessed as two engines at only 25% load. It is not specified
whether this is diesel fuel or heavy (bunker) fuel – or how often this scenario might occur.
We reiterate our discussion on human health impact of especially NOx, SO2 and particulate
matter on human health. We see no detailed studies in the EES of potential immediate or
cumulative impacts of these pollutants and carcinogens on local communities, as has been
found elsewhere in the world when communities are exposed to diesel and heavy fuel oil
shipping emissions.
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4.4.1 Operational pollutants of interest
The FSRU has been assessed as the major source of Project air emissions during operation.
Again, the unavoidable additional air pollution misleadingly omitted from the assessment is the
emissions from the essential 4 tug boats.
4.4.2 Exclusions from the operational assessment
Emissions from a berthed LNG carrier were not included in the operational modelling scenarios
based on the following justifications:
• LNG carriers would be berthed for only 16 per cent of the year
• Berthed LNG carrier fuel consumption is negligible (6 per cent) in comparison to the FSRU
• It is unlikely the FSRU engines would operate at 100 per cent when unloading from the LNG
carrier
• AERMOD modelling indicates that results have a low sensitivity to LNG carrier emissions.
LNG carriers being berthed for “only” 16% of the year is 58 days per year. We suggest most
people would consider 58 days per year to be a significant amount of additional exposure to
unavoidable toxic air pollution being delivered right where you live.
Nor is “unlikely” defined in relation to the FSRU engines operating at 100% when unloading
from the LNG carrier.

NOISE AND VIBRATION
Noise levels at Woolleys Beach, Jacks Beach and Warringine Park were measured in the
absence of the petroleum vessel docked at Berth 1. Why?

Table 13-3 Risk Assessment
FSRU and Receiving facility noise: We could not find an assessment of cumulative impacts
of noise plus vibration. Up to 4 tugs will be operating to berth the LNG carrier, so as well as
noise in the audible range for humans we expect there would be vibration/ultra low
frequency noise transmitted through water/ground (as is often experienced in Mornington
Peninsula residences near the coast of Port Phillip Bay even when ships are several kms off
the coast).
Although this chapter concludes that No vibration impacts were noted for the operation stage
of the Project, it is unclear whether our above observations about the impact of noise AND
vibration occurring simultaneously have been included in the assessment.
It appears Nitrogen injection into the pipeline could occur at the Receiving facility up to
900 times per year, AGL should assess the cumulative impact of the frequent noise
associated with Nitrogen delivery and injection as an additional human stressor – especially
when in conjunction with other noise emissions from other berthing operations - even if
AGL considers it to be at acceptable dB levels when assessed as a standalone noise
10

emission. What has been assessed in isolation does not reflect what would be experienced
in reality.
Technical Report H - Noise and vibration impact assessment
1.1.1
States that exposure to adverse noise is known to have detrimental physical and psychological
effects on human health. However it is now well accepted that this is also true for other species,
some of which, like the nearby residents, have little opportunity to avoid the intrusion into their
habitats.
4.3.2.6 Operational vibration impacts.
Yet again the operation of up to 4 tugs for up to 80 ship arrivals/departures per year is excluded
from this assessment.
Types of Vibrations - Table 15
Records the types of vibrations discussed in this report. We note this excludes tugs and ship
engines.
8.0 Operation Impact Assessment states: The risk of human disturbance because of ground
vibration generated by the operation of the Project is considered Very low. Accordingly, it has
not been assessed.
The decision to omit ground vibration assessment appears to be based purely on an assumption.
Table 72 provides spectral analysis for various equipment and operation scenarios. Assumed
power level however is reported per flue, per boat, per fan, per pump, per truck – and all at
significant dBA levels.
What is not apparent is how many of each piece of equipment is operating at any one time, and
the predicted summation effect of say, multiple flues, boats or fans operating at the same time.
An immutable physical law governs the increase in Sound Power/Pressure Level (SPL) when two
or more sounds occur in unison. This appears not to have been assessed or reported. It should
be.
8.4.1.5 Tugboat exhaust (L3)
The report states: Sound power levels were based on information provided by the Port of
Hastings for a tugboat with two 2000 kW diesel engines. The measurements did not include
specific measurements of the exhaust however the size of the engine was used to calculate the
sound power level of 105 dBA for each tug boat.
We query the Proponent’s use of the term ‘Sound Power Level’ rather than ‘Sound Pressure
Level’. Sound Power Level is the acoustic energy emitted by a source which produces a Sound
11

Pressure Level at some distance13. While the sound power level of a source is fixed, the sound
pressure level depends upon the distance from the source and the acoustic characteristics of
the area in which it is located.
Thus in order to assess actual impacts on residents, what is more useful and less deceptive, is to
be advised the overall Sound Pressure Level and especially its dBA at the location of interest
when all 4 tug boats are operating, and the period of operation. This would better account for
possible reflection/refraction from other nearby surfaces (including the body of water) and any
summation with other operational noise, including any Ultra Low Frequency noise/ vibration.

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL
There appears to be little analysis of the likely impact of 900 deliveries of Nitrogen to the
holding facility each year on the surrounding landscape. The proponent has acknowledged
there will be traffic increases in various locations; however the visual impact of 900 trucks
seems not to have been considered.
Likewise the visual and other amenity and safety impacts of those extra 900 truck trips on
roads from wherever Nitrogen is produced until it reaches Crib Point via Peninsula Link and/or
Westernport Highway, and the resulting round trip appears not to have been assessed.
AGL states: …..Landscape provides a sense of place, history and identity to many people.
Landscape also fosters economic benefits by supporting livelihoods such as agriculture,
forestry and other land management activities as well as recreation and tourism. Landscape
is also widely acknowledged as generating indirect health and wellbeing benefits.
This fails however to acknowledge or account for the significant economic value of Natural
Capital (as per Costanza et al already cited) and more recent research by Deakin University
which has established that Port Phillip and Westernport Bays have 15% of State’s coastal salt
marsh, 35% of its Mangroves, and 35% of its Seagrass.
These habitats provide a range of ecological “services” which benefit humans and other
species – including spawning grounds for fish and other species which drive primary food
production, erosion control and coastline stability, recreation, air quality etc.
Seagrasses, salt marshes and mangroves in particular are amongst the most effective carbon
sinks on the planet – up to 40 times terrestrial habitats14. Deakin University study’s No. 1
recommendation is to prioritize conservation of Blue Carbon hotpots.
It is unfortunate in the extreme that the AGL project would be sited in an area which is yet to
be valued for its natural capital.
Figure 14- 1 Landscape and visual study area records an ‘urban settlement’ (yellow) at Hastings,
but not at Crib Point. Does AGL believe the only relevant 1things at Crib Point, other than
coastal foreshore would be the FSRU and Receiving facility?
13
14

https://www.acoustical.co.uk/acoustitips/i-sound-power-sound-pressure-technical

http://www.ppwcma.vic.gov.au/Resources/PublicationDocuments/117/PPW%20Blue%20Carbon%20Report%20Ma
rch%202014.pdf
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14-6 Operation impacts
The impact of tugs has been excluded from air quality, noise and vibration impact and risk
assessments. The impact of tugs has also been excluded from this visual assessment.
The presence of up to 4 tug boats at work during arrivals and departures of the LNG carrier
would further diminish the visual amenity, along with the visible and odorous air pollution the
tugs emit.
Figure 14-12 Artists impression of FSRU lighting from 103 the Esplanade with petroleum vessel
moored at Jetty. There does not appear to be a visual impression of the FSRU, petroleum vessel,
AND an LNG carrier. Presumably this scenario could occur? If so, why not include it in the
assessment?
SOCIAL IMPACTS
Using the usual emotive language, the proponent asserts the project would “provide gas supply
certainty and security for Victorian gas customers and assist to place downward pressure on gas
prices”. This is purely an assertion or desired business outcome, and is not supported by
rigorous evidence.
If the completed project doesn’t provide gas supply certainty and security for Victorian gas
customers and assist to place downward pressure on gas prices, will AGL compensate the
community for any negative social, environmental and economic impacts arising from the
project?
If AGL is certain of its assertion that the project will provide gas supply certainty and security for
Victorian gas customers and assist to place downward pressure on gas prices, it should be
agreeable to enter into an Agreement/social and environmental bond/legally binding
undertaking to compensate the community for any losses arising from the project. If it does not
readily agree, it should be required to.
The chapter concludes with a statement ….. In addition, the proposed community
fund is seen as a beneficial potential impact for communities such as Hastings and
Crib Point in relation to making large contributions towards the funding of social
programs.
This suggests a community fund would be contingent upon the project becoming
operational, and the community accepting AGL’s predicted “minimised social
effects”. If the fund is contingent upon the project happening, isn’t that a bribe?
It is also relevant to ask what AGL has planned for the community fund once the
project concludes 20 years hence.
Would AGL continue to support the community which will have had perhaps
unpredicted negative impacts imposed on it from matters such as the 20 years of
air pollution, noise and vibration associated with AGL’s project? Or reduced
property values? Or other negative social impacts?

CONCLUSION
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Aside from the EES not providing adequate rigour in its scientific studies to justify imposing itself
on the ecology and amenity of Westernport; rigorous economic justifications for this project are
difficult to find.
Contrary to the proponent's emotive warnings of the need to provide price certainty to gas
consumers, Australian gas prices are diving15 as they are worldwide16.
According to OpenNEM17 gas in the national electricity market has declined by 29% since 2014
and renewables have increased by 70%. The official market operator believes by 2040 the role
of gas is going to be smaller and the gas glut on the world market may last the decade. A glut
means lower prices, and if so, there will be ample gas from our own gas fields to meet the falling
domestic demand.
Indeed, just today (25th August 2020) twenty five internationally renowned Australian Climate
scientists and lead authors with the IPCC have collectively warned that Australia’s support for
gas as a “transition” fuel over several decades is not consistent with a safe climate nor the Paris
Agreement18 to which Australia is a signatory19.
These concerned scientists collectively warn that there is no role for any expansion of the gas
industry; that the combustion of natural gas is now the fastest growing source of CO2 to the
atmosphere; that on a decadal time frame methane is a far more potent greenhouse gas than
CO2, and that in Australia the rapid rise in methane emissions is due to the expansion of the
natural gas industry.
They also warn that the rate of methane leakage from the full gas economy, from exploration
through to end use, has far exceeded earlier estimates, and that the use of gas as a transition
energy source was quickly making the situation worse.
As the AGL LNG FSRU proposal for Crib Point is entirely predicated on a business case of
delievering LNG to assist in the “transition” to renewables, it would be morally bankrupt for
your Inquiry to recommend that this project should be endorsed and supported by our Planning
process.
The public resources – human and ecological - that would be expended to support this project
would be squandered in making our future much less safe. How hollow AGL’s and government’s
justifications for this project to deliver future jobs, prosperity and certainty sound when we
understand these promises would indeed deliver a future with an unstable climate and all the
alarming human, ecological and economic consequences that would bring.
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https://www.aer.gov.au/wholesale-markets/wholesale-statistics/gas-market-prices
https://www.macrotrends.net/2478/natural-gas-prices-historical-chart
17
https://opennem.org.au/energy/nem
18
In itself, Prof Wil Steffern advises that Australia's Paris climate targets are weak, set politically and had no
scientific basis and that even if they were to be met Australia would still not be doing its fair share to mitigate
global warming under the Agreement.
19
https://www.theage.com.au/environment/climate-change/australia-s-chief-scientist-is-wrong-on-gas-sayleading-experts-20200824-p55oty.html
16
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How much more responsible it would be for AGL and – government – to use those resources to
develop strategies to instead limit our use of natural gas and move quickly and seamlessly to
renewables. Such vision could make us investors reconsider AGL as a long term investment.
As responsible citizens increasingly choose renewables over dinosaur fossil fuels, if this project
proceeds it seems likely AGL would be left, in the quite near future, with a stranded asset – in
other words a liability.
AGL may be able to write off its LNG FSRU plant at Crib Point when it has inevitably become a
liability, and pass that liability to its remaining shareholders. Sadly however the citizens of
Victoria and Westernport residents would be left with another unwelcome, unwanted,
redundant, ugly and permanent scar on the state’s irreplaceable Natural capital and our local
environment.
That is a cost too great to bear.

Jenny Warfe
President
Blue Wedges Inc.
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I am disabled with a
condition.
It is time to focus on a
green economy that keeps the air clean. I live here because of access to medical
services and in a green area. If you can breathe nothing else matters. This is simply
not a popular option for all in the community. But for those who have breathing
difficulties, any chance of affecting the air quality is simply unacceptable. What
happens if something fails? What happens if there is a leak?? And all that additional
pollution. Honestly, why would AGL spend all this money when a clean green option
such as wind and solar is available? Realize the need for storage but batteries are
available and a real option. Time to transition. Time for Australia and companies like
AGL to be leaders and be progressive. Ensure that batteries store the energy when it
is not generated. Lead by example. Work with the community and build grid-scale
battery system in tandem with household batteries. Imagine if AGL could become
the company of choice because they work with each house to link up all the
batteries - Amazing what a visionary company AGL could be! Instead of destroying
the bay over a 10 year period because of a short term stop-gap option of importing
gas. As AGL offers the option for households to link up to the grid https://www.agl.com.au/solar-renewables/solar-battery-storage why destroy our
backyard. The environment is more important now than ever. We should not
destroy it for future generations. Westernport should be maintained as a pristine
bay for all Australians - years from now.
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My name is Libby Langford and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Westernport Bay is a unique, unspoilt waterway... it has a Ramsar classification
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem
this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission
but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include
exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased
risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest
homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to
the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these
risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present
preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert
to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales
as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of
Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the
perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a
popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of
one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally significant
wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is
so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will aﬀect marine
life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in
some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause
22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful
in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the
fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not
continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands
are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite
occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands
such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast

quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a
defense against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be
unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels
far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of
water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder
chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current
thereby further aﬀecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on
our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are
many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Libby Langford
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I object to AGL's gas plan because it will affect the beauty of Phillip Island, as well as
endangering the lives of the wildlife on land and in the sea. I have been a rate payer
on the island for 45 years and will be saddened if this proposal is allowed to go
ahead. My property looks out onto Westernport Bay. At the moment there are
several tankers going past, but it will be devastating if their frequency and size
increases. We should be protecting this special Bay from any development.
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My name is Penny Takenaga and I live on the Mornington Peninsula.
I live on the Peninsula and want to protect our beautiful environment from further pollution for our
wildlife and future generations. We need to focus on reducing our greenhouse gas emissions
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new
risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as
noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away
and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to
present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our
freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the
end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of
renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our environment
but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal
to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.

Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is
likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day.
This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse
with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative impact on
greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Penny Takenaga
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AGL should never have been allowed to propose this location in the first place. The
importance of the western port bay ecosystem is something that should never ever
be put in a position where it may be at risk. For every Victorian this proposal simply
can not go ahead, it would be a tragedy waiting to happen. The environment doesn’t
have a voice - and it is up to every Victorian to stand up and say no to AGL. We have
this responsibility to this pristine and magnificent coastal environment- we are the
custodians of it for all future generations and it’s wellbeing cannot be sacrificed for
business.
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My name is Rachel Barbosa and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Growing up in Somers and now raising my young children in the same town, the Westernport Bay is
so important to our lives. We spent more time of the beach than any other area on the Peninsula.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most
is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike.
Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict
exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with.
Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of
the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
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.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is
likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day.
This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.

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

•

•

•

•

The proposed AGL Floating Gas facility on Westernport Bay flies in the face of state and
federal environmental legislation, plus Australia’s international commitments as signatory
to the Ramsar convention.
Ecological communities will be damaged by all impacts of this proposal - pollutants
generated by the construction and operation of the FSRU and climate change impacts
including, sea level rises and extreme weather events. They are profound, ongoing and
irreversible.
The amenity of local residents, communities and visitors to Westernport Bay and its
ecological communities will be changed forever and the productive agricultural land
between Crib Point and Pakenham compromised. Coastal and regional communities will
be doubly impacted through the gross intrusion of infrastructure and ongoing traffic load
and operational processes.
The proposal contradicts AGL’s statement that they are green leaders when this plan will
more deeply embed our reliance on fossil fuels and do further harm as the gas is
extracted, transported and distributed.
This proposal does not facilitate our shift to renewable energy. The Andrews
governments climate policy is net zero emissions by 2050. 1 Increasing reliance on fossil
fuels actively undermines this target. Further, this proposal directly opposes the stated
objective for business and industry to “drive innovation and changes in products,
services and markets to create more sustainable practices.” 2
The government’s comprehensive role under the umbrella to “understand and manage
the state-wide risks and impacts of climate change and provide leadership and support
to the Victorian community” 3 is also contradicted by this proposal.

1. Environment
Legislation governing species threats are the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act (Vic) 1988,
amended in 2019 and the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (Cth) 1999.
There are currently state government inquiries into ecosystem decline, and at federal level an
independent review of the EPBC act.
The Victorian Waterway Management Strategy (VWMS) guides the management of rivers,
estuaries and wetlands. Within that sits the Westernport Ramsar Management Plan. Its primary
purpose is “To maintain, and where necessary improve, the ecological character of the Western
Port Ramsar Site and promote wise and sustainable use”. 4

Victoria's Climate Change Adaptation Plan 2017 – 2020.
https://www.climatechange.vic.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0024/60729/Victorias-Climate-ChangeAdaptation-Plan-2017-2020.pdf. Viewed 23 August 2020.
2
Ibid. p.20
3
Ibid. p.21
4
Western Port Ramsar Site Management Plan Summary, 2017. p.3
https://www.water.vic.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0029/66269/Western-Port-Ramsar-Site-ManagementPlan-Summary.pdf. Viewed 23 August 2020.
1
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The Westernport Ramsar site carries with it certain obligations, including management to
maintain its ‘ecological character’ and to have procedures in place to detect if any threats are
likely to, or have altered ‘ecological character’. This is defined as “the combination of the
ecosystem components, processes and benefits/services [CPS] that characterise the wetlands
at a given point in time” and defines “...change in ecological character [as] the human induced
adverse alteration of any ecosystem component, process and or ecosystem benefit/service.” 5
At the national level, the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC
Act) establishes the basis for managing Ramsar sites.
Listed species include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Southern Right Whale
Humpback Whale
Far Eastern Curlew
Curlew Sandpiper
Fairy Tern
Orange-bellied Parrot
Swift Parrot
Great White Shark
Mangrove Goby
Australian Grayling
Two species Ghost Shrimp
Southern brown bandicoot
Coastal saltmarsh

A recent review of Westernport started with the premise that it is a special place:
Western Port has 3 of Victoria’s 13 Marine National Parks within its boundaries and the
Mushroom Reef Marine Sanctuary just outside its western entrance ….Western Port and
its surrounds have also been recognized internationally, with UNESCO’s Man and the
Biosphere program designating it as one of just over 500 Biosphere Reserves around the
world, which combine outstanding natural values with intense interactions with human
populations (www.biosphere.org.au). This places it alongside 13 other such reserves in
Australia, including Wilsons Promontory, Uluru-Kata Tjuta, and Kosciuszko National
Parks. 6
Ramsar Convention 2005, cited in: National framework and guidance for describing the ecological
character of Australian Ramsar wetlands. 2008. p.4
https://www.environment.gov.au/water/wetlands/publications/national-framework-and-guidancedescribing-ecological-character-australian-ramsar-wetlands
Viewed 23 August 2020.
6
Understanding the Western Port Environment. A summary of current knowledge and priorities for future.
2018 https://www.melbournewater.com.au/sites/default/files/201802/Understanding the Western Port Environment 0.pdf Viewed 23 August 2020
5
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that Australia's responsibilities under the Ramsar Convention are discharged effectively
and efficiently, with particular emphasis on the maintenance and improvement of the
ecological character of Ramsar sites in Australia. 8
The “non-living environment” through this proposal has the capacity to be a destructor rather
than just an interactor, and there is no way in which this proposal could be seen as maintenance
or improvement.
The impacts on the environment of construction and operation include:
•
•

•

Negative effects of light 9 sound and pollutants 10 from construction and operation
affecting all parts of the ecosystem and interdependencies therein
Release of 450,000,000 litres PER DAY of cold, chlorinated water (7 degrees C.
compared to ambient water temperature 10-19 degrees C. across the year.) The
cumulative effects of this weekly release have not been included in AGLs EES
statement.
The mangroves – Australia’s most southern mangrove population provide essential
ecosystem services to birds and other species. They also can mitigate the effects of tidal
surges as they absorb and soften tidal activities. They also draw down significant
amounts of carbon. Blue carbon absorbs more carbon per unit area than terrestrial
forests. 11

8Western

Port Ramsar Wetland Ecological Character Description. 2010.
https://www.environment.gov.au/water/wetlands/publications/western-port-ramsar-wetland-ecologicalcharacter-description. Viewed 23 August 2020.
9
Light pollution guidelines for wildlife including marine turtles, seabirds and migratory shorebirds.
https://www.cms.int/sites/default/files/document/cms cop13 doc.26.4.9.1 rev.1 australia-lightguidelines e.pdf. Viewed 23 August 2020
10
Peter A Todd et al. Towards an urban marine ecology: characterizing the drivers, patterns and
processes of marine ecosystems in coastal cities. 2019.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/oik.05946. Viewed 23 August 2020
11
IUCN Issues Brief. Blue carbon. 2017 https://www.iucn.org/resources/issues-briefs/blue-carbon. Viewed
23 August 2020
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2. Amenity
The impact on local infrastructure of this proposal will be profound. The character of the
township of Crib Point and immediate surrounds is rural. The Mornington Peninsula Shire in
undertaking a review of Crib Point states “Crib Point will continue to have the look, feel and
function of a country town on the coast, closely connected with its natural environment, with well
treed streets and roads and a mix of old and new dwellings.” 12
Surrounding roads, intersections and low levels of traffic management infrastructure will not be
able to cope with the increased traffic of heavy gauge vehicles. The public purse will then be
forced to pay for their upgrade for reasons of community safety. The primary road network is
mostly single lane and diversion from these to secondary roads which may end up taking
diverted passenger traffic will increase pressure on that network. It is already straining due
population spikes from school and summer holiday visitors. This was acknowledged last
summer with the introduction of 80km speed limited across large sections of the peninsula. 13
The physical presence of the structure will dominate the surrounding low-lying landscape and
be visible from afar - 300 meters long, 54 metres high. The elevation levels, with few exceptions
around the proposed site is less than 50 above sea level. 14 This guarantees high visibility of
this destructive blot on the landscape.
The beauty and amenity of Crib Point will be destroyed as its roadways and coastal sites are
impacted through traffic and the physical impact of these structures. Woolley’s Beach will be
taken over during construction and it has been stated as likely that it won’t be returned to the
community.
That Crib Point has been slated for removal from the proposal for the coastal management
committees of Westernport set out in Future Foreshores 15 and handed over to either a boating
authority or the Department of Transport cynically removes it from much oversight and the
custodianship of environmental responsibilities by the DEWLP framework, or any say for the
community in its development.
The birds and marine life that travels throughout the region, providing such richness to the
landscape will have their habitat severely curtailed and populations will shrink overtime,

Crib Point Township Plan Refresh. https://www.mornpen.vic.gov.au/Building-Planning/StrategicPlanning/Strategic-Planning-Projects/Crib-Point-Township-Plan-Refresh. Viewed 23 August 2020.
13
Towards Zero. Mornington Peninsula Towards Zero Road Safety Strategy for 2020-2025.
https://www.mornpen.vic.gov.au/About-Us/Major-Projects/Towards-Zero. Viewed 23 August 2020
14
Victorian elevation map. http://vro.agriculture.vic.gov.au/dpi/vro/vrosite.nsf/pages/vic-elevation-map.
Viewed 23 August 2020
15
Improving management arrangements of coastal Crown land. Future Foreshores. Options paper. 2020.
https://www.balnarring.net/wp-content/uploads/Future-Foreshores-Options-Paper Modified-Region-1.pdf.
Viewed 23 August 2020
12
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reducing the resilience and diversity of the ecosystem. The role of this region, and in particular
the Ramsar site for migratory birds has the potential to impact far beyond out shores.
The importance of the natural world and green spaces has been highlighted during this Covid
time. They have been vital buffers as communities deal with the pressures and challenge of
pandemic induced isolation. The governments Biodiversity 2037 strategy states in opening:
Our natural environment is not only beautiful, it is fundamental to the health and
wellbeing of every Victorian. It provides clean air and water, productive soils, natural
pest control, pollination, flood mitigation and carbon sequestration – and supports
productive activities that underpin our state’s liveability and economic advantage.
The natural world also contributes to mental and physical health through community building,
opportunities for social connections, shared projects, and contributing to a greater good 16. The
grief that is becoming an acknowledged part of our experience of climate change includes the
grief experienced at the loss of these places and knowledge of far wider losses, beyond our
control. 17
No number of offsets can restore the destruction this proposal has the potential to deliver. The
AGL environmental effect statement was devoted to underplaying and denying the impacts of
their works – not divulging the truth.
I will close with this statement from Biodiversity 2037:
We need to capture the hearts and minds of all Victorians - to embed a stronger
understanding of the value of the natural world both for its own sake and how it provides
for our way of life. 18

It’s not easy being green: the great outdoors and health and wellbeing. VicHealth letter No.46, 2018.
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/letter/articles/vh-letter-46-great-outdoors-and-health-equity. Viewed 23 August

16

2020.
17 Ashlee Cunsolo and Neville R. Ellis. Ecological grief as a mental health response to climate change-related loss.
2018. https://www.planetaryhealthlab.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Ecological-grief-as-a-mental-health-responseto-climate-change-related-loss.pdf. Viewed 23 August 2020.

Biodiversity 2037 Implementation Framework Progress Report. 2018, p.2.
https://www.environment.vic.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0032/395294/Biodiversity ProgressReport2018 fin.
pdf. Viewed 23 August 2020
18
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My name is Rachael Hart and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. This
is a beautiful ocean close to the city with enumerable tourist visitations each year.
Teeming with wildlife and loved by its community for its natural beauty and peaceful
outlook. We spend family summers on the beach. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and
Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas
pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in
Victoria. A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is
proposing would introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area.
These risks include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the
facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical
Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and
Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary
quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on
that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not
continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands are among the most biodiverse
ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows them to be home
to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered
Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass
beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect
the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an
extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. If the project is
approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how thi
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I am objecting to the proposed AGL Import Jetty and Pipeline Works because of the
devastating impact it will have on the precious marine environment and RAMSARlisted wetlands. Australia is a signatory to this international agreement on migratory
birds and must be held to account and honor its international obligations. How can
the public have faith in governments that contradict their own legislative
obligations? Gas is a highly polluting industry. As a society, we should be working to
phase out polluting fossil fuels. Gas plant sucks up sea water (and marine life) and
discharge chlorine-water polluted back into the sea. They also produces tonnes of
sludge as well as waste oil, which must be disposed of (the AGL report does not
indicate where or how it will be disposed of) and considerable energy resources are
required to run the plant, making it inefficient, costly, and illogical in the context of
climate change. The threat of oil spills in the bay is also deeply concerning to us and
is acknowledged in the report itself, which points to a history of oil spills around
Australia. The gas will not produce any benefits for Victoria (the price of gas will not
be cheap as it is governed by the international market). The gas plant will impact
negatively on tourism and fishing, posing a great threat to the wellbeing (both
financial and psychological) of the local community. It will undoubtedly result in a
decrease in quality of life for residents in the area by creating a massive eye-sore in
the middle of this beautiful natural environment (including the internationallyrecognised RAMSAR wetland, which the federal government promised to protect)
and will also create significant noise and light pollution). AGL is not a company that
the public can trust. AGL’s record of mismanagement and deceptive behavior is
evident in the $7million of fines it has received inkling overcharging clients. The
company has shown great disregard for the environment by applying for changes to
the State Environment Protection Policies in 2018 that would have allowed them to
discharge polluted waste into high-conservation areas. Fortunately, their application
was refused by the EPA. As a society, we need to be moving towards sustainable
energy production and away from polluting fossil fuels. This is imperative in the fight
to address climate change and the mass extinction of species that we now face. We
must put the protection and conservation of the many species of flora and fauna
above the private, vested interests of big business polluters like AGL. Humans, like
all plants and animals on this planet we depend on the heath of the environment yet
continually we sacrifice the environment and other species for short-term financial
gains for relatively few people. From every perspective – environmental, social, and
economic – this AGL terminal just does not make sense. I believe the consequences
will be disastrous and it must not be allowed to proceed.
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My name is Sue Burne and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
The Westernport area has been part of my life always. It retains its unspoilt nature and
beauty. Habitat to so many species of birds and marine life. It calms and restores me.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue
that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the
form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the
beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the
critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up
of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the
most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the
shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive
mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of
plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts
to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming
by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting

costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to
our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-tobe stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we
need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and
fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to
escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe
levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being
drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would
be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine
wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many
other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our
energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife
which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Sue Burne
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My name is Diana Scambler and with a holiday house in South Gippsland, I visit
Westernport Bay often. Recreation in the natural environment is important to me
and I am a birdwatcher.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project.
The issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife. Westernport contains internationally significant wetlands, is a
Ramsar site, and attracts thousands of migratory birds annually. There are several
other concerning issues including the effect on recreation and tourism in the area.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot. Access to the
reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by
disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not
a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into
Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will
have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a
result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important
nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia, with
the little penguins an incredibly popular attraction, as well as the migrating
Humpback and Southern Right whales, and other incredible marine and wetland
wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers
and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the
area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This
includes maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland.
I am also concerned about the small marine organisms which make up the
foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish eggs. It appears they would
be pulled into the ship intake and 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, thereby further affecting marine wildlife. There
is not enough research about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect
marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy

(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Together with poor impact assessments, the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements means that this proposal should not continue.
Furthermore, like many other Australians, I consider climate change to be an
existential threat we face right now. The plummeting costs of renewables and
energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our
environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing
more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas, instead of
investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal
is not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem,
or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Diana Scambler
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My name is Ella Gleeson and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The environment is important to me and whilst i have no personal connection to Westernport Bay, the destruction
of the environment and a place that is home to many people, animals and plants is devestating.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are
a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in
my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities who access
them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental distress and
environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally
impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence
of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little
penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine and
wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage
and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows them
to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot.
Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and
protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove
stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than
being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day
which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold
chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these
laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal
requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are responsible for
storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the
surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent
the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense
against the impacts of climate change.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other marine mammals. The EES
has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at 1-in-2500 per year. Using their own figures the actual
calculated risk is 1-in-326. This means a 1-in-16 chance over the proposed 20-year lifespan. It is likely that these
numbers are conservative because the number of whales observed with injuries consistent with ship strike is
higher than the number of strikes reported by shipping operators. The conclusion that a ship strike would have a
low consequence to the visiting Southern Right whale population is inconsistent with the Conservation
Management Plan for Southern Right whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue
to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.

Sincerely,
Ella Gleeson
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Childhood memories on pristine beaches have given me a connection to place and shape who I am today; instilling
in me a passion to protect the environment. AGL's proposed plans for Westernport Bay present a risk of
jeopardising current and future generations’ ability to develop a connectivity to nature; an integral piece of the
puzzle in our fight against climate change.

The state of the climate is in rapid decline, endangering another Australian ecosystem (which plays a vital role in
mitigating the impacts of climate change) as well as some of the threatened species that call it home is not
something that should be toyed with. The risks from AGL's proposed plans are NOT WORTH TAKING.
We are incredibly lucky to have Westernport Bay right on our doorstep and I’m tremendously worried about the
impact these proposed plans will have on the environment. Having lived in a landlocked country with no access to
stunning coastline, it’s clear that the admiration tourists' and locals have for Australia’s nature isn’t shared among
policy makers in this country.
We have an opportunity to preserve Westernport Bay, but will we take it?
AGL’s proposal poses many threats to the environment and local community. Whilst assessing this project, I ask
and encourage you to consider the following reasons why AGL’s proposal should not go ahead:
1.

We need to protect our wetlands: Wetlands are amazing places. Combining land and water, they are
home to an incredible array of plants and animals and are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on
earth. Recent research has shown that they have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change, not being subject to potentially damaging projects like AGL’s proposal.

2.

AGL plans to dump toxic wastewater, breaching Victorian laws: If the project is approved AGL could
dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water each day. They would draw this water from the Bay and
use it to thaw the frozen gas. The water would be chlorinated to destroy all living material, and cooled by
around 7 degrees Celsius before being dumped back into the Bay. Other impacts could include the
clearing of wetlands, dredging of the Bay floor, chemical and petroleum leaks and spills, local noise and
light pollution, and disruption to marine life. Victorian environmental legislation (SEPP Waters) in its
clause 22 prohibits the Environmental Protection Agency from granting to a corporation a permit to
discharge wastewater in high conservation value areas. Westernport Bay is a Ramsar site and a high
conservation value area under Victorian legislation. AGL is seeking to proceed with their project despite
existing legislation prohibiting their proposed operation.

3.

AGL’s Environment Effect Statement does not properly address the risk of oil spills: Increased ship traffic
in Westernport Bay increases the risk of accidents such as oil spills. AGL’s EES does not include an oil spill
modelling / impact risk assessment. Due to existing operations oil tankers would pass directly by the
FSRU. We have already faced oil spills in the past such as the Ethane pipeline incident in Port Phillip Bay.
An oil spill within the internationally important Ramsar wetland of Westernport Bay could be
catastrophic. It is simply not acceptable for a high-impact, low-probability event such as an oil spill to not
be fully addressed in the EES, and we should demand that AGL investigate this risk and mitigation options
in more detail.

4.

AGL’s proposal threatens the local community with the risk of fire and explosion: A new fossil fuel
project like AGL’s proposed gas import terminal would introduce new risks to the local community and
visitors to the area. These risks include people coming into contact with toxic hydrocarbons which may
leak from the facility, as well as increased risk of accidental fire and explosion. Furthermore, the proposed
pipeline from Crib Point to Pakenham is another point of potential leakage, fire and explosion.

5.

AGL has a history of deceptive and misleading behaviour, making them unfit to build and operate a
facility like this: Since 2003 AGL has incurred more than $7 million worth of fines, in some cases for
deceptive and misleading behaviour. On the basis of AGL’s poor track record, and the incredibly high risks
involved with this proposal, is AGL really fit to build and operate a gas import terminal in Westernport
Bay?

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and
gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would
be unacceptable. Preventing this is within your power.
I invite any further discussion via email at
Sincerely,
Christopher White.
Richmond (Victoria), Australia.
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To whom this may concern,
The intrinsic value of the local environment cannot be understated. Personal attachment to the
wildlife of Philip Island if severed, would be devastating. Committing to further GHG emissions is
generally a terrible idea!
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the communities
who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can contribute to mental
distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place significance on these areas.
This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a community. Excessive exposure to
noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and
irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of
noise and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which
allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds
which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for
mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The
shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be
protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to
potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay

Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the
atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defence against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape being
pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is
likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day.
This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse
with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more
suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the
precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the
local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Sam Kohne
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Westernport Bay is unique. The risks posed by the current proposal are too great
and should make the proposal unacceptable to any responsible person or authority.
These risks include: • Leakage of toxic hydrocarbons • Increased risk of accidental
fire or explosion AGL have only completed preliminary quantitative risk assessments
on these risks and decided they are acceptable. These risks are NOT acceptable to
those who live locally and/or enjoy the area. The nearest homes are only about
1.5km away, Wooleys beach is close by, and so is Phillip Island, the second most
important tourism region in the country, popular with locals and visitors alike for the
little penguins, the migrating whales, and other local marine life. • Impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and local wildlife Wetlands should be protected
and enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change – not put at risk by
potentially damaging projects like the AGL gas import terminal. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands constituting the loss
of approximately 35% of wetlands worldwide. We cannot afford to lose any more. •
Dumping of chlorinated water into the Bay If the project is approved, AGL could
dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day with
potentially disastrous impact on marine wildlife. AGL’s preliminary quantitative risk
assessment does not address the chronic effects of chlorine and associated
discharge on benthic communities and seagrass and the damage that could be done
to the habitat and food chain. • Noise pollution There’s no credible assessments on
how noise would affect marine wildlife. AGL had done no baseline studies of the
noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in
Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with these
inadequate studies, the EES states that underwater sound would elicit behavioural
changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would
affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point. The plummeting costs of
renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to
our environment but also constitute bad business. We should be supporting projects
that help us move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets.
Summarising, the impact of the proposed gas facility is 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 environment of Westernport
Bay, the unique wildlife that depends on this ecosystem, or the local community to
any harm. Sincerely, Annie Rivera
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT ASSESSMENT
Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
‘A community-orientated, context-sensitive stance prompts broad-based collaborative dialogue
about local and regional priorities in a way that does not take the politics of permitting as its starting
point.’ (Owen & Kemp, 2012, p. 34)

This critical analysis offers an assessment of the stakeholder engagement component of the Gas
Import Jetty and Pipeline Project. The author’s background is in social and environmental
accounting, she has recently completed a PhD concerning the theory and practice and is newly
appointed Adjunct Fellow Accountability and Sustainability within the School of Social Sciences,
University of the Sunshine Coast, Queensland. The stance taken by the author on the project is
expressed in the opening lines of this analysis. In summary, taking permitting as a starting point does
not fit with the citizens of today, a more suitable fit being collaborative dialogue. The project is large,
and the stakes for community and the environment are high. This is noted in reports, for example,
‘Overall the majority believed the project would have negative impacts on the community’ (EES
Main Report, 2020, p. 26-24), and, the project has ‘potential to have significant impacts on the
internationally significant Western Port Ramsar site, listed migratory species, and listed threatened
species and ecological communities.’ (Summary Document, EES 2020, p. 11).
For many citizens trust in corporations and in governments is low and conflict over
potentially unsustainable projects continues to increase. Corporations have a legal responsibility to
make a profit for their shareholders - so shareholders, rather than stakeholders, are privileged in
corporate law. Citizen action is therefore necessary and is growing, with ‘more members or
representatives of different impacted groups… claiming their right to be informed of, consulted on
and involved in organisational decision-making’ (AA1000 Stakeholder Engagement Standard (SES)
2015). The time for passive style stakeholder engagement is over.
A broad-based approach to assessing the project’s stakeholder engagement methods has
been applied and the approach has relied solely on information in three publications; 1/ the Gas
Import Jetty and Pipeline EES Project Summary Document, 2/ the EES Main Report, Volume 3; and 3/
the EES Attachment V. It is understood that the project’s engagement ‘was broadly guided by IAP2
Spectrum of Public Participation and recommendations of the Public Participation in Government
Decision-making– Better Practice Guide’ (EES Main Report, Volume 3, 2015, p. 26-2). It is noted that
the key objectives of the EES Consultation Plan (26-2) were to inform about the project; help with
understanding information; consult about opportunities to provide feedback, and of most relevant
to this analysis, ‘to involve the community in some aspects of the Project design, such as refining the
pipeline alignment identifying optimum construction techniques and other ways to minimise
impacts’. Overall, the objectives identified focus on predominantly passive forms of engagement,
while providing a narrow window for active engagement.
The author has chosen to be guided in her assessment of engagement processes by an
internationally recognised standard other than the IAP2 Quality Assurance Standard - this is the
AA1000 Stakeholder Engagement Standard (SES) 2015. Both are used to establish a benchmark for

engagement, both the IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation and the levels and approaches to
engagement are aligned, and both are global in their outlook. Alignments aside, the AA1000
Stakeholder Engagement Standard (SES) 2015 is the assessment tool of choice as the author is more
familiar with the latter, from hereon is referred to as ‘the standard’. Information about the standard
is featured in the box below.

The following table has been adapted from content in the standard (p.22) which identifies
various levels and methods of engagement The first two columns contain information identified by
AccountAbility, with the first column categorizing the levels of engagement along a continuum from
passive through to active, and the second column providing examples of the nature of these types of
engagement. In the third column are the types of engagement channels applied by the Gas Import
Jetty and Pipeline Project. The table was adapted to demonstrate the characteristics of stakeholder
engagement channels taken by the project as compared with those identified in the standard.

TABLE: LEVELS AND METHODS OF ENGAGEMENT - THOSE PROPOSED BY THE STANDARD AND THOSE APPLIED BY THE PROJECT
LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT

METHODS OF ENGAGEMENT

Remain Passive
No active communication

• Stakeholder concern expressed through protest • Letters
• Media • Websites etc.

Monitor
One-way communication: stakeholder to
organisation
Inform
One-way communication: organisation to
stakeholder, there is no invitation to reply

• Media and internet tracking • Second-hand reports from
other stakeholders possibly via targeted interviews.
• Bulletins and letters • Brochures • Reports and websites
• Speeches, conferences and public presentations

● Government briefings ● Public presentation
• Online interactive feedback map

Consult
Limited two-way engagement: organisation asks
questions, stakeholders answer

• Surveys • Focus groups
• Meetings with selected stakeholder/s • Public meetings
• Workshops

Business doorknocks and forums ● Community
drop-in sessions ● Landholder engagement ●
Project email addresses ● Surveys ● Workshops
• Project telephone hotlines ● Online discussion
forum • Meetings • Technical Reference Group
sessions • Proposed community pavilion

Involve
Two-way or multi-way engagement: learning on all sides
but stakeholders and organisation act independently

• Multi-stakeholder forums • Advisory panels
• Consensus building processes • Participatory decisionmaking processes • Focus groups • Online engagement
tools
• Integration of stakeholders into governance,
strategy and operations of the organisation
As engagement takes place and the process matures, the
owners of the engagement should involve stakeholders in
the design and implementation of the engagement
purpose and scope.

Empower
New forms of accountability; decisions delegated to
stakeholders; stakeholders play a role in shaping
organisational agendas

Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
METHODS OF ENGAGEMENT
Advertising and promotions ● E-news ● Fact
sheet and publications ● Webpages

While acknowledging that the engagement process appears to have been thorough
according to its key objectives, the table demonstrates the processes are primarily at the passive end
of the continuum except for the level of engagement termed ‘consult’. One proviso attached to this
assessment is that the author was not present ‘on the ground’ in any engagements so a thorough
assessment was not possible. It could be that some methods in the ‘consult’ category in fact
‘involves’ stakeholders, for much depends on the objective of the communication channel, and the
facilitation style. For example, in referring to the table, ‘focus groups’ are present in two categories,
‘consult’ and ‘involve’ – one being more involving than the other. The project did not run focus
groups, but it did run forums and workshops (in bold), and they may have had limited engagement,
or alternatively, actively involved stakeholders. It would however seem from the reports’ content
that the project’s stakeholder engagement has a focus on informing and consulting rather than
involving. There is no sign of empowering stakeholders.
Failing to fully appreciate the need to involve and empower stakeholders can have disastrous
consequences. For example, Rio Tinto CEO, in 2018 Jean-Sebastien Jacques1 was quoted as saying,
‘Our industry needs to re-define the way we partner with communities, customers, suppliers and
governments.’ Unfortunately, in 2020 as most of us are now aware they did not live up to stakeholder
expectations, and the cost to Rio Tinto of their actions in blowing up a sacred site will be high. Last
month Jacques ‘…says he still doesn't understand how his company misunderstood traditional
landowners' attitudes toward a culturally significant site…’2. The cave blasting is currently the subject
of a federal parliamentary inquiry, and while the monetary cost to Rio Tinto is not yet evident, the
company’s reputation has been dashed internationally. Financial cost may well follow as the cost of
conflict is often high (Davis & Franks, 2014).
For this project, in which significant risks are evident, old-style stakeholder engagement
needed to be superseded to suit today’s situation where a licence to operate aligns with active
rather than passive engagement. Crucially, there needed to be many more opportunities for
collaborative dialogue, for greater in-depth stakeholder involvement, and, for today’s active citizens,
a substantial degree of empowerment. Essentially the project appears to involve stakeholders in
‘some aspects’ of design through limited participatory decision-making processes. It is indeed a
mistake to ‘take the politics of permitting as its starting point.’
Marcelle Holdaway 10/8/20
REFERENCES
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29-35.
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Westernport is a critical watercourse for the people of Victoria. There is a significant
risk of this project due to Chlorine and Temperature impacts of discharge water and
oil drips and noise from ships. This risk cannot be managed and is likely to have
negative impacts on the biodiversity of the Ramsar site.
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Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Crib Point – Pakenham Pipeline Project
Port of Hasting’s submission to the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee
August 2020
Background
1.

This submission has been prepared for the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee in response to the Environment
Effects Statement (EES), draft Planning Scheme Amendments (PSA), and Works Approval Application (WAA) prepared for
the Crib Point Gas Import Jetty and Crib Point – Pakenham Pipeline Project (the Project).

2.

The Victorian Government established the Port of Hastings Development Authority (PoHDA) on 1 January 2012.

3.

PoHDA is responsible for the direct management of the operations of the Port of Hastings (the Port).

4.

The Port is an important asset for Victoria’s growing imports and exports of bulk commodities including refined fuel,
steel, oil and gas. Importantly the Port has existing infrastructure capable of catering to a significant increase in liquid
and gas trades.

5.

The State Government released its Freight Strategy – Delivering the Goods in July 2018. Consistent with this strategy
and Ministerial Direction dated 27 May 2015, PoHDA pursues bulk and non-container related business and works with
proponents who are seeking to use and/or develop facilities at the Port.

6.

PoHDA has been working closely with AGL on the Project and signed agreements in 2018 that would facilitate upgrades
to the Crib Point Jetty and enable Berthing, Jetty and Land Licences to be executed if the Project receives its required
approvals.

7.

PoHDA has also been an active participant for the Technical Reference Group on the EES.

The Port
8.

The Port has been bulk trading for 50 years, serving domestic and international shipping.

9.

There are four established jetty complexes, the BlueScope Wharves, Long Island Point Jetty, Crib Point Jetty, and the
Stony Point Port Services Complex.

10. These are illustrated in the plan below together with illustrations of the existing shipping channels and Port Waters.
11. Aerial photographs of the Port facilities are also provided below.

1

Existing Jetty Complexes and Port Waters

2

18. PoHDA exercises its functions and powers consistently with Victorian Government policy and strategies and in

accordance with both the Transport Integration Act 2010 (Vic) and a Ministerial Directive dated 27 May 2015. In
accordance with these directives, PoHDA’s focus is to:


Directly manage the safe and efficient operation of its infrastructure and the landside port operations;



Develop, or enable and control the development by others of, the whole or any part of the Port of Hastings;



Encourage new bulk and non-containerised trade proponents to use and/or develop facilities within the Port of
Hastings; and



Ensure Port developments are consistent with the whole of Government objectives and do not constrain future
options for development of the port.

Port Regulation
19. PoHDA has statutory responsibilities described in the Marine Safety Act 2010, in relation to the maintenance and

provision of port infrastructure. Ship safety in port waters during approach and at berth is the responsibility of the
Victorian Regional Channels Authority (VRCA) and Harbour Master (employed by VRCA) through statutory
responsibilities to Transport Safety Victoria (TSV).
20. The Port of Hastings lies within Western Port, an area that offers significant environmental values that are recognised

worldwide. PoHDA has developed a Safety and Environmental Management Plan (SEMP) to meet key objectives as
stated within the Port Management Act 1995 (Vic) and in accordance with the Ministerial Guidelines – Port Safety and
Environmental Management Plans 2012. The safety and environment management planning objectives are:
(a) promoting improvements in safety and environmental outcomes at Victoria's ports;
(b) promoting and facilitating the development, maintenance and implementation of systems that enable compliance
with the various safety and environmental duties that apply to the operation of the port; and
(c) promoting an integrated and systematic approach to risk management in relation to the operation of the port.
The SEMP outlines the ‘whole of port’ methodology to manage identified health, safety and environmental risks. The
plan recognises compliance with various jurisdictional legal obligations and regulatory bodies and has been integrated
with PoHDA’s Health, Safety, Security and Environmental (HSSE) Management Systems. Risk management activities are
documented and implemented via PoHDA’s system, including risk control strategies and tools in consultation with port
stakeholders. The SEMP is audited by a Minister approved qualified independent environmental auditor at least every 3
years.
21. A ‘whole of port’ Emergency Management Plan (EMP) has been developed by PoHDA for the management of

emergencies within the Port. This plan aligns with the State Emergency Response and Recovery Planning arrangements,
under which PoHDA manages the first strike response for oil spills within port waters and up to 3 nautical miles from the
coast of Victoria - between Cape Schanck to Wilsons Promontory. PoHDA is a member of the State Maritime Emergency
Working Group and the framework described in the plan is underpinned by the cooperation of port stakeholders,
emergency services and support agencies. A combined Oil Spill and Emergency Management Committee has been
established to facilitate the cooperative approach required for emergency management.
22. The Port of Hastings is a security regulated port and has a Maritime Security Plan (MSP) as required under the Maritime

Transport and Offshore Facilities Security Act 2003 (MTOFSA), as amended and its associated regulations. The MSP
details the ‘whole of port’ approach in protecting the interface between a security regulated ship and the port. The plan
requires Port Operators and other Maritime Industry Participants to implement preventative measures to safeguard the
port against unlawful interference with maritime transport and associated facilities.
23. Security measures include Waterside Restricted Zones (WRZ) which restrict recreational vessels entering an established

area of 100 metres surrounding the Crib Point Jetty as indicated by specially marked piles and signage.
24. PoHDA and the VRCA jointly issue a Port Operating Handbook that provides a set of rules to govern the activities of all

Port Users and their respective Associates within the Port. This Operating Handbook should be read in conjunction with
the VRCA Harbour Master’s Directions that are issued and amended from time to time.

5

Crib Point Facility
25. The State owns the Jetty at Crib Point and PoHDA has a licence in place with the Minister for Energy, Environment and

Climate Change for the seabed beneath the Jetty.
26. The approach channel has a maintained depth of 14.2m at lowest astronomical tide.
27. The Jetty is protected from offshore wave conditions and subject to locally generated wind waves only. The Jetty has 3

berths:


Berth 1 is currently underutilised at approximately 10-15% usage with the potential to handle increased bulk trade.
United Terminals import petroleum and diesel through Crib Point Jetty Berth 1 to its Terminal in Hastings via a
pipeline that runs in a designated easement between Crib Point and Long Island Point. The berth has a declared
depth alongside the Jetty of 15.7m and is designed and maintained to accommodate tankers of up to 100,000
displacement tonnes, with an overall length of 300m.



Berth 2 is currently not in use and is the nominated berth to host the permanent Floating Storage Regasification
Unit (FSRU) for the Project.



From time-to-time Berth 3 is used for offshore oil and gas pipe spooling projects, that is only possible due to the
unique advantage of having a large tract of vacant land available adjacent to deep water access.

28. The Crib Point Jetty facility was constructed in 1965 in association with the construction of the adjacent BP Refinery. The

refinery at Crib Point was established after BP Australia purchased a large amount of land adjoining Western Port in
1963. The refinery closed down in 1986, around 20 years after its construction. There is approximately 310 hectares of
land adjacent to the Crib Point Jetty that the Government reserved in the 1960s for future port related development
due to the natural Port advantages of the location.
29. The majority of the Special Use Zoned (SUZ) land (port-related use) within Crib Point is owned by Crib Point Terminal Pty

Ltd (ExxonMobil & Shell) and the Mornington Peninsula Shire.
30. The land allocated for the AGL Receiving Facility is owned by PoHDA and will be leased to AGL if the project proceeds.

Strategic Context
31. The land surrounding the Port of Hastings has been reserved for port related uses since the late 1960s where the

potential of Western Port was identified for the establishment of largescale process industries, which require deep
water and extensive land adjacent to a port.
32. The areas were identified to be set aside for port purposes and appropriately zoned so that the State's options with

regard to any future port development at Western Port could be preserved. There are various aspects of the planning
scheme that contain the policy framework for port planning and protection including:


Clause 18.03-1S – Planning for Ports



Clause 18.03-2S – Planning for Port Environs



Clause 21.10 – Managing Port Area Development



Zone controls
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34. The Crib Point Jetty and adjoining land is zoned Port Zone (shown below). The purpose of this zone is to provide for uses

which derive direct benefit from co-establishing with a commercial port and to provide for the ongoing use and
development of Victoria’s commercial trading ports that support the relevant port development strategy prepared
pursuant to the Port Management Act 1995.

35. PoHDA as manager for a commercial trading port is always looking for new bulk and non-container related business

opportunities which support Victoria’s growth and jobs, particularly in the immediate region.
36. The Crib Point Jetty berth facilities and the surrounding land are strategically important assets for the State of Victoria

due to the natural advantage of deep-water access. There is a long history of planning instruments identifying the jetty
and surrounding land for port development purposes. These include: Hastings Port Industrial Area Land Use Structure
Plan (April 1996); Victorian Ports Strategic Study (2000); Melbourne 2030 (2002), Plan Melbourne, Port of Hastings Land
Use and Transport Strategy (August 2009); Freight Strategy – Delivering the Goods (2018), and the Port of Hastings
Development Strategy (2018).
37. Following approval from the Minister for Ports, the Hon. Melissa Horne, the Port of Hastings 2018 Port Development

Strategy (PDS) was released on 31 May 2019. Developed in consultation with port users and the broader port
community, the PDS provides a comprehensive overview of the current status of the Port of Hastings and related issues.
It is focused on the potential for port development, transport links, land requirements, port infrastructure and
associated trade. It gives consideration to the community and social aspects, while enabling better alignment of port
related proposals with other Government policies and strategies. The PDS identifies Crib Point for development
opportunities with a focus on “bulk liquids and gases with pipeline connections to major storage and distribution
outlets”. The PDS also states that Crib Point “is strategically important based on its exceptional deep water that can
cater for large vessels, accessibility, recognising it is an old refinery site and the need for continual maintenance of
buffer zones to the Crib Point community which is important in planning for the precinct.”

8

Infrastructure Upgrade
38. PoHDA is ready to commence remediation and upgrade works on Berth 2 at the southern end of the Crib Point Jetty and

has the necessary approvals in place to proceed. The upgrades are required prior to the FSRU being moored at the Jetty.
The Jetty is controlled and managed by PoHDA and the Jetty works are suitable for a range of vessels, accordingly the
works to the jetty were assessed and approved as a separate project to the AGL Gas Import Jetty Project.
39. Berth 2 has not been utilised since the adjacent Refinery closed in 1986 and the Jetty upgrade works are required to

enable the safe mooring of the FSRU and visiting LNG carriers. Works at the site will include repairs to concrete on the
jetty, installation of new mooring and berthing dolphins as well as the replacement of the Pier head.
40. On 3 April 2018, PoHDA received approval for the upgrade works through Ministerial consent for the use and

development of coastal Crown land by PoHDA under Section 38(1) of the Coastal Management Act 1995. On 1 August
2018, the Marine and Coastal Act 2018 (Vic) came into effect, replacing the former Coastal Management Act 1995. All
consents issued under the Coastal Management Act 1995 are deemed to be consents under the new Marine and
Coastal Act 2018 (Vic). The VRCA have also separately received Marine and Coastal Act 2018 consent to undertake
seabed levelling in the southern end of the berth that will redistribute approximately 95 cubic meters of material, to
increase the maintained depth from 12.7m to 13.0m.
The Project
41. The Port is well placed with natural deep-water channels, existing infrastructure and ample availability to facilitate

projects such as AGL’s Gas Import Jetty Project. PoHDA welcomes the prospect of the Port playing a part in AGL’s plans
to secure the State’s gas supply needs and provide additional competition in the domestic market.
42. The Crib Point facility is currently operating as an active industrial Port importing products such as diesel and unleaded

fuels and has a long history of industrial activity including as an export facility for the former adjacent refinery. The Jetty
has exceptional physical attributes for port development, offering significant opportunity for expanding bulk trades.
43. The Project maximises the use of existing infrastructure and existing deep-water channels.
44. The Project is consistent with the objectives and focus of Government policy, multiple strategic planning instruments,

PoHDA’s mandate and the recent 2018 Port Development Strategy.
45. The pipeline component of the Project is an appropriate fit for the Crib Point facility as it minimises traffic related

impacts to Crib Point and Hastings while taking advantage of existing port infrastructure and natural deep-water
channels. PoHDA’s focus is on liquid-bulk and break-bulk growth and the importation of LNG product fits with the
current and future Government approved plans for the Port and Crib Point.
46. The Port of Hastings is a well-regulated Port with a long history facilitating hazardous cargoes, with no major

environmental or safety incidents. PoHDA has an enviable safety record and has the necessary systems to mitigate
potential risks. This in combination with the LNG industry that has an impressive safety record over the past 40 years.
LNG carriers that are one of the safest and cleanest ships in the world, gives PoHDA confidence the project can coexist
harmoniously with the sensitive environment and community as other projects have successfully done for the last 50
years.
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My name is Lysette Ashford and I live on the Mornington Peninsula, an
extremely biodiverse area, home to a huge range of flora, fauna and
particularly marine fauna and unique underwater environments.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for
Planning for the opportunity to make my submission
The potentially destructive risks to the environment of AGL’s proposed Crib
Point Project far outweigh any benefits - there are much greater economic
gains to be made from nature-based tourism. An ongoing activity that creates
a larger employment base with more diverse skills that continue to evolve.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in Australia with
tourists traveling nationally and internationally to see Fairy Penguins,
Dolphins, Humpback whales and Southern Right whales in their natural
environment. The industrialization of Westernport Bay in the form of gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit is patently inconsistent
with tourism based on pristine ocean and protected wetlands.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical
health of the communities who access them and therefore directly affect the
economic health of that community as well.
To quote the World Health Organization “noise pollution features among the
top environmental hazards to physical and mental health, and well-being…”
It results in an increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus,
affects sleep patterns and impacts on mental health.
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. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point
jetty is an extensive mangrove stand which stabilize sediment and protects
the shoreline from erosion. Mangroves and wetlands must be protected as a
key habitat for an extensive array of plants and animals for their own sake as
well as their measurable benefit to human wellbeing. In light of this, the works
that AGL propose would directly and indirectly destroy large areas of
mangrove which is not an acceptable outcome and one that I strongly oppose.
In addition, if the project is approved, AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into Westernport Bay each day. The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22
of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been
unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor
impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.

To date, there has been a lack of credible assessments as to how noise
would affect marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have
been no baseline studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. Nor have they have
tested the impact of noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by
a berthed FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that
underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the
communication of whales in the area. The noise would also deter fish and
other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect the important
ecosystem around Crib Point.
As we face a future of climate change, it is contrary and outdated to keep
approving fossil fuel projects of this size. They are counter-productive and
extremely short-sighted. The Crib Point proposal is not in line the community’s
expectation for all the reasons I have outlined in my previous paragraphs. Nor
is it a practical solution to meeting the energy needs of our state.
I strongly urge you to consider my submission and the content of the plethora
of other submissions that you will no doubt receive opposing the AGL Crib
Point project.
Thank you for this opportunity.

Sincerely,
Lysette Ashford
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My name is Dashel Tran and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
Growing up on Phillip island the beautiful and pristine marine life and precious
ecosystems around our beaches have sentimental value to me as well as many
others. That is why we must protect this precious area
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on the local
community.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents
and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be
affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise.
The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased
number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will
mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers
will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic
chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a
signatory of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is
understood as the maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their
degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the
middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an internationally
significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future
but a dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees

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

Submission Cover Sheet
Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee EES

2703

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

Peter Vadiveloo

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

AGL_inquiry_sub

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

As attached.

26 August 2020
Submission to the Crib Pt Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Dear Committee,
I am shocked that the Victorian Government is even considering AGL’s proposal to construct a gas
terminal facility at Crib Point. Given we are in a climate emergency, this proposal should have been
rejected by the Government at its very first suggestion.
The present existential global climate crisis is due to the burning of fossil fuels leading to increased
atmospheric CO2 levels. Therefore, it is nonsensical to the point of human species suicide for AGL
and the Victorian Government to think it is appropriate to build a gas terminal that will facilitate our
burning of even more fossil fuel.
The present climate emergency requires that we need to not just reduce emissions, but we need to
urgently draw down the global CO2 levels. Trees are crucial in this respect. Indeed, the highlyregarded ecologist Prof. Thomas Crowther who recently published his findings in the pre-eminent
journal ‘Science’ considers re-foresting and revegetation the “overwhelming” top climate change
solution (refs. 1,2).
To that end, the AGL plan involves the clearing and destruction many hectares of trees and marine
plants (is the committee aware that marine plants such as mangroves and seagrasses are about 20x
more effective per acre than land plants at absorbing CO2?).
Furthermore, tree clearing per se actually contributes to CO2 emissions due to the release of the
stored carbon. Indeed, tree clearing in Australia’s accounts for about 14% of our greenhouse
emissions (ref. 3).
Thus, our survival depends upon us to (a) stop burning fossil fuel, (b) stop clearing trees, and indeed
plant many more in order to draw down CO2, and (c) stop clearing trees in order to reduce treestored carbon emissions.
And yet, the AGL terminal proposal will act contrary to all three of these urgent needs. Surely this
plan verges on madness in our current climate emergency times.
The climate emergency is not an esoteric concept. Who can forget the devastating bushfires of just a
few months ago? Climate change brings climate catastrophes. Australia lost 20% of its trees - an
unimaginable number. Victorians ate smoke for weeks; we experienced smoke haze which we have
never seen before, you couldn’t see a few hundred metres in front of you. Many people suffered
heath issues. It is estimated those fires will cost our country $100 billion (ref 4). More importantly, at
least 34 lives were lost. One of those was volunteer fire-fighter
. He lost his life
fighting what were essentially preventable bushfires – preventable had we reduced fossil fuel use
years ago and stopped clearing trees years ago. How to explain that to
and
I urge you to look at the
and look at
, and
. This is
the human cost of fossil fuel-driven climate change.
How many more
will have to die before Victorian authorities decide enough is
enough and that we must prevent any projects that facilitate the burning of fossil fuels and the
destruction of carbon-capturing trees and plants; plans like AGL’s.

The above arguments should be enough to convince the committee of the foolishness of the AGL
plan; but there are even more reasons for the committee to reject the plan. Firstly, the area in
question lies in a RAMSAR Treaty wetland. Such wetlands are recognised as important on an
international scale. Why would anyone give permission to destroy such a wetland? That in itself
should be enough to stop the plan. Secondly, the Government’s own surveys find that the majority
of the Victorian public is in favour of CO2 emissions reductions (6). For the committee to
recommend the AGL proposal would see it going against the wishes of the majority of Victorians.
Does the committee really have that right?
What Victorians need are officials that will deliver for them a safer future. A safer future requires
immediate lowering of CO2 emissions and the immediate draw down of CO2 via trees and plants.
That is why the AGL terminal must not be allowed to proceed. The terminal will facilitate the burning
of more fossil fuel and the clearing of trees and marine plants. The AGL proposal is the exact
opposite of what Victorians need for a safer future.
I hope the committee understands that they are not just making a decision about Crib Point. They
are making a decision about the direction in which our society – our world – will go in this era of
climate catastrophes. We have seen the effect of those catastrophes through devastating bushfires,
storms and floods; catastrophes that led to death and unimaginable destruction. This committee
now has a choice. It can choose a fossil fuel ‘business as usual’ approach which will accelerate our
present climate crisis and worsen the fate of our futures. Or it can choose to take an obvious, logical
and socially responsible role by rejecting the AGL proposal; such a rejection will be a significant step
in guiding Victorians to a safer future. The committee has the chance to be on the ‘right side’ of
history; to make sure this incredibly irresponsible fossil fuel project does not get through ‘on their
watch’.
In closing, I urge the committee to reject in the strongest possible terms the proposed AGL gas
terminal at Crib Point.
Yours in urgency,
Dr. Peter Vadiveloo
References
1. https://ethz.ch/en/news-and-events/eth-news/news/2019/07/how-trees-could-save-theclimate.html
2. https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/jul/04/planting-billions-trees-best-tackleclimate-crisis-scientists-canopy-emissions
3. https://www.wilderness.org.au/news-events/10-facts-about-deforestation-in-australia
4. https://www.news.com.au/finance/economy/australian-economy/with-costs-approaching100-billion-the-bushfires-are-australias-costliest-natural-disaster/newsstory/3c5fd4f7dabacc896cecd0167095d4b8
5. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-01-08/bushfires-death-toll-rises-in-victoria/11852752
6. https://www.sustainability.vic.gov.au/Campaigns/TAKE2/News/2018/12/03/22/06/80-percent-of-Victorians-want-action-on-climate-change
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My name is Georgia Arranga and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
It’s been my home for my entire life.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on
greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks
include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and
increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K.
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach
is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is
not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until
we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store
large amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and
enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which
has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.

The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil
fuels. Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power
production. This holds true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of
storage to guarantee that renewable energy can be delivered when required
according to the Australian Energy Market Operator and CSIRO. The fact that firmed
renewables will displace gas is becoming increasingly accepted in the energy
markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian GPG annual consumption forecast
for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that gas consumption will be
dramatically below what was previously thought due to a higher penetration of
renewables than previously forecast.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other
marine mammals. The EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at
1-in-2500 per year. Using their own figures the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This
means a 1-in-16 chance over the proposed 20-year lifespan. It is likely that these
numbers are conservative because the number of whales observed with injuries
consistent with ship strike is higher than the number of strikes reported by shipping
operators. The conclusion that a ship strike would have a low consequence to the
visiting Southern Right whale population is inconsistent with the Conservation
Management Plan for Southern Right whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or
the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Georgia Arranga
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I am 16 years old and I don't wish for the AGL Gas Import Jetty Project to go ahead.
It will affect the wildlife in the area as well as international wildlife that come and
use the wetlands. This area is beautiful and the project will interrupt the serenity. I
am also worried about global warming and wish they would put their money
towards renewable energy instead. This is a beautiful area that I enjoy going to visit
and wish for the wildlife to remain protected. Thank-you.
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ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS STATEMENT RE AGL GAS IMPORT FACILITY –
SUBMISSION BY CLIFFORD HAYES, SUSTAINABLE AUSTRALIA PARTY MLC FOR SOUTHERN
METROPOLITAN REGION, VICTORIAN LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL.
My submission is in opposition to the proposed facility. As you will be aware, Western Port Bay is a
unique, fragile and internationally recognised place. It is a Ramsar-listed wetland that is vital for
migratory birds, fish breeding and seagrasses. It has some of the world’s most southerly mangroves.
As you will also be aware, the AGL project involves a floating storage and regasification unit in the
form of a huge ship permanently moored at Crib Point pier, necessitating a 60-kilometre pipeline
from there to Pakenham. I am extremely concerned about the effect of such a massive project on
the fragile Western Port environment.
I am advised by the Save Westernport coalition that the regasification process involves sucking 450
million litres of seawater into the floating plant each day. I understand that equates to a swimming
pool every ten seconds being sucked in and spewed out dead, chlorinated and 7 degrees colder than
the ambient sea temperature.
I am also advised that the project will require vegetation clearance 50 metres either side of the jetty
and the construction of a pipeline all the way to Pakenham, which will destroy remnant vegetation
and have a detrimental effect on farmland on the Mornington Peninsula.
The Victorian National Parks Association says that the EES has failed to properly address the risk of
catastrophic events and the marine impacts which would flow from them. It is not OK to dismiss
these things as unlikely. Such events are always unlikely until they happen. The VNPA points out the
major oil spill from the Iron Barren in the Tamar Estuary in Tasmania in 1995, and the ethane
pipeline rupture in Port Phillip Bay in 2008 as local examples. Up to 40 additional ships into
Westernport Bay will increase shipping activity by up to 25-40% each year, which increases the risk
of accident significantly. The VNPA also points out the increased risk of 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.
Western Port Bay is an important Ramsar listed wetland of particular significance for migratory
shorebirds. The EES says that wetland birds are not in the immediate vicinity of the project. It fails to
take into account the fact that migratory shorebirds move around, and that they are sensitive to
disturbance, which causes them to use valuable energy reserves that they need for long migrations.
The EES fails to address biological impacts on Western Port Bay’s Ramsar values, and has no direct
assessment of the key sensitivities for these habitats and significant species.
As indicated earlier, I am also concerned about the impact of the proposed 60 km pipeline from Crib
Point to Pakenham. Vegetation removal for urban expansion on the Mornington Peninsula and
Western Port has been so great that we can ill afford to lose any more. The native vegetation
proposed to be removed for the pipeline will involve the direct loss of 15 hectares of native
vegetation, almost half of which is of endangered vegetation types.
In particular the pipeline would be a serious threat to the survival of the nationally endangered
Southern Brown Bandicoot. As you will be aware, this species is listed under the Federal EPBC Act
and its survival has been the subject of a lot of effort from both governments and the community
and environmental organisations. The proposed project will result in the removal of vegetation from
likely habitat sites for the Bandicoot, and could lead to local extinctions of this species.

The pipeline is also proposed to go through Warringine Park, a covenanted Council reserve of
greater than 100 hectares between Hastings and Crib Point.
For all these impacts and potential impacts, this project should not proceed. The environmental
damage and risk associated with it is too great.
Often projects are weighed up on the basis of offsetting environmental damage against economic
benefit. I and the Sustainable Australia Party do not support this approach. The extent of the
environmental damage and habitat destruction we have seen in Australia in recent decades is so
great that it is high time we focussed our efforts on economic activity which is not damaging to the
environment, such as renewable energy and recycling. But in any event the AGL project is part of an
approach to gas which is not in Australia’s economic interest either.
Australia has now overtaken Qatar to be the world’s biggest exporter of natural gas. But we export
the gas for a song, and import gas at prices which make our manufacturing uncompetitive, and leads
to real hardship for consumers. In recent weeks the head of the ACCC, Rod Sims, said he could not
understand why gas prices for Australian consumers remained so high.
It is time that our governments introduced genuine domestic gas reservation policies to make
Australian gas benefit Australian manufacturers and Australian consumers. It is what other
governments around the world have done, and it is what the Western Australian Government has
done. It should happen on the East Coast as well.
Clifford Hayes MP
21 August 2020.
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SPADE’N’BARROW gardening
ABN: 88 900 240 376
BALNARRING 3926
26/08/20 My name is Dixon I have lived
all of my 55 years on the Mornington Peninsula 41 of those year in Balnarring Beach
My great love of Westernport Bay has seen me taking in walks, fishing, snorkeled,
swimming, surfing in her varied beaches This my special environment is my life and
relaxation and my career in landscape gardening chosen for my love nature
Unfortunately I have no faith that this opposition to AGLs proposal for the abhorrent
structure on my beloved bay will be listened to but I must at least try Sadly
eventually in my retirement with time to truly enjoy this special place it will be
irretrievably gone I say to the Minister will you PLEASE listen to your people Yours
sincerely Dixon Hayes

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

Riley Goodwin

Organisation:

No

Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

Letter.docx

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

as attached

2708

My name is Riley Goodwin and I visit Westernport Bay often and have for my whole life.
Any coastline or natural environment is important to me. Each one is a vital part of our
ecosystem, the area is sacred land for the First Nations people and is home to many species of
flora and fauna.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of anxiety
and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in increased
prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to
see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of
the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This
could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination, which would be absolutely tragic.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts
of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in
the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like
this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained
most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent
of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the
climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.

Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands are
responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite occupying only
around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands such as Westernport
Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution
to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate
change.
Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other marine
mammals. The EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at 1-in-2500 per year.
Using their own figures the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This means a 1-in-16 chance over
the proposed 20-year lifespan. It is likely that these numbers are conservative because the
number of whales observed with injuries consistent with ship strike is higher than the number of
strikes reported by shipping operators. The conclusion that a ship strike would have a low
consequence to the visiting Southern Right whale population is inconsistent with the
Conservation Management Plan for Southern Right whales.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of the
Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the negative impact on
greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria would be unacceptable. There are many other viable, and
more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without
exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this
ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Riley Geary Goodwin
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Crib Point, Victoria 3919

My name is Jessica Brady and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I work in at the closest primary school to this proposal. We use Woolleys beach as our
learning and meeting place, walking our 60 grade 3/4 students there once a fortnight.
To be unable to access this area for our learning would be appalling.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for
the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point
gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should
deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and
visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the
loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes
that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships
coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors
will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a
result of the impact of increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery
seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales
as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of
Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the
perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as
a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced
for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to
the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We
cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water
into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is
so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine
life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and
in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the
discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause
22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been
unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact

assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements
this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet. Wetlands
are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil carbon despite
occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth. Protecting wetlands
such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to prevent the release of vast
quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a
defense against the impacts of climate change.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect
marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline studies
of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise in
Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even with these
inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit behavioural
changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby which would affect
the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment
of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact
on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There
are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we
meet our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the
unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Jessica Brady
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August 26, 2020
Submission to oppose the AGL Gas Import Terminal proposed for Crib Point
Dear Members of the Committee,
Thank you for the opportunity to write a submission regarding the proposed AGL Gas Import
Terminal proposed for Crib Point. This is an important issue to me, and to many Australians, and I
write to oppose the development.
I am writing as a concerned Victorian, a concerned Australian who reads the reports and evidence of
eminent scientists and business leaders who advise strongly against the use of gas as we transition
to renewable energy and attmpt to meet our global obligations under the Paris climate change
agreement.
My submission today is to oppose the AGL gas terminal development for three main reasons:
1. New investment in Gas is unnecessary and unwise at this time, bringing unnecessary risk
and unnecessary use of resources for Victorians and the likelihood of the plant being a
stranded asset requiring costly removal and clean-up.
2. If permitted will likely cause significant environmental damage, specifically to the
coastal landscape, coastal birds and sea life, and pose great risk to Philip Island and the
significant tourism it brings to Victoria
3. If permitted will pose significant threat to residents and community in the local area,
specifically in terms of fire risk and water pollution, also making this an unattractive area for
investment and tourism into the future – both of which are currently thriving.
I will address each of these points in turn.
1. No need for any further investment in Gas
Demand for old energy, including gas, is decreasing. The viability of these companies
continuing to invest in industries in decline is bad for Victoria and Australia
There are two main aspects to this crucial point. The first is that the demand for and investment in
renewable energy sources is increasing very fast, including by AGL themselves (See AFR article
and link at the end of this section). This puts the demand for Gas in jeopardy, making it a risky and
unwise investment for the company and for Victoria – wasting resources for all Victorians. Victoria
and Australia are currently seeing a huge growth in the use of renewable energy, especially solar. As
this increases, the price of electricity will go down making it a more attractive energy source than
gas.
The second aspect of this is that the demand for Gas – as a fossil fuel – is dominishing rapidly and
is becoming less and less attractive to the corporate, community and government sectors as
international and national initiatives to curb CO2 emissions gain momentum, strength and
enforceable accountability mechanisms. A brand-new investment in this fossil fuel technology, that
is being phased out in so many other states and countries is putting Victoria and Australia at
unconscionable risk.
Indeed, a recent letter by a group of leading scientists written to the Chief Scientist shows that
pursuing Gas is clearly going against the international climate targets, to which Australia is a

signatory. So again, going against these international conventions and trends is putting Australia and
Australians at risk of being left behind sustainable and cheaper energy into the future. (See article in
The Age, link below).
https://www.theage.com.au/environment/climate-change/australia-s-chief-scientist-is-wrong-ongas-say-leading-experts-20200824-p55oty.html?fbclid=IwAR1KWRXcJbfyHhkYBjEyYW0OWtORAcVNr-WrwD9LDc_QgN9jPx6lnpihDg
https://www.afr.com/companies/energy/agl-s-liddell-plan-out-of-coal-into-batteries-20200814p55lnv)
2. Negative impact on the local environment – increased shipping and activity on
wetlands, coastal environment, local fauna including whales
The impact of Climate change is being increasing felt – with higher temperatures, more
extreme weather (including fires, storms, beach erosion) – and the proposed development
adds to the risk level. Gas is dangerous, especially in weather events such as extreme heat and
bushfires. Coastal erosions and storms increase likelihood of damage to infrastructure, spills
on the coast and at sea.
The Coastal landscape is a fragile one. Increases in storm surge, high tides and extreme weather are
already impacting the southern coast of Australia. How will AGL ensure that the construction of the
terminal and the coming and going of large ships will not contribute to further erosion and damage
to the coastline? How will they monitor the impact on the sand, the coastal landscape and the flora
and fauna including the shorebirds who nest along this coastline?
Specifically, this increased activity in the area is likely to impact the whales who pass along this
stretch of coast and the Fairy Penguin colony at Philip Island, the largest Fairy Penguin colony in
the world. I am greatly concerned that the negative impact on these species and their behaviour over
the next ten years will cause a reduction in their population and a reduction in the income to the
state from the tourism they bring to Victoria and the local community. Phillip Island is the second
most tourism-dependent region in Australia, and any real or perceived risks to the natural
environment could be a real blow to the community.
The wetlands and bird life in this area are also of huge environmental significance. The construction
and operation of the site and the pipeline will inevitably cause significant water pollution that will
threaten all species.
AGL’s EES does not properly address the issue of spills. The ships must pass through narrow
waterways, often in storm and extreme weather conditions – including high winds – and this poses a
significant threat.
AGL must show that they have taken into account the increase in extreme weather events and how
this poses a danger to their normal way of operating. Regardless, the nature of the environment at
and around Crib Point, and the waterways used by ships in and off Western Point Bay are such that
the proposed development will cause significant damage that is no longer appropriate or acceptable
by corporations in this era.
3. Will pose significant risk to local residents
The AGL terminal and pipeline, if permitted, will pose significant threat to residents and
community in the local area, specifically in terms of fire risk and water pollution, also making this
an unattractive area for investment and tourism into the future – both of which are currently thriving.

Extreme weather and heightened temperatures pose extreme threat to Victorians in the summer, and
the AGL plant would be as close as 1.5km to houses and close to a whole coastline of popular
beaches. Access to this area is also limited in terms of roads and road capacity, making this a
dangerous place to house gas, especially through the hot summers that will only grow hotter in the
foreseeable future.
In closing, I would like to make a final and critical last point: AGL cannot be trusted. AGL has
a history of deceptive and misleading behaviour, making them unfit to build and operate a facility
such as the import terminal and pipeline proposed. Since 2003 AGL has incurred more than $7
million worth of fines, in some cases for deceptive and misleading behaviour. In September 2018,
AGL was fined a record of almost $3 million by the Victorian Essential Services Commission for
“failing to offset its emission levels” by not handing over 64,000 Energy Efficiency Certificates (see
SMH link below). AGL was this month fined for billing errors which “left thousands of concession
customers distressed and confused after receiving high bills they weren’t expecting” (See
ESV.vic.gov.au link below).
On the basis of AGL’s poor track record, and the incredibly high risks involved with this proposal, it seems
that AGL cannot be trusted with the development of a gas import terminal in Westernport Bay.
Furthermore, given that the demand for gas is decreasing and likely to decrease over the next ten years,
then a plant that is in increasingly dire financial circumstances is unlikely to uphold rigorous standards and
therefore poses increasingly great risks to the local environment and community. I believe it is COMPLETELY
UNSAFE for this proposal to go ahead.
https://www.smh.com.au/business/companies/agl-fined-3-million-for-missing-emissions-targets-20180924p505m5.html

https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/pensioners-fall-victim-alleged-agl-billing-error
The community of the Mornington Peninsular has also been working on a plan for a large battery to
store energy from solar for the community. This is an example of how our environment, our region,
can be supported when the climate emergency faces us is imminent. In contrast, the AGL proposal
for Cribb Point will only add to the profound difficulties facing us in the near future, as well as
future generations.

I would like to close by also asking the following four questions of the committee, in addition
to the points I have raised in opposition:
1. What is the risk analysis for Philip Island and the Fairy Penguin Colony here, the largest in
the world, and the estimation of loss of tourism dollars to the state should the colony be
harmed or move elsewhere?
2. What is the risk analysis for the water pollution and coastal erosion for the coastline of the
Mornington Peninsular and the impact on the environment and tourism in this area?
3. What measures will be taken to offset the carbon emissions produced in establishing this
terminal and for the gas imported? And what penalties will be in place should these be
breached?
4. If the plant was to become a stranded asset, and thus an eyesore and a hazard, what steps are
being taken to ensure that if this happens AGL will be legally required by government to
remove the asset and rehabilitate the seafront?
Yours sincerely,

Dr Cheryl Clark
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Despite so many areas that can be used to argue against AGL’s plans to develop a
gas terminal in western port bay as well as a pipeline through remnant areas of
indigenous flora and flora which are vital to the survival of many species, I have
chosen to concentrate on climate change. I feel this is an unprecedented issue
which must be confronted head on and instead of talking about adaption we should
be speaking of halting the climate change drivers. What AGL is proposing will only
exacerbate the already dire situation of climate change. Some how companies,
such as AGL, have promoted the idea that gas is a clean energy source but this is not
true. It is a fossil fuel. Methane can be released at various stages of gas production
and in its movement from source to use. From my reading I realised methane is a
more potent greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide due to its exceptional ability to
absorb heat and methane concentrations in the atmosphere have increased by150
per cent since the Industrial Revolution. (Aljandra Borunda, National Geographic Feb
19 2020) Owning a property in the Strathbogie foothills near Euroa in Victoria I
witnessed the beginnings of climate change effects on that area. In 1988 when I
purchased the property we had a normal season according to neighbours who had
lived in the area for many years and had kept rainfall records for a long time. For
the next seventeen years there was not one usual spring break in March/April, it
changed to May/June which greatly affected the ability for pasture growth. Rainfall
reduced and finished earlier in the year, mid spring rather than early summer. This
added to the reduced pasture growth so that hand feeding had to begin earlier. It
was due to climate change that I felt driven to sell the property. Since that time I
have kept in touch with the local stock and station agent and know the climatic
changes have deepened. It is the same story on farms where I grew up near
Tarcutta in New South Wales. We had a large garden with both exotic and native
species which grew with only rain water. You could not do this now as the climate
has heated up and the rain patterns and amounts of rain have changed. Even in
Melbourne I had great aunts and a grandmother who had English gardens that
received adequate rain to sustain them. Now we find people turning to succulents
and other low water use plants because there is no longer a choice if you depend
purely on the rainfall. These may be simple examples but we only have to look at
the recent horrific bushfires, droughts and sea damage of coastal areas to see large
scaleexamples of climate change. AGL owes it to the community to move to
renewable energy sources and not fossil fuels. Wind and solar are no longer
expensive alternatives and the energy they produce can be stored. We must judge
matters of this magnitude on their impact on future generations.
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Response to the AGL Gas Import Jetty (Crib Point), FSRU and gas pipeline EES Submission
To Whom It May Concern,
I strongly oppose the proposed AGL FSRU Gas Project and associated pipeline.
I am extremely disappointed to note the lack of quality in the EES document presented by AGL. There
are disclaimers like the one below all through the technical reports stating that the document is only
to be relied upon by AGL/APA and the document supplier accepts no responsibility to any third party
who may rely upon the document.
I consider myself a third party and definitely an interested party as I care about the future of
Westernport Bay (the Bay) for all users and not just one industrial company with a poor industrial
record for safety relating to people or the environment. I care about the pristine beaches, the ability
for local food production and food security for Melbourne, the tourism and businesses of many places
in and around the Bay, the very delicate sea grass which is sequestering carbon, required especially
now as a result of other poorly envisioned industry.
The disclaimers, even in the peer reviewed reports, give me no confidence that anyone holds
responsibility for incorrect assessments of environmental issues, degradation to land, marine
environment and safety of life, whether human or marine. This seems to be the way of industry at the
moment ... Let the contract to a subcontractor and the subcontractor lets the project to a smaller guy
who may go broke and then there is nobody to blame as its a company that is “dead” for all intents
and purposes so nobody pays for the errors in judgement and incomplete studies. And then the
taxpayer funds the clean up, the big corporate gets a small (relatively) fine and the environment
struggles to recover under the power of individual volunteers who care. Where is the contingency
plan in the EES if the project doesn't go as predicted?
History seems to repeat itself time and again. We don’t seem to learn from the lessons of the past
which to quote Einstein is the definition of insanity. We the people of Victoria deserve better
leadership and outcomes than this.
There is no definition to what words like “unlikely” and “appropriate” mean. To me that seems
extremely vague. There is no attention to events such as natural disasters. There have been several
earthquakes recorded in the area over the last few years. What about changes to tidal activity?
Recent natural disaster events seem to be consistently “first ofs” under the current situation of
atmospheric energising incurred as a result of the heightened carbon in the air. The scope of the
report appears limited to some obvious questions that would be asked. It hasn’t attempted to
consider or define what the true cost to our environments might really be. I wonder what that kind of
modeling might look like?
The fact that the rest of the world is transitioning to clean energy sources as they want a future to
exist for their families in generations that haven’t been born yet, it is incredible to think that Australia
thinks we have a future in this finite extraction game. Its like the cave men are running the show in
large corporates and Government, the attitude being to keep burning all the wood until its all gone!
Don’t worry about planting trees to replace what has been taken or looking for alternatives to ensure
future security. No one is stepping back to take a wider view of where this is heading.

The opening line in the summary document presupposes that Victorians need gas. Thankfully many
Victorians are leading the way by transitioning to alternative, sustainable, available and cheaper
technology. The switch has also occurred as electricity has proved cheaper than gas to heat a house.
So I am not sure that this opening statement is true. It may be that the gas sellers needs gas.
The EES says that “the project would help support Victoria’s energy security and liveability, economic
development and growth. And it could assist us to transition to a low carbon economy.”
I fail to see how creating greenhouse gases helps us to transition to a low carbon economy? I fail to
understand how the project contributes to economic development and growth when the gas is
imported? How does it help our economic development/growth when we’re stuck in old ways of
thinking. We don’t even control supply? How is that secure?
There are so many opportunities for local economic development in all sorts of industries as we are
learning from the virus restrictions. If we create local industry its like teaching a man to fish, not
feeding him one… you know the parable!
If we import gas and it is stopped for some reason then what happens to energy security? Why don’t
we use our local resources instead of profiting short term from selling them off? I believe the State
Govt benefits from royalties from gas sales. Is this what is driving the decisions they make? Isn’t that a
conflict of interest to make a decision that benefits the decision makers?
To put chlorinated water back out into a relatively pristine marine environment in the middle of the
RAMSAR wetland and say that there is an “unlikely” environmental effect makes me wonder who
would make such a statement and know they are carrying out their task with integrity? It makes me
question who would believe such a vague statement and use it to make a decision that is important to
the future of many beings, not just a few Victorians who need cheaper gas? That is irresponsible.
To suck in such a large volume of water daily and change its temperature and put additives into it and
release it into the Bay and say that the studies are “appropriate” to make a decision on is dismissive
of responsibility. How is it known with even 99% surety what will happen? Have the studies been
properly tested in an environment that wont harm wetlands, fish breeding, ecosystems, microclimates?
To state that all fish eggs, and larvae will be sucked in to the FSRU and be destroyed in breeding
seasons and to think that is ok, indicates that the Chairman and Board of AGL think it is ok to alter
nature to satisfy their egos that they have produced a profitable result for the financial year. Who
does that and can sleep at night knowing that their grandchild will have no fish to eat in the future?
That is selfish and close minded.
Humans need to understand that nature, just like the human body, has to make adjustments when
homeostasis is affected. For a group of humans to believe that they understand everything there is to
know about how nature works is arrogant. These reports are unclear as to their outcomes and offer
no certainty that adverse effects are fully accounted for or that there is the possibility that errors can
be rectified.

THERE IS NO ECONOMY WITHOUT ENVIRONMENT.
It is time our Governments stood for ALL the people and our environment, not self interest. Common
sense, depth, respect and integrity are missing from projects such as these. This EES is reflective of
decision makers who have no vision for a future that doesn't extend beyond the next election of the
Board or the next election of parliamentarians.
It is time for a change as we grapple with unprecedented times. Its time for strong, honourable,
intelligent leadership to emerge. Its time for common sense to at least be involved in the decision.
Imagine that?
The change is to move to new energy technology that doesn't make the same mistakes of the past.
This project is too narrowly and short term focused. Victorians and (Australians) are clever people.
We are smarter than this “cave man” approach. I urge the AGL Board, the AGL Chairman and both the
State and Federal Government Ministers to make decisions that ensure their leadership is admired for
decades (not years) and not remembered as being “below the already low bar” destructive leadership
that reminds one of the big disasters.
Again I strongly oppose this plan. Decision makers don’t go to your grave with blood on your hands.
Make a decent decision and delete this proposal.
Yours sincerely,
Martine Middendorp

23/8/20

THE DISCLAIMER (referrred to above)
© AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM). All rights reserved.
AECOM has prepared this document for the sole use of the Client and for a specific purpose, each as
expressly stated in the document. No other party should rely on this document without the prior written
consent of AECOM. AECOM undertakes no duty, nor accepts any responsibility, to any third party
who may rely upon or use this document. This document has been prepared based on the Client’s
description of its requirements and AECOM’s experience, having regard to assumptions that AECOM
can reasonably be expected to make in accordance with sound professional principles. AECOM may
also have relied upon information provided by the Client and other third parties to prepare this
document, some of which may not have been verified. Subject to the above conditions, this document
may be transmitted, reproduced or disseminated only in its entirety.
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The natural habitat for many animals is extremely important to me and the purity of
the bay. Any damage being done here will effect not only the animals and
waterways but will increase the global warming impact even more. 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.

My name is Marija Ivkovic and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The natural habitat for many animals is extremely important to me and the purity of the
bay. Any damage being done here will effect not only the animals and waterways but will
increase the global warming impact even more.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but
the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands
and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include
exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk
of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to
the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site.
AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk assessments on these risks and
have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary
studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to provide
final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come
to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well
as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in
the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a
pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist
destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large
amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for
their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the
loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot
afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil fuels.
Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power production. This
holds true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of storage to guarantee that
renewable energy can be delivered when required according to the Australian Energy
Market Operator and CSIRO. The fact that firmed renewables will displace gas is
becoming increasingly accepted in the energy markets. This year AEMO adjusted its
Victorian GPG annual consumption forecast for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now
assume that gas consumption will be dramatically below what was previously thought due
to a higher penetration of renewables than previously forecast.

Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water
being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting
marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on
our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are
many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Marija Ivkovic
St Kilda VIC 3182
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Objection to AGL’s proposed gas import terminal I love to visit the Westernport Bay
area and enjoy its many natural wonders including the lovely clean beaches of
Balnarring, Merricks and Shoreham, walks along the beautiful foreshore through
native vegetation and the boardwalk through the Bittern wetlands, to name a few.
In our battle against climate change, preservation of our natural environment must
be our top priority, especially in areas of ecological significance as can be found in
the Westernport Bay area. The risk of gas or oil leaks, increased ships in the area
and the release of chlorine into the bay could be damaging on the marine
environment, marine animals and surrounding foreshore areas. Removal of 15
hectares of native vegetation required for the pipeline to Pakenham is of concern
due to endangered species of flora and fauna in the area. Native vegetation is so
precious. We do not want to lose the Southern Brown Bandicoot or the Merran’s
Sun-orchid, both under threat in this area. Westernport includes wetlands which
are recognised under the Ramsar Convention agreement. It is critical that we look
after these wetlands. Wetlands provide habitat for many different bird and animal
species. Mangroves are important for the health of the bay by providing a filter
system and habitat for shorebirds and fish nurseries and the plants capture carbon.
It would be devastating to upset the ecological balance of these sensitive areas. I
believe that we should not ignore the potential risk of damage to the natural
environment of the Westernport Bay area and I therefore object to this project.
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My name is Kaitlin Rust and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
I m from Flinders, and Westernport Bay is part of my home. The
environment is my backyard and it s where we spend our days
and nights exercising, swimming, hanging out with friends and
family, enjoying the coastline.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the
Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import
jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues
which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on the local community.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular
spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and
surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or
by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES
notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The
increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and
the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have
more disruptive ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy
less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding
the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all
of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as
other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The
industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will
undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with the
perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could
impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth.
They combine land and water which allows them to be home to
at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically
endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site

for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise
sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove
stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million
litres of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could
have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling
completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases
totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws
prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been
unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining
the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan
currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a
threat in the distant future but a dangerous reality we face right
now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by
the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from
fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of renewables and energy
storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our
environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL
should be investing more in renewables and supporting
consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soonto-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import
terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to create a
safe climate.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how
noise would affect marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their
EES that there have been no baseline studies of the noise in

Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of noise
in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed
FSRU. Even with these inadequate studies the EES states that
underwater sound would elicit behavioural changes in dolphins
and mask the communication of whales in the area. The noise
would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging
nearby which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib
Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the
environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and
gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on the local
community would be unacceptable. There are many other
viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure
that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend
on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Kaitlin Rust
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My name is Ben Loaring and I care about
the environment in Westernport Bay. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory
Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission
to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable
under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that
concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and
wildlife. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for
residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to
be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions because of maintenance or high
noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable reserve area nearby. The
increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay and the strict exclusion
zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traffic to contend
with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and prot
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My name is Kate Babic and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. Each
opportunity to save the ecosystem is important to me I thank the Crib Point Inquiry
and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make
a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and
gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife. A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which
AGL is proposing would introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to
the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak
from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES
Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away
and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary
quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on
that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not
continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands are among the most biodiverse
ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water which allows them to be home
to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like the critically endangered
Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is made up of seagrass
beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay is also the most
significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect
the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is an
extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. If the project is
approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much
we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life
in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and
in some cases totally inapp
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My name is Christine de Wit and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
The nature, beautiful wetlands, should be conserved for the people and the animals
who live there.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues that I will
point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the negative impact
on greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria. Please consider my submission.
Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green
spaces can contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by
communities who place significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact
on the long-term mental health of a community. I am a clinical psychologist and am
concerned about how the excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of
recreation or among households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as
increased prevalence of anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise
and light pollution can result in increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a
community.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store
large amounts of carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and
enhanced for their role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject
to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In
Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which
has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
AGL would draw this water from the Bay and use it to regassify their liquefied gas.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. AGL have completed what can only be described
as preliminary quantitative risk assessments on some of the potential consequences
of their gas import terminal. AGL does not address the chronic effects of chlorine,
CPOs and associated HOCs on benthic communities and seagrass. Additionally due
to flaws in calculation methodology for plankton intake we do not know how much
damage could be done to the cornerstone of the food chain.

The electricity generation sector will play a key role in the transition away from fossil
fuels. Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative for new power
production. This holds true even when renewables are backed with 6 hours of
storage to guarantee that renewable energy can be delivered when required
according to the Australian Energy Market Operator and CSIRO. The fact that firmed
renewables will displace gas is becoming increasingly accepted in the energy
markets. This year AEMO adjusted its Victorian GPG annual consumption forecast
for the 2014 to 2039 period. They now assume that gas consumption will be
dramatically below what was previously thought due to a higher penetration of
renewables than previously forecast.
It is concerning to see the lack of credible assessments on how noise would affect
marine wildlife. AGL acknowledge in their EES that there have been no baseline
studies of the noise in Westernport Bay. They have also not tested the impact of
noise in Westernport Bay itself nor the noise produced by a berthed FSRU. Even
with these inadequate studies the EES states that underwater sound would elicit
behavioural changes in dolphins and mask the communication of whales in the area.
The noise would also deter fish and other marine animals from foraging nearby
which would affect the important ecosystem around Crib Point.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the 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. I beg you please! not any more dirty gas or coal.
Please!!! we need to leave this planet in a good state for our children.
Sincerely,
Christine de Wit
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My name is Mark Burford and I have a house in the Westernport Bay area, where I spend
a lot of time.
The Bay is on my doorstep. It is a place for restoration for me personally and more
importantly it is at the heart of the community on the Peninsula. And most important of all it
is the home to biodiverse array of marine life.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the
opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas
import jetty and gas pipeline.
There are a variety of issues that make this proposal unacceptable, but the key
interconnected issues that concern me are the impact on our wetlands and wildlife, and
the project's underpinning of expanded fossil fuel use.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and
water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay wetland is
made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish. Westernport Bay
is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria. Mangroves stabilise sediment
and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline directly around the Crib Point jetty is
an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should be protected as a key habitat for an
incredible array of plants and animals rather than being subject to potentially damaging
projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into
the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so
much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in
Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some
cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of
wastewater in high conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State
Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their
attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Alongside the impact on biodiversity is the fact that this project fails our climate change
challenge. We need to move away from the use of fossil fuels fast. Far from enabling more
gas use, we need to be efficiently managing its phase down. And the market is potentially
heading in this direction, with the electricity generation sector playing a key role in the
transition away from fossil fuels. Renewable energy has become the cheapest alternative
for new power production and reliable, firmed renewables will displace gas, which was
once thought of as being a "transition" fuel. That is old thinking, as AEMO recognises. AGL
should recognise it too and unless they do, they (and we) risk having a huge stranded
asset sitting on the Westernport Bay shore.
Victoria should not lead its energy security approach with a project like this. Energy
security and combatting climate change can go hand in hand through sensible renewables
development and the managed phase down of gas, getting it out of electricity generation
and assisting the manufacturing sector to transition away from gas. AGL knows this and it
should focus its efforts there.

Sincerely,
Mark Burford
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Claire Weiss

Merricks Beach, VIC, 3926
26th August, 2020

My name is Claire Weiss and I live in the Westernport Bay area.

Westernport Bay is one of the few remaining undeveloped areas close to Melbourne. It is a
beautiful area with an abundance of native wildlife. I have grown up in the area and have
always treasured it for its uniqueness. There are few places with the character like that of "the
quiet side of the Peninsula", and none within such close proximity to Metropolitan
Melbourne.

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

Natural environments play a crucial role in both the mental and physical health of the
communities who access them. The potential loss of nature and access to green spaces can
contribute to mental distress and environmental grief experienced by communities who place
significance on these areas. This can detrimentally impact on the long-term mental health of a
community. Excessive exposure to noise and light pollution in areas of recreation or among
households can result in loss of sleep and irritability. As well as increased prevalence of
anxiety and a lack of ability to focus. The impacts of noise and light pollution can result in
increased prevalence of mental health conditions in a community.

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

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

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

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

carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is particularly important as a defense against the
impacts of climate change.

Large ships like LNG tankers have been recorded as having hit whales and other marine
mammals. The EES has grossly underreported the chance of whale strike at 1-in-2500 per
year. Using their own figures the actual calculated risk is 1-in-326. This means a 1-in-16
chance over the proposed 20-year lifespan. It is likely that these numbers are conservative
because the number of whales observed with injuries consistent with ship strike is higher than
the number of strikes reported by shipping operators. The conclusion that a ship strike would
have a low consequence to the visiting Southern Right whale population is inconsistent with
the Conservation Management Plan for Southern Right whales.

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

Sincerely,
Claire Weiss
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My name is Patricia Ritman and I visit Westernport Bay often.
I am a landholder on French Island and have been since 1976. I appreciate the
pristine nature of the flora and fauna of the area and wish to preserve it. AGL's
planned developmen will threatened it..I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning
for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib
Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which
should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to
in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our
internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would
introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks
include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and
increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical Report K.
The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and Wooleys Beach
is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is
not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until
we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People
come to see the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right
whales as well as other incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation
of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and
Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be inconsistent with
the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Wetlands are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land
and water which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory
birds like the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport
Bay wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and
fish. Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated
water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife.
There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will
affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed by AGL is not
comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Furthermore, current
Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas
like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy
(Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.

Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not
meet the legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Wetlands contain a disproportionate amount of the soil carbon on our planet.
Wetlands are responsible for storing between 20 and 30 per cent of global soil
carbon despite occupying only around 5 and 8 per cent of the surface of the Earth.
Protecting wetlands such as Westernport Bay Ramsar site should be a priority to
prevent the release of vast quantities of carbon pollution to the atmosphere. This is
particularly important as a defense against the impacts of climate change.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like
plankton and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they
would be unable to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to
chlorine levels far above safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly
half a billion litres of water being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous
quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay and
disperse with the current thereby further affecting marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined
above, the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be
unacceptable. There are many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can
pursue to ensure that we meet our energy needs without exposing the precious
wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or
the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Patricia Ritman
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My name is Bob Walshe-Howling and I care about the environment in Westernport
Bay. All natural environments are important to me. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry
and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make
a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and
gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in
Victoria. A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is
proposing would introduce new risks to the local community and visitors to the area.
These risks include exposing people to toxic hydrocarbons which may leak from the
facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as noted in EES Technical
Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away and
Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary
quantitative risk assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on
that basis. It is not acceptable to present preliminary studies and the EES should not
continue until we have an independent expert to provide final risk assessments.
While I do not think this will impact tourism and recreation significantly it will still
undermine decades-long efforts to regenerate Westernport Bay. Westernport Bay
has been considered an industrial area in the past but that perception has been
steadily shifting. More and more people now regard the Bay as a site of high
ecological and recreational importance. The gas import terminal proposal would be
a step backwards for this perception and may derail efforts to protect the further
enhance the area for the environment and for recreational users. Recent research
has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their
role in the fight against climate change rather than being subject to potentially
damaging projects like this gas import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have
already bulldozed or drained most of our freshwater wetlands which has
contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands worldwide
between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate
crisis. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of
chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
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My name is Hannah Opaluch and I visit Westernport Bay often.
Western port bay, and the maintenance of its pristine, untouched beaches, is of paramount
importance to me. I have lived in Weternport Bay in the past, and plan on doing so again in the
future, so itâ€™s natural abundance is important to me.
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.
A new fossil fuel project like the gas import terminal which AGL is proposing would introduce new
risks to the local community and visitors to the area. These risks include exposing people to toxic
hydrocarbons which may leak from the facility and increased risk of accidental fire and explosion as
noted in EES Technical Report K. The nearest homes to the import facility are about 1.5 kms away
and Wooleys Beach is also close to the site. AGL have completed only preliminary quantitative risk
assessments on these risks and have deemed the risk acceptable on that basis. It is not acceptable to
present preliminary studies and the EES should not continue until we have an independent expert to
provide final risk assessments.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the
little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible
marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge gas
tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the area and be
inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could impact Phillip
Island as a popular tourist destination.
Recent research has shown that wetlands have the potential to capture and store large amounts of
carbon for hundreds of years. Wetlands should be protected and enhanced for their role in the fight
against climate change rather than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas
import terminal proposed by AGL. In Victoria we have already bulldozed or drained most of our
freshwater wetlands which has contributed to the loss of approximately 35 per cent of wetlands
worldwide between 1970-2015. We cannot afford to lose any more as we face the climate crisis.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the Bay
each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know
about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact
modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate.
Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value
areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection Policy (Waters). AGL has
so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. Combining the poor impact
assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the legal requirements this proposal
should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by the
end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of
renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our
environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in renewables
and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be stranded
assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need to do to

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

